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FOREWORD

Academic year 1988-89 marked the twenty-second
year since the Institute of Politics was dedicated-in fall
1966-05 a living memorial to President John F. Kennedy
with a mandate to address his oft-expressed wish for
the development of closer ties behveen the worlds of
academia and of practical politics.

The Institute fulfills that mandate by providing a set
ting for students, particularly undergraduates, to
become involved in political activities-recruiting and
selecting members for the Student Advisory Commit·
tee, planning and coordinating Forum events and other
special projects, suggesting and recruiting topics and

leaders for study groups, running workshops and seminars, planning itineraries for
distinguished Visiting Fellows, being liaisons for resident Fellows and study group
leaders, producing a quarterly magazine, Haruml Political Rel.'ieul, assisting staff in coor
dinating conferences and special programs, performing tasks ranging from the mun
dane (photocopying, collating and assembling conference binders) to the inspiring
(interacting with United States federal, state and local government officials, members
of the media, political advisers and consultants, as well as foreign heads of state and
opposition leaders).

1988-89 was another year of transition in the directorship of the Institute. Dick Thorn
burgh, on leave as of August 1988, was reappointed United States Attorney General
in January by President Bush. Deputy Director David Runkel remained at his post
to see the Institute through that period. Shirley Williams was appointed Acting Direc·
tor in January 1989 and will remain until Director-designate Seattle Mayor Charles
Royer arrives on January 1, 1990 at the close of his mayoralty.

This eleventh edition of Proceedings-the seventh produced under the direction
of this editor-provides in the Programs section details of on-going and newly-initiated
programs and activities. The Readings section opens a window on the views of the
many players-fellows, students and staff, authors, speakers, debaters and panelists
whose connection to the Institute varies from one brief visit to long term relationships,
and who provide the Institute with its raison d'etre. The range of this year's activities
and visitors attest to the remarkable energy and skill of Shirley Williams who suc
cessfully combined her Institute responsibilities with those as Public Service Professor
of Electoral Politics at the John F. Kennedy School of Government and her extensive
world-wide political speaking and travel schedule. The range and success of this year's
activities attest as well to the skill and dedication of the staff of the Institute with whom
I am proud to be associated.

Anne Doyle Kenney
Editor

- -----------





DIRECTOR'S MESSAGE

Politicans live with the immediate, the un
predicted events that change their plans and
their agendas overnight. All the same, I did
not expect to find myseU, four months after
choosing to browse in the quiet meadows
of academic scholarship, catapulted into the
Directorship (albeit acting-what a good
description!) of the Institute of Politics. The
reason was one that elicited wide
approvaI-Dick Thornburgh's appointment
as Attorney General of the Uruted States.
This is my report of one year, 1989, in which
I have enjoyed, coped with, and occasional
ly despaired of, a demanding, exciting, and
multifaceted job.

The Institute's core is the Student Ad
visory Committee, who inspire, organize
and run the study groups, many of the Forum events, the Haroard Po/iticn[ Review
and much else. The opporturuty the I.D.P. gives to Harvard College students quick
enough and imaginative enough to grasp it, is unparalleled. Here a young woman
or man is thrust into local, national and international politics within days of starting
her or his University career. The sky's the limit-and our students get very near that limit.

The Study Groups, on critical national and international issues, have attracted large
audiences this year. Twelve of them have been taught by 1.0.P. Fellows, among them
three Governors, two U.S. Senators, a Lieutenant Governor, a senior member of the
Administration, a White House press secretary, two Mayors, community leaders and
the editor of a national newspaper-women and men, Republicans and Democrats,
Hispanic-Americans, Asian-Americans, African-Americans and European-Americans.
Indeed, the LO.?:s Fellows and study group leaders reflect the rich mosaic of the United
States itself.

The Forum programme has been equally challenging and ambitious. We've hosted
John Sununu and Jesse Jackson; the President of the German Bundestag and the Presi
dent of Mexico; journalists who saw the massacre in Tienanmen Square, and jour
nalists who pondered the lessons of Watergate. The Forum is like Brooklyn Bridge;
if you wait for a few days, someone you've heard of will come by. And we've set up
a Forum Committee on which SAC and Kennedy School students are represented
to ensure that the programme is balanced, and that every one of the Kennedy School's
Centers gets its day in the sun.

It's been a busy year for conferences, and there are several new initiatives to add
to those LO.P. staples, the famous conferences for newly-elected Members of Con
gress (most recently held in December 1988), for newly-elected Mayors (most recently
held in November 1989) as well as the quadrennial Presidential Campaign Decision
Makers Conference (most recently held in December of 1988). Among these new in
itiatives were the first conference for incumbent Congresswomen, held from 6-9 April
1989 and co-sponsored by the Center for Leadership Studies. It was such a success



that a second one, in 1990, is already planned. In October 1989, responding to a re
quest from the Women's Advisory Committee for a conference directed towards women 
seeking federal and state-wide elective office, the l.O.P. organized, in conjunction with 
the Women's Campaign Research Fund, a conference which combined the study of 
major issues of substance with sessions on essential political skills like fund-raising 
and dealing with the media. 

We also sponsored conferences on outstanding public issues. Two were directed 
to the impact of the debt burden on Latin America's struggling young democracies. 
In September 1988, the l.O.P. brought together representatives of the U.S. commercial 
banks and representatives of Latin American governments to discuss the issue privately, 
and to work towards some resolution of the crisis. In May 1989, shortly after the an
nouncement of the Brady Plan, we convened a second and more ambitious cor\ference 
which brought to Harvard, as well as U.S. bankers and Latin American government 
officials, representatives of the international financial institutions, the U.S. govern
ment, the Federal Reserve Bank and certain foreign creditor banks and governments. 
The report of that conference was widely disseminated, in the U.S. and abroad, and 
was highly commended by many who received it. 

Urban minority economic development was addressed in a conference of African-
American businessmen and women, organized by Richard Hatcher, four times Mayor 
of Gary, Indiana and an l.O.P Fellow, to discuss new enterprise creation in black 
communities. 

Workshops on the ethics of political campaigns, and on the career paths of politi
cians, with special reference to the effects of gender or ethnicity, are being planned 
for the end of the year 

At a more mundane level, the l.O.P. has brought in a new system for monitoring 
and planning its budget, which allows all members of staff to be consulted {we've made 
big savings this year); and an improved method of tracking grants and research con
tracts to ensure that sponsors get full reports at the right time. We have ambitious 
plans to develop programmes for elected politicians, including conferences for in
cumbents, conferences on important national issues, research on career paths, and 
the opening up of an international dimension to our work, including involvement 
of politicians from old and emergent democracies in seminars and conferences. Five 
British MPs for the first lime attended the conference for newly-elected Congressmen 
and women in December 1988. Our fall 1989 Visiting Fellow is a distinguished Irish 
politician, Peter Sutherland. We want to follow those first steps by bringing together 
U.S. and European politicians, and legislators from both East and West. The world's 
most urgent problems today span national boundaries, and our programmes should 
reflect that. 

It is an immense challenge and an immense pleasure to work at the l.O.P. The In
stitute evokes great loyalty from the Fellows, whose achievements range from Presi
dent of the U.N. General Assembly to internationally known political correspondent. 
It also inspires remarkable efforts from its small and devoted staff, and benefits from 
many hours of voluntary help from SAC members as well as staff. 

I probably couldn't survive another year combining the Directorship with my main 
job as a professor. I couldn't have survived this year without the help of the SAC and 
the staff. But, boy, it's been worth it. 

Shirley Williams 

Acting Director 

October 12, 1989 
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Campaign '88: 
Image Versus Reality 

The Furlough Ads 
from Campaign for President: 
The Managers Look at '88 

The following is excerpted from the chapter on Campaign Organization (chapter three), of the book, edited 
by David R. Runkel, which resulted from the 1988 Campaign Decision Makers conference held at the 
Institute of Politics on December 2-4, 1988. The conference, and the book, is the fifth in a series following 
each of the quadrennial presidential campaigns since 1972. 

DISCUSSION PARTICIPANTS: 
Roger Ailes, Bush campaign 
Lee Atwater, Bush campaign 
Robert Beckel, consultant 
Paul Brountas, Dukakis campaign 
Ronald Brown, Jackson campaign 
William Carrick, Gephardt campaign 
Susan Casey, Hart campaign 
John Corrigan, Dukakis campaign 
E. J. Dionne, The New York Times 
Susan Estrich, Dukakis campaign 
Frank Fahrenkopf, Republican National Committee 
Howard Fineman, Newsweek 
David Gergen, U.S. News and World Report 
William Lacy, Dole campaign 
J. Frederick Martin, Gore campaign 
Terry Michael, Simon campaign 
Edward Rollins, Kemp campaign 
Paul Taylor, Washington Post 

LEE ATWATER: We had a little bit of an unusual organizational chart. The only group 
that I was very interested in having report to me—and they also reported to everybody 
else, but specifically to me—was opposition research. At the head of our operation 
research was someone who has been with me for many years—a guy named Jim Pinker-
ton. Pinkerton is a very, very bright person. 
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Campaign '88: Image Versus Reality 

I'm a very simple person. It was clear to me—particularly in the spring when the 
one miscalculation we made was there was not going to be an opponent left after Super 
Tuesday—that opposition research would be important. It was also clear to me that 
the Dukakis campaign—and I never figured out whether it was the right decision or 
whether it was conscious or not—was going to try to, in effect, create an issueless cam
paign and use incompetence and all that sort of stuff. 

So I brought Pinkerton in the first week in April and said, "Look I want you to get 
the nerd patrol." We had about 35 excellent nerds in the research division. And I told 
Pinkerton, "We need five or six issues, and we need them by the middle of May, because 
it's going to hit the fan by mid-May." What I thought would happen was that they 
would be getting easy wins every Tuesday and would be looking better. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: Five or six issues, I assume, did not include restructuring the 
Third World debt. 
LEE ATWATER: Actually, I gave him a three-by-five card and I said, "You come back 
with this three-by-five card, but you can use both sides, and bring me the issues that 
we need in this campaign." 
HOWARD FINEMAN: Are you being facetious? 
LEE ATWATER: I carried it around with me. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: I saw the note card afterwards. I was just asking whether you 
ordered it put on that to begin with. 
LEE ATWATER: That's about all I can handle, Howard. So anyhow, I said, "You all 
get to it and see what you come up with." Now, by the way, opposition research is 
just one component of the campaign. They came back with enough data to fill up 
this room. 
FRANK FAHRENKOPF: Let me stop Lee for a moment. We had over 125,000 quotes 
from 436 different sources on computer. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: Just on Dukakis? 
FRANK FAHRENKOPF: No. That was the total on the candidates. 
LEE ATWATER: But, anyway, they had enough information to fill this room. I said, 
"Look, I'm quickly being coi\fused. You take about a week and come back in here." 
So he came back and sure enough, he had found seven or eight issues. Some of them 
got famous; some of them didn't. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: Are there any that we haven't heard about? 
LEE ATWATER: There was one talked about behind the scenes. It was never used 
in the campaign. We had to contain Roger on this one issue. 
ROGERAILES: By air time we went down two points. I said, "Now I've got something." 
(Laughter) 
HOWARD FINEMAN: For the uninitiated who haven't been reading the various ac
counts, including the Newsweek special election issue, we're talking about some obscure 
laws on the Massachusetts books. Bestiality is what we're focusing on. 
LEE ATWATER: Basically, we had a tight set of issues that we felt were important. 
The other thing I told Pir\kerton was, "Here's a three-by-five card. What I would like 
to be able to do is get this three-by-f ive card, draw a little line in the middle of it, and 
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Campaign '88: Image Versus Reality 

put three things on top and three things on the bottom." That's basically the campaign 
plan. So I said, "We've got to have two things. I want two three-by-five cards, one 
with the issues on it—opposition research issues, one small component—and the other, 
the three things on top of the line and three things on the bottom of the line." So that 
was done. 

Now the next thing Bob Teeter did—and this will show you how our whole orgaruza-
tion was integrated—was to put together a series of eight focus groups to test out quite 
a few things. One of the things we wanted to check was these issues. The first testing 
was Paramus, New Jersey. It was a very fortunate set of circumstances because, number 
one, we had a three-day strategy session after that already planned. We had a lot of 
time together and a lot of time with the Vice President. And, number two, all of us 
went to the focus groups—Roger, myself, Nick Brady, Craig Fuller, and Bob Teeter. 

People are laughing about the Paramus thing, but the fact of the matter is it was 
a very important evening to us because three facts came out of the focus groups. Number 
one, it was very clear to me that, despite what anybody said, the voters in this country 
were not particularly familiar with either candidate. It was almost startling how little 
they knew about either of the candidates. Number two, it was an issueless campaign. 
Voters were not focused on any one or two or three issues. The issues that were pop
ping up were issues like drugs, moral-fabric-type issues. 
ROGER AILES: Twenty minutes in, somebody mentioned something about the 
economy, but mostly it was values and what we were going to do about these kids 
on drugs and how we were going to deal with it. There was a lot on social fabric and 
very little on the economy. 
LEE ATWATER: The third point concerned the eight or nine comparative issues. The 
group, by the way, consisted of conservative Democrats who in 1984 supported Reagan 
but in 1988 were supporting Dukakis. The woman moderator was very good. After 
her 40-minute discussion on the issues in one of the groups we watched, 40 percent 
switched from Dukakis to Bush. In the other group, 60 percent switched. We had time 
to sit down over a three-day period and use those results, along with a lot of other 
things that were going on, in effect, fashion strategy. 

Now let me say this. George Bush felt very strongly about a couple of these issues, 
particularly the pledge of allegiance. He jumped on the pledge of allegiance issue before 
anybody else in the campaign did. He felt very strongly about it. He believed that 
it was a legitimate difference between himself and Dukakis. I remember, Roger, and 
I'm sure you do, too. He was amazed. He just said, "This guy is just wrong on this." 

He believed in basically all of these issues. What I was worried about, I think we 
were all worried about: It was obvious that the Dukakis campaign was going to try 
not to allow issues to drive the campaign, to try to make competence or some other 
obscure issue drive the campaign. If they were able to do that, they would have won. 

Why? Two reasons. Number one, the swing vote in almost every state or certainly 
in enough states to get over 270 electoral votes was conservative, populist—to use the 
cliche, Reagan Democrats. And if they didn't see any differences or particular differences 
between the two candidates, guess what? They would have gone back and been 
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Democrats again. They're always looking for an excuse to be, because they are 
Democrats. So if we were to allow the Dukakis campaign strategy to unfold and not 
get on these issues, they would have prevailed. 

Second, I do believe in this whole notion of historical cycle. We have been in eight 
years. We had a Republican President for 2 four-year terms. They would say, "Look, 
there's not a lot of difference between these two candidates. It's time to give the other 
party and candidate a chance." We made a conscious decision. Our decision was to 
stay on issues—don't use red language, be factual, be truthful. If we did that, regardless 
of the cacophony that would come out of the other campaign and to a certain degree 
the media, the voters would not buy it. 

And I remember making the statement that, "Look, the good news is that we do 
not think the other side will plug into this." They would not recognize that these were 
salient issues because, we believed, they didn't have populist people in the campaign-
guys like Roger and me who went to Newbury College and all that. It would take 
them a long time to figure out what was going on, but that when they did it was going 
to hit the fan. 
ROGER AILES: We also had the feeling that the candidate—Dukakis—would dig in 
and defend from a legal standpoint issues that the American people just had an in
stinctive feeling about, i.e., the pledge. His personality profile, which we took a look 
at, was of a guy who said, "I'm right, you're wrong, and here are the reasons" with 
no regard to how or why people responded emotionally to an issue. In other words, 
he may be right technically, but the American people react instinctively to issues like 
the flag, not technically. 
WILLIAM CARRICK: One quick question; After the focus groups, what did you see 
as the principal issues? 
LEE ATWATER: Taxes, national defense. We all felt that national defense was really 
a sleeper issue. One of the things raised by the focus groups that wasn't one of the 
issues was the fact that since peace and prosperity weren't being discussed, our theory 
about the attention span of voters being very short this year was true. We were going 
to get an added boost after Labor Day, because peace and prosperity would become 
part of the thing. 

The pledge of allegiance was in there. The death penalty was in there. The man
datory drug sentence was in there. The furlough issue was in there. 
ROGER AILES: We tested with Boston Harbor. 
LEE ATWATER: I think those were the main ones we tested. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: I wanted to quickly get a response of the nonpopulists. 
SUSAN ESTRICH: I want to talk about one of the issues, and I want to focus a little 
bit while Lee is here because I think it's important. We can talk about the pledge and 
death penalty later, but I do want to talk about this furlough issue and Willie Horton 
in particular. Lee, I may not be a populist, by your definition—and I did go to Wellesley 
College—but I happen to have been a rape victim and taught about rape and wrote 
about rape. I saw that one coming right between the eyes. We tried to deal with it 
as an issue about crime. We tried to deal with it as an issue about furloughs. 
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But my own sense all along was that it wasn't ultimately about any of those things. 
We weren't going to deal with Willie Horton by emphasizing our crime record in 
Massachusetts, for goodness sakes, let alone the federal furlough policy or Ronald 
Reagan's furlough policy. All of that was fine and all of that we put out there. 

But my sense—and I want to do this while you're here—is that it was very much 
an issue about race and racial fear. Whether it was so intended or not, the symbolism 
was very powerful. It was, at least to my viewing of it, very strong—look, you can't 
find a stronger metaphor, intended or not, for racial hatred in this country than a black 
man raping a white woman. And that's what the Willie Horton story was. 

I talked to people afterward, men and women. Women said they couldn't help it, 
but it scared the living daylights out of them. We're talking about the association of 
Dukakis with rapists. Nobody likes to talk about race, so they just talked about rapists. 
But I would have to add that this is America, let's be honest, with black men who 
come in and rape and beat and stab white women. I talked to men who said they 
couldn't help it either, but when they saw the leaflets later and the ads and the like, 
they couldn't help but thinking about their wives and feeling scared and crazy. 

And I think Dukakis very subtly, whether it was intentional or not, became associated 
in value terms. I mean. Democrats are vulnerable to being "soft" on crime. That's just 
part of what comes with the Democratic label. If you add into it that you're from 
Massachusetts and against the death penalty, the case is stronger still. 

But it seem.ed to me that on furloughs we were dealing at a much deeper level of 
values of hatred, racial prejudice, of fear. Tubby Harrison, our pollster, tested it—I 
think, before Paramus, New Jersey. And we had that as a terrible vulnerability on our 
part. We put it on our polls, tested it five different ways, and there was nothing we 
could dream up or make up about George Bush that hurt him as much as furloughs. 
The various ways we asked the questions, both in focus groups and in polls, hurt us. 
So it wasn't surprising to us that you used it. We saw it there. 

Maybe we didn't deal with it right. In hindsight I can think of all kinds of ways to 
respond that may have been better. But there are much larger issues than the tactical 
construction of your ads versus our ads, and of negative campaigns, and whether we 
should have fought back six consecutive days rather than switch subjects in midstream. 
I know 1 talked to Reverend Jackson about this. 1 know he spoke to the Vice President 
about this. 

There was certainly a perception, even among those of us who call Harvard home, 
that this was a very damaging and devastating attack, but an attack that went far beyond 
conventional terms of debate when you come back with your crime rate or come back 
with the federal furlough program or come back with Reagan's furlough program. 
LEE ATWATER: Good. I'm glad you brought this up while I'm here because we need
ed to get out in the open—the whole story about this issue. 

When I first heard about this issue, I didn't know who Willie Horton was. I didn't 
know what race he was. I was told a story about a guy—I didn't know the name—who 
had gone to a gas station. There was a 17-year old kid there who was trying to work 
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his way through college. The guy stabbed this kid 24 times, [description of mutilation 
of body],* and stuck the guy in a trash can. This guy was then thrown into jail and 
received a furlough under the Massachusetts furlough program, went out on furlough, 
and raped and brutalized a woman. 

You know, it was sickening to me, but what was sickening was that it defied com
mon sense. Let's thir\k about it. Our specific quarrel with the furlough program was 
the specific situation in which murderers with no chance of parole got to be furloughed. 
That was the issue. 

What bothered me about it—as a simple man and I really am and don't pretend to 
be more—is it defied common sense. Why would you let a guy like that, who had 
no chance of parole, out for a weekend with no supervision? Number one, Dukakis 
was against the death penalty. Why should the guy come back? What incentive did 
the guy have to come back? And, number two, what incentive did he have not to do 
what he did when he was on the furlough? Because if you don't have the death penal
ty, when you go back nothing worse can happen to you. That right there was what 
made the furlough issue click in my mind. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: When did that come to your attenhon? 
LEE ATWATER: Well, the first time I heard about the furlough thing, 1 guess, was 
when Gore raised it in the primary. Pinkerton or one of his guys told me the story. 
HOWARD FINEMAN; Was this before or after you sent Pinkerton to come back with 
this note card full of issues? Did you already have furlough on the card? 
LEE ATWATER: I think it was before that—when Gore raised the issue. 
FREDERICK MARTIN: April 12th. It came to our attention, Lee, in what I took to 
be your campaign press organ. The Washington Times, which did a story about the 
furlough issue about a week or 10 days before or two weeks before. So I assumed this 
was well known to you. 

LEE ATWATER: No. The first time I became conscious of it was in April, in the Gore 
campaign. Our group didn't come back until sometime in May. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: But you had already heard this story that made no common 
sense to you. 
LEE ATWATER: Yes. That was the first time I heard about it. 

Finally, obviously, when it came to our attention that Willie Horton was black, we 
made a conscious decision—Roger was there at the meeting when I took the lead—not 
to use him in any of our paid advertising, on television or in brochures. We figured 
at the time that we would have to try to police other people. There were so many groups, 
just as there were all kinds of groups out of the Dukakis group. I still have all these 
posters of Bush with "Hitler for President" and Bush with a moustache. I never blamed 
you all for that because I know you didn't do it. 

The second decision we made was that the day we found any kind of brochure or 
television ad from an independent committee, we would denounce it publicly right 
off the bat. 

*Deletion not in original. Ed. 

16 



Campaign '88: Image Versus I^liti/ 

By the way, let me clear up one thing. One of these public committees said that 
the proof we "collaborated" with them was the fact that t h ^ didn't get a letter from 
Baker until three weeks later. What they did get was—a very strong letter—from me 
one day later. They wanted to hear from Baker. So the only reason they heard from 
Baker three weeks later was because they didn't accept my letter, which had come 
three weeks before. 
ROBERT BECKEL: Was that the Americans for Bush crowd? 
LEE ATWATER: I can't remember. The point is that I personally mentioned Willie Hor-
ton's name one time in the entire campaign, and realized it was a mistake to do that. 
JOHN CORRIGAN: How often did George Bush mention it, just for the record? 
LEE ATWATER: It doesn't matter. 
JOHN CORRIGAN: I think your point is you dropped the Horton issue. 
LEE ATWATER: I was trying to make two points. Number one, I am a white southerner 
and anytime I said anything I was accused of being a racist. The only time I brought 
up the three-headed troika was in response to an interview with Willie Brown, in which 
Willie Brown was proudly crowing about their three-man ticket. I said, "I agree with 
Willie Brown." That was used against me as racism. So I personally stayed totally out 
of that issue for that reason. 

But Willie Horton—there was nothing racial about Willie Horton. We resent the fact 
that it was used racially in the campaign because we certainly didn't, and we were 
very conscious about it. 1 think the furlough issue was a very important issue in this 
campaign. I think it was symbolic. 1 think it was a value issue, and we didn't back 
off at all from using that issue in the campaign. We are very sorry if anyone took it 
racially, because we had a concerted effort in our campaign to make sure that race 
was not used in any way, shape, or form in the development of this issue. 

As a matter of fact—this has never been told before—when we first shot the furlough 
spot of the revolving door that we used on television, we used regular prisoners. Roger 
and I looked at it. It was a totally natural thing in the prison. Frankly, we worried 
there were too many blacks in the prison scene, so we made sure that on the retake 
there were but one or two. 
PAUL BROUNTAS: Did you ever make the statement that is attributed to you, "By 
the time we're finished they're going to wonder whether Willie Horton is Dukakis' 
running mate"? 
LEE ATWATER: Yeah. I said I made one statement one time. I apologized for it public
ly the next day. At the time there was nothing racial about it. I never even mentioned 
Willie Horton. 

Let me tell you something else about Willie Horton. One thing I did every month 
in that campaign was to go to some out-of-the-way place with the family. 1 never told 
anybody who I was or what I did. We'd just sit around, listen to people, talk to people. 
We went up to Luray, Virginia, on the 4th of July weekend because I read they were 
going to have a convention of motorcycle drivers—middle class motorcycle drivers. 

We went to Brown's Chinese-American Restaurant, which is a great place in Luray, 
Virginia. In a booth behind us were two couples, a black couple who owned motor-
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cycles, talking about the Reader's Digest which had just come out. The two ^vomen 
were talking, and it interested me because, obviously, we had a gender problem at 
the time. So I turned around and started talking to them about it. They got all upset 
about the thing. 

Before it was all over, everybody in the restaurant was over there talking about the 
thing. The waitresses closed the restaurant, and we sat around talking about this whole 
furlough thing all night. I said to myself this issue has a real life, this issue counts 
to Americans. 

I reported this to Teeter, and he said, "You know what's interesting? We just had 
a focus group in Alabama. A woman in the focus group started talking about the Reader's 
Digest. She almost had it memorized verbatim. And the whole focus group shifted." 
And let me tell you something. I couldn't back off. If people out in this country feel 
strongly about something like that, it's an issue. I don't give a damn what the echo 
chamber is saying. Every now and then, just for novelty, if nothing else, we ought 
to humor the voters. If they are really concerned about an issue, they think it's an 
issue, then by God it's an issue, and it ought to be treated as an issue. That's the way 
we felt about the furlough program. 
ROGER AILES: I want to point out that the Bush campaign never used Willie Horton's 
picture in any paid advertising. At the same time we were being accused of racism, 
the Dukakis campaign produced an ad with an Hispanic on camera with a woman 
in a body bag, cutting to George Bush next, and implying somehow he had something 
to do with this woman's rape and murder. If it was not an issue, you folks certainly 
seemed to think it was an issue when it came to the Hispanic and the woman in the 
body bag. 
JOHN CORRIGAN: The point of running the ad about the federal furlough program 
was to essentially make the point that George Bush was being hypocritical for making 
the whole issue because there was a federal furlough program—for eight years—where 
a rapist had escaped and had murdered someone. 
SUSAN ESTRICH: He was a drug trafficker. 
JOHN CORRIGAN: George Bush never said word one about it. 
ROGER AILES: The difference is that in Massachusetts you don't have a death penalty. 
JOHN CORRIGAN: You said the Bush campaign never used Willie Horton's picture. 
Every piece of literature that we complained about in the course of the campaign came 
from a Republican state committee. It's my understanding, and I'd appreciate it if Mr. 
Fahrenkopf would clarify this, that all of the RNC executive directors, all of the state 
party executive directors, are on the RNC payroll. Is that correct? 
FRANK FAHRENKOPF: Totally false. Absolutely false. 
JOHN CORRIGAN: There's no coordination between the state parties? 
FRANK FAHRENKOPF: There's state coordination. We don't pay the executive direc
tors' salaries. We have no control other than what we did, for example, in Illinois when 
this garbage piece appeared. As soon as that hit, we were on it quick. At both the 
campaign and the Republican National Committee, we got on Piper, one of the in
dividuals out there, and we shut it down as quickly as we could. 
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ROBERT BECKEL; For the record, they were using your money on that. Now that 
money went straight from the RNC to state parties. 
FRANK FAHRENKOPF; That's what I'm saying. It stopped. 
LEE ATWATER: Look at it from a commonsense standpoint. We knew that stuff hurt 
us. We weren't trying to do that. The second we knew about it we shut it down. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: You knew the potential of it, Frank and Lee. If you knew the 
potential, did anybody say, "Let us handle this, you stay away from it, state party and 
other people out there"? 
LEE ATWATER: Yes. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: But at the same time you were quoted at one time down in 
Atlanta in June saying you were going to make a household name out of Willie Horton. 
LEE ATWATER: I said it once. I said I was sorry I said it and apologized for it. That's 
the only time I mentioned it. 
JACK CORRIGAN: Was that at a meeting with state parties? 
LEE ATWATER: No. Again, there was no reference to what race he was or anything 
else. I don't think many people in that room knew what race he was at the time because 
the issue had just developed. 
PAUL TAYLOR: You knew you didn't have to talk. Given the state of racial fears in 
this country, all you had to do was put it out there. Surely, you had conversations 
at that time. 
ROGER AILES: If the media thinks "wimp" is an issue, they certainly should have 
thought Willie Horton was an issue. So you were a part of this. 
SUSAN ESTRICH: And they did, Roger. My point is that although you may not have 
mentioned Willie Horton by name in your furlough ad, George Bush mentioned his 
name regularly in his speeches. 

Let me finish on just two points. Each time he did—or at least often when he did—it 
would lead to network stories. We would have a little network recap that would show 
a picture of Willie Horton and newspaper stories that would show a picture of Willie 
Horton. We both know—sometimes to our frustration, sometimes to our dehght— 
that getting your candidate, if your candidate is willing, to say X will make it into the 
news cycle. 
ROGER AILES: That's like talking about the Ayatollah. 
SUSAN ESTRICH: This was not a debate, Roger and Lee, with all due respect about 
furlough policy. I mean, there are very few things I'm quite certain I can beat you on 
in a debate, but if you want to talk about the operation of the Massachusetts furlough 
program and whether, in fact, it was any different from the federal program and the 
other 26 state programs, the answer is no. 
ROGER AILES: In one instance you're saying George Bush had nothing to do with 
the Reagan administration. On the other hand, you're saying I wouldn't trade arms 
with the Ayatollah. Which is it? I mean, did he? 
SUSAN ESTRICH: III do arms to the Ayatollah in a minute. Let's stick with the furlough 
issue. 
LEE ATWATER: The American people do not think that if s racist to mention someone's 
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name. That's why that charge never went anywhere. That is why The Washington Post 
and many other publications in most states wrote editorials saying it wasn't a racist 
campaign. The American people are very fair-minded. Again, I basically trust the 
American people as a group. They strongly rejected the notion of racism. 

Let me tell you something. As a guy who has been in southern politics for 20 years, 
there's no question in my mind that Republicans, Democrats, blacks, and whites all 
reject racist politics. If there were any racist politics in this campaign, it would have 
backfired on us, on the party. That was a spurious charge, and the voters treated it 
as a spurious chaise. 
ROGER AILES: If Willie Horton were white, we would have used the furlough program. 
LEE ATWATER; We might have used pictures of him. 
SUSAN ESTRICH: Let me respond to that. The point of our ad was very simple. Two 
sides can play this ugly game. You want to play to fear, you've got your ugly story 
of a black man raping a white woman. Well, well tell you an even uglier story. It hap
pened to be an Hispanic man who left a woman to die, in front of her two small children. 
Yeah, two people can play this ugly game. We resisted, maybe to our ultimate detri
ment, playing the ugly game until late October. I mean, we resisted playing it. We 
resisted playing it because we felt wrongly, rightly—our candidate felt—that was not 
the tone he wanted to set. 

The only purpose of that ad which ran for a week or so at the end was to show, 
"you want to play this game? You want to debate furloughs? Fine. You can come up 
with an ugly story on our side, we can come up with an ugly story on your side. What 
does it prove?" George Bush, we were making the point, is a hypocrite. There's been 
a federal program that is very, very similar to that Massachusetts program; this man 
happened to be a drug trafficker, but murderers were also furloughed for up to 30 
days. And we hadn't heard one word from George Bush about the federal program. 
Not a criticism. Not a concern. Not a complaint. Not an expression. 

The criticism we got was why didn't you do this in September. Well, Mike Dukakis 
wanted to set a different kind of tone for his campaign. 
ROGER AILES: I had 22 negative commercials against George Bush on my desk by 
then. The idea of setting a different tone is baloney. 
PAUL BROUNTAS: The Dukakis campaign never prepared negative ads like those 
the Bush campaign prepared and ran. The Bush ads contained mistruths and lies. 
For example, the Horton ad said there were 268 escaped Massachusetts convicts who 
fled after parole, giving the impression they were all first-degree murderers. The Hor
ton ad had to be the lowest kind of campaign ad that we have ever seen in presidential 
politics. 
ROGER AILES: That had been scrubbed by five researchers, three lawyers, and nobody 
in the media could tell you that was really untrue. 
LEE ATWATER: Wait a minute. I want to respond to Susan because I hope everybody 
in this room clearly focused on what she just said, because it's the most amazing thing 
I think I ever heard. She just said three things. One, they did use something we didn't 
do: We never used Willie Horton, but they did use an Hispanic in their ad. Two, she 
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clearly inferred that they realized consciously it was rasicm, but, three, it wasn't wrong 
because we had done it first and because we did it more than them. I can't believe it. 
SUSAN ESTRICH: No, I did not. 
LEE ATWATER: Everybody just heard you say it. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: Let's do this one person at a time. 
LEE ATWATER: I'm just saying everybody in this room just heard Susan say they used 
an ad with an Hispanic in it. She, in effect, said they knew what they were doing 
but it was not wrong because we had done it first. I think that right there makes this 
whole thing a moot issue. You did it, we did it, let's close this off. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: Before you close it off, Paul wanted to say something. 
PAUL BROUNTAS: Clearly, we used that ad to demonstrate what Governor Dukakis 
was saying for weeks about the Horton ad, that it was hypocritical and cynical and 
was using a terrible personal tragedy for political gain. And Vice President Bush never 
did denounce or disavow that ad, never responded to the criticism and continued 
to run the ad. He knew full well that similar ads were being run by private organiza
tions with Willie Horton's picture and knew full well that those ads were damaging to us. 

What we did was run our ad to show the hypocrisy and the cynicism of the Horton 
ad—to tell the public that there were federal parole programs and a California parole 
program, that there were 37 other programs that permitted parole of convicted felons, 
and this is what happened under one of those programs. That was the purpose of 
the ad, and that is what we intended to show. 
ROBERT BECKEL: I want to talk about a couple of things, factual things. I think it's 
important for the record. I think, Lee, you can understand, even though these guys 
weren't associated with you, but I would really recommend that somebody look at 
the Americans for Bush stuff and look at their contributors. They're your contributors, 
Frank, of the RNC, and, Ed, they contributed a lot of money to Reagan/Bush in 1980 
and 1984. 

I don't believe those guys conspired with you, but the money that went into that 
thing was substantial. Willie Horton's black face was on the air for 10 weeks. It was 
paid for by a committee called Americans for Bush, funded by not just right-wingers 
but by a lot of people who were contributing to the RNC and Ronald Reagan and George 
Bush for years. So you can assume when they look at this thing that some people 
will conclude there was a lot of Republican money behind this. 
ROGER AILES: That's a lot different from saying the Bush campaign did it. Anyone 
in here can do it. This is America. 
ROBERT BECKEL: It wasn't just a bunch of leaflets. 

JOHN CORRIGAN: If we used that answer, you would accuse us of being legalistic 
and elitist. 
ROGER AILES: We can't stop independent expenditures any more than you can. I 
hate them because they mess up your media plan. 
RONALD BROWN: Listen, we are all grown, sophisticated, fairly knowledgeable people 
who know the issues which polarize our fellow countrymen. It seems to me, particularly 
on the race issue, that we all have a very special responsibility. I think that's what 
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Susan was trying to point out. I think that's what Beckel's last comments were ad
dressed to. 

About an hour or two ago I was talking about why Jesse Jackson wasn't really in 
the mix on some of these other issues. I said I thought the reason was that he had 
an overriding impediment, so he never had to deal with some other issues, and that 
overriding impediment was his race. Everybody around the table said I was right, 
that that was the overriding impediment. Now we get into talking about whether race 
is a factor. Lee is saying, well, we trust the will of the American people. I know I trust 
them, too, but there's a lot of racism out there. We know it, and we know the kind 
of divisions it caused in our society. 

It just seems to me that it is clear, whether the Bush campaign did or didn't do it, 
the Republican National Committee or somebody didn't meet their responsibility in 
dealing with this issue. You knew what it was causing. You knew what was happen
ing. Maybe you couldn't control everything, but nobody stepped up to the plate and 
said, "It's devisive, it's dangerous, it's wrong." 
ROGER AILES: So you're saying that because he's black, we can't use the issue. 
RONALD BROWN: I didn't say that, but there were a lot of things going on. 
ROGER AILES: Despite the fact he was a murderer and rapist, you're saying he should 
have been given special treatment because he was black. 
RONALD BROWN: I'm not saying anybody should have been given special treatment. 
What I'm saying is very clear. 
ROGER AILES: Maybe he should have. 
RONALD BROWN: What I'm saying is there is a special responsibility we all have. 
I think somebody failed to step up and meet their responsibility on this issue. 
LEE ATWATER: Let me ask you a question, Ron. Do you agree with Susan's point 
that because we had done it, it was justified for them to use an Hispanic in an ad 
to teach us a lesson? 
RONALD BROWN: I didn't take that to be Susan's point. 
SUSAN ESTRICH: That wasn't the point. Let me clarify. Perhaps, with all due respect, 
I didn't make myself clear enough for you. 
LEE ATWATER: I thought it was very clear. 
SUSAN ESTRICH: Well, let me clarify it because what you're saying is not a reflection 
of what I was intending to say or what I thought I said. In the interest of being ab
solutely clear let me say it one last time. 

The purpose of our doing the final ad on furloughs was to make clear the hypocrisy 
of George Bush who had, as Vice President of the United States, been in a position 
to act or to take steps or to speak out on a federal furlough program in which exactly 
the same thing as he was complaining about in Massachusetts was going on for six years. 

I agree with Ron on this issue of intention. At some point it became clear what was 
going on here and no one did step up. And for 10 weeks we did see his picture on 
TV, and we saw state party after state party after state party using it. 

I know how we used our money. We had substantial influence on what state parties 
did, Frank. We asked some people who had been thinking of forming independent 
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parties not to in our case, so at least there was a power of persuasion. 
After 10 weeks of the furlough ad we felt—some say the time was long overdue—it 

was time for us to call George Bush on his hypocrisy in attacking a program and an 
isolated incident in Massachusetts when there were exactly comparable isolated in
cidents at the federal level, as there were also in California. So we played an ad which 
did just that. 
LEE ATWATER; Why did you use an Hispanic in that ad? 
JOHN CORRIGAN: That was the case. 
LEE ATWATER: That's the exact answer we have. Why is it different? 
SUSAN ESTRICH: The difference is that in August we did not go out and say that 
that's an issue we can use against George Bush to play on values, et cetera. Let's find 
ourselves an isolated incident to use on the offense against George Bush. 
LEE ATWATER: The second question is what state did you use that ad in? What state 
did you show it? 
SUSAN ESTRICH: A number of states. 
JOHN CORRIGAN: Not Texas. 
LEE ATWATER: Does anybody here know anything about Texas politics? And you 
use an Hispanic in an ad like that? 
SUSAN ESTRICH: We did not use his name. We did not use the ad in Texas. 
JOHN CORRIGAN: We never used the person's name. We used his picture. 
LEE ATWATER: What state? 
JACK CORRIGAN: We ran it in California. We ran it in every state where you ran 
the furlough ad. We did not run it in Texas. 
ROGER AILES: You already lost Texas. That's why. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: I have some other people impatiently waiting to ask questions. 
I thir\k Fred Martin was one and then E.J. and Susan. 
FREDERICK MARTIN: Roger said something that I think is important. Al Gore raised 
the furlough issue, not knowing there was a Willie Horton, not knowing there was 
a race issue involved, because we believed that the furlough issue had some merit 
and ought to be debated. We raised it without any imputation of race. I do reject the 
notion, at least as it applies to the Gore campaign, that we were subtly trying to raise 
a race issue by raising the furlough program. 
WILLIAM LACY: Let me bring up something. Susan, you talked about how you tested 
your research on the furlough program and how devastating it was every time you 
tested it. I didn't see your research, but the first survey we did in California when 
I arrived on the scene tested the furlough issue and had nothing to do with Willie 
Horton by name or his race. It simply asked if people would be more or less likely 
to vote for Michael Dukakis if they knew that he had approved or had supported a 
program that allowed murderers—convicted murderers—out on weekend passes. 

I have seen hundreds of polls in my career, and I have never seen an issue cut against 
a candidate like that. It had nothing to do in that polling with any of those other fac
tors. It was a powerful issue in and of itself. 
E.J. DIONNE: One observation and two commonsense questions. The quick observa-
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tion is I don't think we are debating whether furloughs were a legitimate issue. I think 
we are debating something else. Two commonsense questions are: If you cared so 
much about not using Willie Morton's face, then why didn't you tell your state parties 
ahead of time before they used his face not to use it? The second question: I have 
heard recently that there was a second case similar to the Horton case, where the facts 
were more devastating to Governor Dukakis—where somebody was pardoned and 
then murdered someone. You never used that case, and it appears that the guy is white. 
First, why didn't you tell the state parties not to use his face, and is the second thing true? 
LEE ATWATER: We did repeatedly, through our field orgaruzation and people in this 
room, particularly Ed and Bill and Marc. We did it very early. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: Is this before or after you said you were going to make a 
household name of Willie Horton? 
LEE ATWATER: Right after. Because I saw the fact that it was being used as a racial 
situation which was not my intention. We made it so that we ought to just cool it on 
Willie Horton at that point. 
E.J. DIONNE: Have the state parties ever so massively disobeyed your orders? 
ROGER AILES: I have been in this business for 20 years. You've got guys out there 
printing it. You can't control it. 
LEE ATWATER: I don't think anyone I talked to in any one of our meetings knew it, 
because when I talked to them about it they stopped. 

The second point, E.J., about what you just said. I learned about that case after the 
election. Frankly, had I known about it, we would have been smart to go with that 
and never mention Willie Horton. In other words, if the guy was white, there would 
have been zero question about our intent. 
JOHN CORRIGAN: Is there anybody here who worked for George Bush in 1980? If 
he felt so strongly, why didn't George Bush raise the issue against Ronald Reagan? 
ROGER AILES: We didn't have the 35 nerds. 
EDWARD ROLLINS: If you tried to raise the issue on Ronald Reagan, that he had 
furloughed a cop killer, the issue would not have worked. The reason the issue worked 
and worked so effectively was not because Willie Horton was black, not because of 
the severity of the crime. It reinforced the negative impression that people had about 
Dukakis, that he was a Massachusetts liberal who was against the death penalty and 
soft on crime. Willie Horton in many states in this country would not have been a 
problem because he would be executed for the initial crime, as he probably should 
have been. 
SUSAN CASEY: I wish we could take this just a little bit beyond whether we did or 
didn't have this intention, or whether we could or couldn't control the states, or whether 
we really meant to do this or not. What happened was, as you said, a very powerful 
match lit a fire that was very effective against Dukakis, but that fire spread much wider, 
which is what I think Ron was referring to. It lit the racial issue. That was very clearly 
what happened. 

The question I think that we all ought to ask ourselves is, when that happened, 
was there some special responsibiHty to step back and say this is not something that 
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is good for our country and let's step back from this? You had many effective tools 
to beat Mike Dukakis. Lef s step back from this because we do not want that devisiveness 
in this country. 

Beyond what you intended, what you did, what you couldn't control, when it came 
to that point, then perhaps we all ought to examine, in terms of our roles—the press 
and candidates—whether you could have stepped back and maybe taken some respon
sibility for ending it. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: I'm interested in what you thought when you heard about that 
issue, when you realized Willie Horton was black, when you saw the problems 
associated with it. Did you think that, even if you didn't use his picture in an ad, you 
were going to have to deal with politically inspired accusations of racism? Or were 
you concerned that it really would be, as Sue said, a match that would light off a con
flagration? Or did you simply dismiss it as opposition criticism? 
LEE ATWATER: I don't know from what advantage she's looking, but if you examine 
George Bush sitting down with Jesse, I don't think we were in a racial strife. If you 
examine what is going on in this country, if you examine exit polls and everything 
else, I don't agree with her premise at all. 

SUSAN CASEY: It wasn't just looking at the data; I was just looking at what is going 
on in America. 
LEE ATWATER: I watch what is going on in America. I think we did a pretty good 
job of that in the campaign. I saw that group was politically trying to use that issue 
against us. I didn't think it had salience with black or white voters because 1 think 
they were more concerned with the furlough issue. I think that if we did any type 
of focus group or data today, my point would prevail over yours because I do not think 
there was an issue of racism, because there was no racism in the Bush campaign. I 
do not think that people thought that the use of the furlough program was an injec
tion of racism in this campaign. I have yet to see any data anywhere, in any shape 
or form, to sustain that. 
ROGER AILES: I think the American people are color-blind when it comes to crime. 
LEE ATWATER: I have never seen a poll yet in which blacks—and I have seen cut-outs 
on blacks—that the blacks did not agree with George Bush's position on the furlough 
issue. 
SUSAN ESTRICH: The history of the administration of criminal justice in this coun
try is a history of racism. We should be clear when it comes to crime that Americans 
are not color-blind. It's long been the case that blacks have paid much more severely. 
If you look at the crime for which Willie Horton was subsequently punished, it is a 
crime for which black men have been executed time and time and time again in this 
country and for which white men have almost never been executed. 
ROGER AILES: Is your point it should not be used because he's black? 
SUSAN ESTRICH; My point is I think we are kidding ourselves. The question is what 
obligation a presidential campaign has when it flames such fires. But to pretend that 
America has somehow overnight become a color-blind society is ridiculous. I go back 
to Ron's point because it is so telling when we talk about Jesse Jackson. We immediate-
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ly talk about the impact of race as the first, central, and most basic factor of his can
didacy. Then we come to talk about criminal justice and you talk about it as if race 
is not a factor. It is. 
TERRY MICHAEL: Did you have a white furloughed rapist option? 
LEE ATWATER: No. You have to understand when this issue was developed we didn't 
know Willie Horton was black. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: Let's try to close this up now that everybody has accused 
everybody else of being a racist. 

A couple of questions. Lee, when you got that original list with the furlough issue 
on it, is that something that you discussed with George Bush? Was there a discussion 
with George Bush about the possibly very controversial nature of this attack, especial
ly on the furlough issue? I'm trying to get a sense of whether you knew how explosive 
it would be. 
LEE ATWATER: We didn't think it was controversial. We did discuss it. We went off 
to his home in Kennebunkport. We don't maintain it's non-controversial. It's controver
sial with the political component. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: Susan, you said there were a lot of things you thought you 
could have done, perhaps, looking back on it now. One thing has been suggested, 
even by some of the Bush people in conversation here. Let me ask it in quick form. 
Was there a way for you to have changed the subject entirely, to have gone the hard 
populist route, gone some other attack route, rather than to respond by making an 
Hispanic ad? In retrospect, is that what you think you should have done? 
SUSAN ESTRICH: It's a much larger question. The real question concerns their little 
three-by-five card of how they were going to run the campaign negatively against us— 
should we have adopted the same kind of approach? Not the same issues obviously. 
Our issues would be different against them, but it would be the same kind of negative 
campaign. We did the same polling and focus groups they did. We made a decision, 
however, to run a positive campaign on a different set of issues. That may have been 
a mistake, but our approach was not the same as theirs. 

HOWARD FINEMAN: We have two more minutes here if anybody else wants to make 
a comment. 
ROGER AILES: 1 think Lee left the impression we only were working off a negative 
theme. We weren't. 
LEE ATWATER: I said it was a very small part of the campaign. 
ROGER AILES: The fact that you didn't focus your ads, limit them, and run the hell 
out of them, is different from the idea that you didn't have them and wanted to run 
a positive campaign. 
HOWARD FINEMAN: One last comment from Dave Gergen. 
DM'ID GERGEN: Is it the view of the Dukakis campaign that the Bush campaign should 
not have raised a question about furloughs at all because Willie Horton was black? 
SUSAN ESTRICH: No. My position, I suppose, is twofold. First of all, that whether 
intended or not, the furlough issue played to, ignited, stimulated, and was effective 
in part because it underlined racial tensions. And I'm sorry, Roger, "whether intend-
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ed or not" is a phrase I think I have used each time I have said this because I don't 
know if you sat down and planned it. I have no idea. But whether intended or not, 
personalizing it in terms of the Willie Horton story did ignite that kind of flame. 

Would being soft on crime be an issue for Mike Dukakis? Absolutely. Was it a more 
telling issue and more troublesome issue to respond to because it was personalized 
in this story? In my judgment, it was. And so the second question on the table is: 
Did that impose an obligation on the Bush campaign to somehow handle it different
ly, deal with it differently, make sure in this case, unlike others, your state directors 
didn't disobey you because it was so important? 

I never heard George Bush call for the Americans for Bush ad [on Willie Horton] 
to be taken off the air. You and I do know it wasn't technically a Bush ad, but looked 
a lot like a Bush campaign statement. Should he have stood up and said, "I want to 
take the ad off the air because it personifies this in a racial way"? Maybe. 

Money and the 
Campaign for President 
by Bernadette Budde, Robert Farmer, Brooks Jackson, 
Thomas Josefiak, and L. Sandy Maisel 

FoUozving are edited excerpts from the quesiion-and-answer period following a panel discussion on the topic, 
"Campaign Finance: Money and Politics," held in the Forum of the John F Kennedy School of Government 
on October 17.1988. Participants were Bernadette Budde, Vice President of the Business-Industry Political 
Action Committee; Robert Farmer, treasurer for the Dukakis for President campaign; Brooks Jackson, author 
of Honest Graft: Big Money and the American Political Process and investigative reporter for The 
Wall Street Journal; Thomas Josefiak, Chairman of the Federal Election Commission; Philip S. Smith, 
Executive Director of the Republican National Finance Committee; and discussion moderator L. Sandy 
Maisel, Professor of Government at Colby College. 

Sandy Maisel: Tm going to take the prerogative of the chair and ask the first question. 
We are talking about two very separate systems, about how we fund Presidential cam-
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paigns and some problems there and how we fund Congressional campaigns. In 1986, 
98.5 percent of incumbents who sought reelection won and we have no reason to think 
that number will decrease significantly this year. It has been over 90 percent in every 
election since 1972, including the Watergate election. ... I've just been told that that 
is true of elections since the 1940s. I worry about that. It included the Watergate Con
gress, it included Reagan's landslide. One of the reasons seems to be the poor quality 
of challengers. As somebody who sought to be a challenger, I can say that with some 
modesty. One of the reasons we have fairly poor challengers is because the large amount 
of money that incumbents raise very early discourages people. 

Do you think there should be a way in which the election cycle is shortened for 
Congressional elections? Could there be a way? Admittedly, Tom, it's not something 
the FEC could do but it's certainly something Congress could do. Is that the kind of 
reform that makes sense if the system is to be more responsible? 

Thomas Josefiak: You could do two things. You could force the incumbents to spend 
the money in the year in which it is raised, or in the cycle in which it is raised. That 
would be helpful. And you could impose another rule, that people can only raise money 
from the district which they represent, which doesn't seem^ too strange. They're rais
ing it all from these lobbies and PACs in Washington, but if we force them to raise 
it from where their home is, then that would make it a more level playing field. 

Bemadette Budde: Let's talk about non-money things, like who draws the district lines 
every ten years. Basically an incun\bent has a relationship w îth the state legislature 
and in almost every state there's sort of an incumbents' agreement that nobody will 
rock the boat. Why don't we take a look at what incumbents have given themselves 
as the perquisites of office, since 1974, 1980? Let's look at the franking privilege, at 
the number of times they go back home, at the free media coverage they get, at the 
amount of name recognition they have established. Money is clearly a factor but it 
is not the only factor. I would argue that you could equalize money or perhaps inhibit 
the incumbents and give three or four times as much money to the typical challenger 
and that challenger will still be disadvantaged because of the way the lines are drawn, 
the built in advantages that most incumbents have. 

Most incumbents who are still there, at least in the House, are there because they 
become very adaptable. They are not the idealogues of the right or the left who were 
there in the 1960's or the 1970's. Those individuals have been defeated. The ones who 
are there now tend to be the accommodationists that I've talked about, that accom
modation of conflicting interests is what the legislative process is all about. Most in
cumbents have learned how to accommodate the conflicting interests of their consti
tuencies and that's how they've survived. You could do away with the dollar advan
tages and I doubt that you'd have very many differences in the outcome of the elec
tions. I get back to how the district lines are drawn. 

Brooks Jackson: It's true the franking privileges are an enormous advantage. A House 
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member can send out six mailings each year, free, to every household in the district. 
It's true staff is a huge advantage. What is it, twenty staffers they get now? On average, 
eight are working not in Washington but in the district offices of House members. 
They have two and three district offices. These are perquisites of office and they really 
do keep incumbents in office, that's true. But, another perquisite of office is Political 
Action Committee money. It has become a perk. It is the new element that is raising 
these reelection rates. They did get down to 87 percent of the Reagan landslide and 
below 90 percent in '74, if I recollect correctly. We never before had 98 percent but we 
are likely to have two in a row; we've had one, we're going to have another one. 

Gerrymandering is overrated as an incumbent protection device, I think. It doesn't 
explain why Richard Stallings, a reasonably middle-of-the-road Democrat survives 
in probably the most Republican district in the country in Idaho. 

Rjlks do adapt to their districts but gerrymandering doesn't preclude one party from 
seizing control. There is not just the Political Action Committee system but individuals 
give special interest money too. That overwhelms the system. You get incumbents go
ing from a ninety or ninety-five percent likelihood of reelection to something like a 
ninety-eight percent likelihood of reelection and that's bad for the country. 

Q: My question is for Mr. Jackson. As you probably know, S2, the campaign finance 
reform act, was filibustered to death on the floor of the Senate by Republicans during 
the 100th congress. In the short run, do you see any hope for a reincarnation of S2? 

Brooks Jackson: Well, I hope not because I think it was a bad bill. It was primarily 
at the end a spending limit bill. It had a little bit of public money in it, just enough 
supposedly to make spending limits fly with the Supreme Court and although 
Republicans were pilloried for opposing "reform" as it was defined by Common Cause 
and the Democrats, it was an almost purely partisan debate on the floor of the Senate. 
I think two Republicans voted with the Democrats in the end and only Fritz Rollings, 
a Democrat, voted with the Republicans. That reflects what you've heard here, that 
there is a kind of partisan deadlock right now. Neither party wants to move because 
they're afraid that in the short-term their interests are going to be hurt. I used to op
pose public financing just on the grounds that in Congressional races it would only 
serve to make Congressmen and Senators even more independent of party authority 
and Presidential irifluence than they are already. I think one of the reasons Jimmy 
Carter's presidency failed was because his own Democrats in Congress wouldn't 
go along with some of his quite reasonable proposals. I predict that the next Presi
dent, whether it's George Bush or Mike Dukakis, is going to suffer Jimmy Carter's 
fate because every member of Congress almost without exception will have been elected 
and reelected by a much greater margin than the President. 

There are no coattails anymore. I have no particular reason to listen to whomever 
is in the White House, whether it's a person of my party or not. Having said that, 
I think there's an enormous opportunity for getting something through Congress next 
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year because Republicans who have bitterly opposed spending limits up until now 
and who have defended the Political Action Committee system, with less and less 
heart but defended it nonetheless, are now ready to turn around and completely blow 
it away. There are Bob Dole, Bob Michel, it's hard to name a Republican leader in 
the House or Senate who wouldn't, under the proper circumstances, vote for a bill 
that wouldn't just limit PACs, but would put the limit right down to zero. No Political 
Action Committee donations at all. Given that, 1 think you will see coalitions built 
that were undreamed a year ago, six months ago. 

Personally, I'm not quite as radical as my friend Bob Farmer. I wouldn't limit con
tributions to people from your own district, although I think that there is a nice moral 
and ethical basis for doing that, and it's a nice political argument, but that would be 
very difficult to enforce. I would limit candidates to taking money from people within 
their state, which is easy to enforce and approximates taking money from your own 
constituents, and their political parties. I would deregulate parties. It's crazy to have 
Umits on what political parties can do for their own Congressional nominees. We have 
a law now that says that the Democratic party, the Republican party can give to a can
didate about ten percent of what it costs on average to get elected. It's no wonder the 
parties are declining in influence. The Political Action Committees can give without 
limit in the aggregate; the parties are limited. It's crazy. We should get away from that. 

Maisel: Would you put limits on what the people and organizations could give par
ties? And disclose? 

Jackson: Yes, yes I would. I think you need to solve two problems. One is the influence 
of special interest money, and you do that by limiting donations, but at the same time 
you need to get money to challengers, so I don't think we spend enough, certainly, 
on challengers. How do we get nonspecial interest money into campaigns in a non-
bureaucratic way that can take cognizance to the fact that districts are different? I would 
subisidize the political parties. I'd give them a whole bunch of money. And I'd give 
them new fundraising apparatus like a payroll check-off system run through the social 
security system. Direct mail is declining. It is an exhausted medium and it's very ex
pensive. I think we need more efficient fundraising mechanisms for parties. It's a very 
long answer to your questions, and I hope it addresses it. 

Q: I won't say how many years it has been that I have been involved in politics. In 
19741 worked in a Congressional campaign that cost $90,000. In 19801 did a Congres
sional campaign that cost $1,400,000. We're all addressing raising the money; I'd like 
to address spending the money. That's really the focus of where the push comes from 
to raise money. The media, postal costs—and—volunteers aren't there anymore. The 
fact that the pool of "women who stayed home" has gone into the work force has 
really changed politics as much as anything that I know. I would like to hear com
ments from the panel on that. 
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Budde: Well, I think that's true. I've been involved in elections since 1970 and I notice 
a declining pool of volunteers. Even today you read about the Presidential campaigns 
that are paying people to go door to door in a major state like California. In earlier 
days you would find students or senior citizens willing to do that, or the stay-at-home 
woman. You don't find those people any more. So it may be inevitable that we do 
have to hire people to do the things that need to be done in campaigns. Not that they're 
"hired guns," but why should they do It for free if the money is available for them 
to be paid? I do think that there is the declining role of the volunteer. 

All of us have a pet peeve about something in the process. My pet peeve is con
sultants. Every candidate is now taught that if you don't have a stable of consultants, 
you're not a real candidate, the party won't give you money, the PACs won't give you 
money. So the first thing every poor candidate does is go out and sign up a whole 
bunch of consultants, who may or may not know what they're doing, who gel paid 
only if you put money in television. By definition there's a bias toward television in 
any modern campaign, even for the House, even when it may be ineffective. 

You're absolutely right, postal rates have gone up. All of the things that the can
didates have to purchase in order to communicate with the voters have gone up and 
our interest, collectively, in elections has gone down. I don't know how we solve that. 
We don't solve those problems by changing the mix of where the money comes from. 
We still have a candidate with the problem of figuring out how to communicate with 
very diverse and multiple-interest voter who aren't appealed to by the same simplistic 
messages they used to be, who are not necessarily led by the organizations they belong 
to as they used to be. 

Josefiak: It's interesting that you focus in on the spending of the money, because that's 
exactly the reason given for having a system like public financing at the Presidential 
level and now at the Congressional level. There are a lot of people who don't like the 
concept of using taxpayer funds at the Congressional level but think that's the only 
way they can limit spending. I'm not so sure that's true under the Supreme Court 
cases. There could be a lot more imaginative approaches taken. As to the issues you 
talked about, the media for example, there have been a number of proposals pending 
before Congress which would give free time, not the kind of free time to air the thirty-
second spot, the so-called "glitz" spot, but thirty minutes, fifteen minutes to air 
legitimate discussion on an issue. When they're offered that, candidates don't want 
it. They'd rather have the thirty-second spot that they have to pay for, rather hire the 
consultant, rather pay a million dollars to do it. 

I don't know how to bridge that gap even if we did provide the service, allow free 
media time or free postage. There was a period of time, I'm not sure it's still there 
with all the changes that were made, but political parties had the ability to use the 
non-profit mailing rate. Maybe that kind of thing could be provided to candidates. 
Again, candidates would rather send out the glitz, something that's coming back Federal 
Express, something that has all the fundraising materials as opposed to something 
that could be sent at that level of mailing. Not only is there the problem of coming 
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up with legislative solutions but the bigger problem of getting campaigns to utilize 
those because they think they're losing something by not having that consultant, not 
having that fundraising piece that looks professional, not using some of the so-called 
volunteer exemptions which are under the law right now. 

There is a two-pronged test for volunteers or they have to attribute them as con
tributions or expenditures. Again, hopefully when Congress considers legislative 
changes, those are the kinds of things that they will consider. 

Q: I'd like to ask the fundraisers what they have found, in their experience, givers 
expect to get as a result of their contributions. 

Budde: Somebody that they like elected or reelected. 

Robert Farmer: I am often asked, "What do you say to somebody when you're asking 
them for $100,000?" It's a legitimate question. I've had reporters sitting in on some 
of those meetings. Essentially, it's not a very hard sell because you don't talk somebody 
into giving $100,000. They have to down deep want to do it and most of the people 
that you're asking to participate at that level are very well-to-do, very rich. I say to 
them, "Look, this could make a difference, this election is very important, the process 
is very important, the money that you give could change history, could make a dif
ference to your children and your grandchildren. We'd appreciate it if you'd become 
one of the very few people in the country with the capacity to do so who participate 
at that level." 

Budde: There are fundraisers who say it's just as hard to raise the $100 contribution 
as it is the $100,000 if the contributor has the capability of giving $100,000. 

Farmer: In response to the people who are skeptical we have had a policy from the 
very beginning of this campaign that there is always a deputy in the room with me, 
always, so that nobody says something that isn't immediately corrected. When you're 
talking about money and politics, I'm sure Phil would agree with this, it's a very sen
sitive area. If there's a potential for abuse that's one area where it is. At this level, for 
these stakes, you want to make sure that what's done is done in an absolutely pristine 
and squeaky-clean manner. That's how we've tried to do it. I'm sure you know that 
I have heard nothing suggested that anybody is having problems this year in that regard. 
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The Character of the Candidates 
by GaO Sheehy 

The Allowing is an edited excerpt from a public address, on August 10, 1988, in the Forum of Public Affairs 
of the John F. Kennedy School of Government. Gail Sheehy is the author of Chaiacter. America's Search 
for LeAdership. Respondents to Ms. Sheehy's remarks were Ronald A. Heifetz, M.D., Clinical Instructor 
in Psychiatry at Harvard Medical School and Lecturer in Public Policy and Leadership at the Kennedy 
School and Martin F. Nolan, editorial page editor of the The Boston Globe. 

Americans are more sophisticated about presidential candidates, more interested 
in the character of candidates than they were twenty or thirty years ago. For the last 
twenty years we've bought one president after another for a neatly packaged set of 
virtues which each turned out not to have. Remember New Nixon, Lyndon, the 
Peacemaker, Competent Carter, Reagan, The Great Manager? 

When someone becomes a candidate, especially for president, with all the mass 
marketing, all the talent in media advisors at his disposal, he goes on autopilot. We 
get the same answers, by rote, and don't learn very much about what's behind the 
facade. A better measure is to go back and consult his life history. 

My August 1987 article in Vanity Fair stirred tremendous controversy. I said that a 
pathological deficit in Gary Hart's character ruled the public man as thoroughly as 
it ruled the private one. The first character study I did, back in 1984, was on Gary 
Hart. During the primary season, when he burst upon the scene like the gentleman 
caller of American politics—young, smart, philosopher of "New Ideas"—he seemed 
ready to deliver us from the bad old days. I was as impressed as anyone. But it was 
very hard to get an accurate fix on him. Friends, neighbors, the most casual acquain
tances, all became instant experts on Gary Hart, and the stories out of his hometown, 
naturally, were all good. 

It wasn't until he dropped out of the primary race in spring of 1987 that good research 
could be done. I went back to Iowa, straight to the barber shop. The guys he grew 
up with were all shaking their heads, confounded. Gary Hart had two people inside 
fighting to get out. He was a very repressed little boy who grew up in an extremely 
restricted religious sect in a conservative Midwest town. His friends assumed that his 
life and the restrictions were pretty much the same for him as for themselves. Most 
people in town were Baptists or Methodists, but Gary belonged to a sect of which 
there were only fifteen members and four teenagers, of whom two were himself and 
his sister. Among other things, he wasn't allowed to go to the movies. When his friends 
would go to the movies, he'd take them aside and ask them to tell him the plot, so 
he could pretend that he had seen the movie and not suffer the humiliation of being 
different. 
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Gary Hart was titular head of the Democratic party on and off for almost four years. 
It took that long for the American pubUc to finally put together his public behavior 
with reports of patterns of behavior throughout his lifetime, and to say, "Wait a minute. 
This is a dangerous man to have the reins of the free world in his hands because he 
seems to have to self-destruct just as he is about to get what he appears to want." 
So, yes, character matters. And, yes, it takes a long time to figure it out. 

Candidates are all driven people; I think no other kind runs for president. What 
are they driven by? Is it a pathological need or something that is going to come a crop
per if they get into the Oval Office? Or is it a healthy need for recognition, success 
and public service? I think both of the 1988 nominees are primarily motivated by public 
service and also by the need to win. Bush loves to win, whether it's at tiddly winks 
or paddle tennis or anything. He always had that prescription from his family, especially 
from his mother. Dukakis can't stand to lose. He lost once and it was bittei; humiHating, 
devastating. He can't stand to ever lose again. I think we will see a fight to the bitter 
finish between these candidates. 

Despite an increase in affluence, the Dukakis family paid cash for their first home, 
never traded up, never bought a thing on credit, never changed their living habits 
to keep up with the Joneses. What kind of influence did that have on Michael Dukakis? 
Does he have an Achilles heel? Sure. "Monous Moi" ('All by myself"). Hubris—another 
Greek work. Technocrat, but always moved by instinct. 

The turning point came in 1978. It was the first failure for a man whose life had been 
one long marathon of wins, and he was devastated. He sat in his office staring out 
the window. The phone never rang. His adopted son would find him awake in bed 
in the middle of the night staring at the ceiling. He was in a stun for about six months. 
Then he began to say, "I blew it." The blind spot so many of his friends had tried to 
warn him against had caught up with him, his stubborn self-rightousness, his unwill
ingness to listen to others, his cool, insensitive way of treating those who didn't fit 
the formula of his technocratic solutions. 

Now, for the first time, he began to listen. His friends say it took him several years 
to get through the tremendous pain and humiliation and guilt. But from the start he 
picked himself up, began to take himself apart piece by piece and right from the start, 
he told everyone, "I blew it." Again, "I." This too "by myself." He made a real effort 
to listen, to be more of a consensus builder. He modified that aspect of his character 
but of course he will always be stubborn. 

We heard a lot about, ' ^ h a t you see is what you get." But there is a private side 
to Mike Dukakis that one rarely seen on television. He's very playful, especially with 
his wife. They tease unmercifully, and there is considerable erotic energy between 
the two of them. Their teasing has become almost a burlesque. Hell say, "Kitty knows 
every dress store in the country." And she'll say, "Just be seated, Michael, and the 
waiter will give you the menu without the prices." He is a doer but he has an affinity 
for dreamers and passionate idealists, his opposite. He married one of them and he 
likes to have such people around him to challenge and prod him to take risks. 

George Bush is the son of an authoritarian father. Senator Prescott Bush. His brother 
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and sisters all made different adaptations, but George's adaptation, they told me, was 
to defer, to please, to learn to always avoid confrontation. Put the joke or the punch 
line in the other guy's mouth and be well-liked. "A real teacher's pet," according to 
his brother. And from his sister, "Damn it, George, tell us what you think." 

George Bush has gone out of his way all his life to avoid confrontation. He has had 
seven years as Vice President to an authority figure much like his father. The case 
could be made that that is the worst training for a leader. In recent months, everyone 
has been telling him, "You must separate yourself." Reagan is almost a stand-in for 
his father, another authority figure that he has to defer to and please. He said it will 
be very painful but he intends to try. We'll see how much he can muster in terms of 
confronting issues and separating himself from an authority figure. Called upon to 
assert himself. Bush is trying to learn a new role, or change character right in front 
of us. It's often painful just to watch as he struggles to find his own poUtical identity. 
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and Compromise 

On The Brink 
by Graham T. Allison, Sergei Krushchev, 
Sergo Mikoyan and Joseph S. Nye, Jr. 

Following are edited excerpts from a panel discussion, "On the Brink: A Soviet Re-examination of the 
Cuban Missile Crisis," held in the Forum of Public Affairs, John E Kennedy School of Government, on 
February 15, 1989. Participants included Bruce Allen, interpreter for Sei^ei Krushchev and co-author of 
Windows of Opportunity; Graham T. Allison, dean of the Kennedy School and author of Essence of 
Decision; Set^ei Krushchev, son and editor of the memoirs of former U.S.S.R. premier Nikita Khrushchev; 
Sergo Mikoyan, son of former U.S.S.R. First Deputy Premier Armstas Mikoyan; Joseph S. Nye, Jr., Direc
tor of the Center for Science and International Affairs of the Kennedy School (moderator). 

Joseph S. Nye, Jr.: October 1962 is regarded by most scholars as the period when we 
came closest to a World War III, to a breakdown of the cold war into a nuclear war. 
For the last several years we've had a project on Avoiding Nuclear War at the Center 
for Science and International Affairs here at the Kennedy School. One strand of that 
project has been a careful joint study on nuclear crisis with the Soviets under the 
auspices of the Soviet Academy of Sciences. That study has tried to understand why 
it was that during the most severe nuclear crisis we did not go over the brink. 

Last month in Moscow we had a meeting with Soviets, Cubans and Americans who 
had been participants in the events of 1962. I confess that before that meeting had 
been arranged there was a great deal of concern about whether it would be successful, 
whether it would become a propaganda exercise, whether it would be serious. It was 
a very serious exercise in trying to understand what happened historically and to draw 
lessons. Our panel includes two of the major Soviet participants in that conference, 
Sergei Krushchev and Sergo Mikoyan. 

Sergei Krushchev: This is oiily my second month participating with this exchange 
out of the six years that the joint study here at the Kennedy School has been continu
ing. Already I have come to understand a great deal. Most important is that our 
American colleagues, our Cuban colleagues and also we Soviets came to an agree
ment that the main thing that we should understand is to what degree we actually 
understand one another because if we understand the intentions of each side we can 
avoid many mistakes. 

The very first time that I was abroad was in 1956. It was during a visit with my father 
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to Great Britain. We know that that's quite a civilized country. However, at that time 
Soviet people hardly ever traveled abroad. I was a young man, a student, and when 
they invited me to lead the delegation on a trip to Cambridge I asked my father should 
I accept the invitation or not? He thought it over a bit; he was a sober thinking person. 
He said, "I think you probably shouldn't go. They are receiving us very well here but 
all the same it's a capitalist country. People steal here." So I didn't go. 

I do not say this to insult anybody but so that you understand how important it 
is to have mutual understanding. I can say that when your President called our coun
try the Empire of Evil he had his own representation, his own idea about us which 
I thir^k didn't correspond so well with our idea about ourselves. The same thing ap
plies when we talk about the installation of missiles in Cuba. Our leadership, including 
Krushchev, had a very poor understanding of what kind of reaction it would call forth 
from the United States. You know everybody evaluates things in their own way. 

The Soviet people have lived many years being surrounded by enemies, by adver
saries. We had around us German bases, and then American bases, bases of different 
countries. We thought that if a Soviet missile base would be on Cuba in accordance 
with the agreement with the Cuban government, that that was in accordance with 
international law, and naturally also in our interest. When we encountered the very 
sharp reaction of the American administration our leadership understood that we in
correctly calculated our actions. We would never have imagined that there would be 
a clash due to this. Our single aim was to avoid an invasion of Cuba. 

The second goal of our project is to understand the wisdom of those individuals 
who were in power, who exhibited sufficient sobriety and managed, despite all the 
tension at that time, not to be subject to emotions but to soberly evaluate the situation 
and find a way out of the crisis. We should give due credit to the government of the 
United States, to President Kennedy, and to our leadership. We should be aware of 
what kind of world we live in today. In the meeting in Moscow it was said by the Soviet 
side that at that time in the Soviet Union there were 20 Inter-continental Ballistic Missiles 
aimed at the United States, a ratio of 17-to-l ICBMs in favor of the United States. That's 
about 400 rockets on the American side to one on the Soviet side. These are very small 
numbers if your compare them with today. 

At that time. President Kermedy, Defense Secretary McNamara, the American leader
ship considered that that was sufficient power to restrain us, to deter a clash. Now 
we have warheads which we must count in the thousands, which allow us to destroy 
one another time and time again, tens of times. Now we begin to understand what 
kind of world we live in. Understanding has appeared here in your country and in 
our country especially after Chernobyl. No one attacked us but that accident showed 
us how dangerous the radioactive release can be. 

The work of the project will continue. There is now a proposal to study the Berlin 
crisis and other crises which have occured in our relations. We argued at great length 
at our previous meeting about what should be the main conclusion one could draw 
from the Cuban crisis. We didn't come to one conclusion but we also weren't greatly 
divided. I agree with the person who said that we can look at this clash, which brought 
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us to the very brink of mutual destruction, which forced us to think about our future, 
to evaluate our decisions, as efforts to avoid adventurism and efforts to avoid nuclear war. 

Sergo Mikoyan: This meeting could not have taken place three or four years ago, before 
our perestroika. The meeting in Moscow two weeks ago, even the meeting which we 
had here in October 1987, would not have been possible. I remember very well when 
Bruce Allen began to tell me some strange things. He told me there are some Americans 
at Harvard in the Kennedy School who would like to discuss now, 25 year years later, 
the why and how of the Cuban Missile Crisis, ultimatum and quarantine and so on. 
It was strange and a httle bit crazy. When I told the Academy of Science about the 
idea, they also were not very happy, but at last I convinced them. So we came and 
I thir\k nobody but the participants expected the atmosphere of friendship, openness, 
sincerity and interest in those events. 

Those Americans, they often do impossible things because they don't know that 
those things are impossible. They decided to meet again in Moscow with Cubans, 
and they made us participants of this idea. Some friends of mine asked me, "Why? 
What for? That happened in 1962. So you went, you talked about it, but why do you 
want to continue?" Even my young friend who is 13 years old could not understand 
it at all. It was before his birth and everything which was before his birth is just history, 
like 19lh century, 18th century. He said, "I do not object that you went to the United 
States but is it really so interesting that after you talked there now you talk here and 
then in two or three weeks you will again go there? Is it so interesting or is it only 
interesting for you participants?" 

In fact it is not orUy interesting, it is very important. This book [On the Brink by Blight 
and Welch] is as important as the very well known book on World War I, The Guns 
of August. It can be considered of the same significance because it tells us that we could 
very easily be destroyed—all of us. The Guns of August is about a war which did hap
pen but which did not kill all the population of the world. This book tells us about 
events which fortunately did not lead to a war that might have killed all of us. So, 
I am not ashamed that I left my family in October '87 to come here, or that I was again 
absent from home for those four or five days in Moscow, or that I am here now. We 
may all believe that what we have been doing is not a big thing but it is a contribution 
to the cause of international peace in the future. 

Graham T. Allison: This study has been fascinating for those of us us who are in
terested in U.S.-Soviet relations. It has provided a window for us on the evolution 
that's now going on in the Soviet Union, and particularly the new thinking. The par
ticipants, including about a dozen Soviet scholars and policy advisors, have shared 
with us the evolution of the new thinking in the Soviet Union. On the Brink, a product 
of a period of glasnost and new thinking and the companion study to be published 
next month, Windows of Opportunity, which includes Soviet and American chapters 
and commentaries and which looks forward, are both short advertisements, products 
that could or\ly occur in this period. 
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The conversations here last October but even more interestingly in the recent meeting 
in Moscow have provided the best evidence yet available about Soviet perceptions 
and motivations in the missile crisis. On the American side we have had 15,000 pages 
of declassified documents plus large numbers of interviews. On the Soviet side we've 
had very litde information of a direct sort so this meeting was particularly interesting 
as to why the missiles were put into Cuba. The memoirs of Nikita Krushchev give 
us an idea of how the idea popped into his head when he happened to be in Bulgaria 
on a visit, how he thought about his objectives in Cuba, namely a very great concern 
about the likelihood of an American military action against Cuba, about how a motiva
tion for him was that President Kennedy in a speech called Cuba, "that imprisoned 
island." 

A participant in the Moscow meeting who had reviewed all of the military records 
relevant to the missile crisis made quite plain that the central objective in the military's 
mind was rectifying the strategic balance. The missiles being installed in Cuba would 
have quadrupled the Soviets strategic forces in a single step. The Cubans' perception 
was also very interesting. Krushchev had explained that his objective was the defense 
of Cuba. One of the Cubans at the Moscow meeting who was a member of the Polit
buro at the time had the view that that explantion was "off the wall." He thought that 
the proposition that defense of Cuba was a major objective, when it made Cuba a 
target, was unlikely but the rectification of the strategic balance seemed to him a good 
and sufficient reason for Castro to allow the missiles in. 

So there were misperceptions not just between Americans and Soviets, but Cubans 
as well and the meeting have cast light on that. Krushchev ultimately made that deci
sion to take the missiles out. The degree of concern, indeed even alarm, in the Soviet 
Union about an imminent American airstrike and invasion of Cuba on the 27th, the 
final Saturday, became palpable while listening to the testimony of what Nikita 
Krushchev himself said and the testimony about a telegram dictated by Castro from 
his bunker in which Castro insisted that Cuba had knowledge that an American military 
airstrike was imminent. That was confirmed by a second intelligence source in Moscow. 
It is certainly highly likely that that day in the Soviet Union, in Moscow, people were 
thinking an American military strike was imminent and that sense of danger was a 
large part of what moved Krushchev and other members of the Politburo to his final 
decision. 

This joint study over the past six years has not been simply an historical effort. We 
are interested in getting the historical facts straight in order to try to motivate and 
stimulate and inspire thinking about how confrontations of this sort can be avoided 
in the future. 
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Creeping Authoritarianism: 
The Case of Britain 
by Shirley Williams 

Shirley Williams, Acting Director of the Institute of Politics and Public Seruice Professor of Electoral Politics 
at the John f. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, is a former Member of Parliament 
and co-founder of the Social Democratic Party in Greaf Britain. Professor Williams delivered the following 
lecture on November 18, 1988 at the University of Texas. 

Britain is becoming a more authoritarian society. That is not because it has a conser
vative government. So has the United States, but no one would describe American 
society as authoritarian. The reason lies in the coincidence of a political leader of marked 
self-confidence and commitment—a "conviction politician"—and a weak opposition, 
within the context of a constitution that does nothing to check the executive or to balance 
its power against that of the legislature or the courts. The doctrine of parliamentary 
sovereignty has become the doctrine of the sovereignty of the executive in Parliament, 
no longer effectively modified by convention and practice—in short the elective dic
tatorship of which Lord Hailsham warned us over a decade ago. 

The potentially authoritarian cast of our constitution has been masked by the fre
quent transfer of power from one party to another, which in turn has succored with 
expectation whichever party happened to be in opposition. That has been a contingency, 
not a consequence, of British constitutional practice; in its absence, the lack of checks 
and balances becomes starkly clear. 

The weakness of the unwritten British constitution lies in its being little more than 
a set of conventions and customs, conventions which enjoined self restraint in the 
use of power, respect for Parliament and for minority opinion, and recognition of the 
rights of individuals. Those conventions and customs have been underwritten by com
mon law and case law, to which have been added more recently the verdicts of the 
European Court of Human Rights. A plurality of ideas has flourished because the 
autonomy of a number of institutions has been respected by those conventions and 
customs: the universities, the churches, the broadcasters, the newspapers, the judiciary 
and local government. This respect for their autonomy includes those that have been 
dependent on public money. But most of all, the power of the executive has been con
tained, and the rights of minorities and individuals protected, by vigilant and effec
tive oppositions, using both Houses of Parliament and the media to question policy 
and challenge ministerial decisions. 

All these constitutional safeguards have eroded. The autonomy of every one of the 
institutions I have mentioned is now at least threatened; in the case of the universities 
and local government, it is fast disappearing. The opposition parties face a majority 
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that makes their protests ineffectual; worse, after three subsequent election defeats, 
they have lost confidence in their capacity to end Conservative rule. The dominance 
of Mrs. Thatcher has dictated the political agenda in her terms; the opposition parties 
have spent their time reviewing and rewriting policy obectives that only reach the 
political agenda if the government decides to adopt them and make them its own. 
In the case of the larger opposition party, Labour, the internal strains engendered by 
adjusting to new social and demographic realities, such as the decline in the union
ized industrial work force and the movement of people from cities to suburbs, has 
directed energies away from organization and recruitment. These developments have 
also transformed Labour's financial and institutional dependence on the trades unions 
from an asset into an albatross. 

That dependence was inherent in the creation and nature of the Labour Party and 
it has never been outgrown. Continental social democratic parties retain close rela
tions with their trades union movements, but they are not its creatures, as Labour 
is. In the immediate postwar Labour governments, however, the relationship of 
dependency was not exploited. The trades union leaders identified with the govern
ment's program, and the government refused to be dictated to. That was the significance 
of Prime Minister Attlee's rejection of Harold Laski's attempt in 1945 to establish the. 
authority of Labour's National Executive (the Labour Party's ruling body) over the 
government. But by the 1960s, the difficulty of sustaining full employment without 
inflation had driven the Labour government into a dangerous degree of dependence 
on the trades union leadership. Barbara Castle, when Secretary of State for Employ
ment in 1968-70, bravely attempted to break out of the encircling grip of trades union 
power by putting forward 'In Place of Strife," a reform program which, in the clear 
light of hindsight, might well have saved the unions from the subsequent abuse of 
their power and its far-reaching consequences in legislation. Opposition from some 
of her own senior colleagues wrecked her proposal. 

In the two Labour governments of the 1970s, the trades unions became at once in
dispensable and destructive—indispensable because they alone could deliver an in
comes policy, destructive when the waning authority of the leaders, the six union 
members of the National Economic Development Council, was finally challenged and 
disobeyed by their members during the winter of discontent in 1978/79. 

Their overly close relationship damaged not only the Labour Party and the trades 
unions themselves, but constitutional practice as well. The liaison committee between 
the Labour Party and the Trades Union Congress became something of a surrogate 
cabinet. Major issues of policy were discussed there before they reached Parliament 
or the Cabinet itself. The government's need for an incomes policy, coupled with the 
toughness of the trades union negotiators, meant that a very high price in influence 
and in legislation (like the Trades Union and Labour Relations Act) was exacted. Paradox
ically, it was the Lab-Lib pact in the latter part of the Callaghan government that restored 
some measure of discretion to the Cabinet; the Liberals could always be invoked as 
the reason why some policy or law demanded by the unions could not be delivered. 

The Labour governments of the 1960s and 1970s were reluctant to promote constitu-
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tional reform, and failed when they attempted it because of internal divisions. Roy 
Jenkins as Home Secretary proposed a Speaker's conference on electoral reform, which 
would consider proportional representation, but the proposal was rejected by the 
Cabinet. He also published a Green paper on the incorporation of the European Declara
tion of Human Rights into British law, but it proceeded no further after he left office. 
Legislation on freedom of information divided the Cabinet, and became the victim 
of those divisions; one group wanted to have a limited reform of the Official Secrets 
Act, another to couple reform with a Freedom of Information Act on American lines, 
a third was reluctant to move at all. In the end, nothing happened. Devolution of power 
to Scotland and Wales was defeated by an effective cross-party back-bench revolt, but 
the bill itself was deeply flawed by the failure to grapple with the taxation issue; the 
Treasury throughout opposed any separate authorization of taxes by a Scottish Parlia
ment. Devolution was compromised even before the legislation was submitted. Final
ly, industrial democracy, intended to enhance the role of the citizen at work proved 
to be a battleground among the unions themselves; the Bullock Report, strongly sup
ported by the Transport and General Workers' Union, was equally fiercely opposed 
by the (then) General Municipal, Boilermakers and Allied Trades Union and the 
Amalgamated Emergency Union. Some union leaders wanted to see workers' represen
tatives on the boards of companies; others regarded that as a dangerous diversion 
from the unions' raison d'etre: collective bargaining. 

The Conservative Government returned in 1979; after a winter of strikes which pro
foundly offended the public, it was determined to roll back the frontiers of the state, 
to encourage private ownership, to curb trades union power, and to reduce public 
expenditure—in their own terminology, to set the people free. In all but the last of 
these objectives, it succeeded. The sale of council houses to their tenants was immensely 
popular, converting to the Conservative cause thousands of would-be owner-occupiers. 
So was legislation to constrain strikes and to require properly conducted elections from 
trades union officers, even among trades union members. The government establish
ed confidence in its own capacity to govern; its insistence on greater accountability 
from local government (for example, the establishment of the Audit Commission) com
plemented its aims. 

But in the course of successive Thatcher administrations, there has been an almost 
imperceptible, incremental move from the curbing of excesses of state and trades union 
power to creating excesses of their own. Buoyed up by her success, and even more 
by a brilliant public relations presentation of the Conservative record, the Prime Minister 
has become ever more certain that her convictions and institutions are right, and ever 
more impatient with those who stand in her way. The strength of her conviction awes 
her colleagues who rarely fight back. With the retirement of Willy Whitelaw as Depu
ty Prime Minister, almost all the leading Tories of the traditional "one-nation" 
philosophy, adherents of the Conservative Party of Disraeli, Baldwin, Macmillan and 
Home, have departed from high office. Only Mr. Edward Heath, and in the Cabinet, 
Mr. Peter Walker remain. There are few voices left to caution moderation. 

This is not to say that the Prime Minister's certainties are solely responsible. There 
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has been another factor too—the corrosive effect of the local war in Northern Ireland. 
Over nearly twenty years, the imperatives of the struggle against terrorism in the pro
vince have subtly weakened the protections of the law in the United Kingdom as a 
whole. The Prevention of Terrorism Act, which required annual renewal, is now to 
be made permanent. The Diplock courts continue to reach verdicts without benefit 
of jury. The results of the Stalker inquiry into the alleged "shoot to kill" policy in the 
early 1980s have never been published. The proposal to end the right to silence on 
the part of suspects, and the unprecedented banning of Sinn Fein, IRA and Ulster 
Volunteer Force representatives on broadcast programs are only the most recent in 
the list of lost civil liberties for which the Northern Ireland impasse is directly or in
directly responsible. 

Northern Ireland cannot, however, be held responsible for the destruction of local 
government, the threats to the autonomy of the universities, and the banning of the 
unions at the General Command Headquarters (GCHQ); it bears only a partial respon
sibility for the controls imposed on the broadcasters. Each of these bears the imprint 
of the Prime Minister, as she drives ahead in her determination to reshape Britain. 
"What Mrs. Thatcher feels in her gut tends in time to become law" said The Economist 
on October 23,1988. These institutions have, in their different ways, rumbled uncom
fortably in the Prime Minister's gut. 

Each, apart from the other different case of the GCHQ union, has been vulnerable 
because of its dependence on public money. Local authorities raised less than half 
their revenue from rates, the rest coming from central government rate-support grant. 
The universities in the 1970s depended on central government for three quarters of 
their revenue. The BBC depended for its income on government decisions about the 
level of the license fee. The churches alone were largely independent of public finance, 
though they benefitted from public support of church schools and tax concessions 
on charitable contributions. 

The autonomy of these institutions was not seriously challenged until recently, though 
it was occasionally abused, for instance by the extreme left-wing element in local govern
ment. Those abuses gave the government the excuse it needed to remove powers from 
local government, and even to abolish an entire tier, the Labour-dominated metropolitan 
county authorities and the Greater London Council. Local government today in the 
United Kingdom is little more than the agent of central government. Its powers over 
housing and land planning have been reduced by controls over the investment of capital 
from council house sales, and by the new tendency of central government to override 
local planning decisions. Its tenants are being wooed and cajoled into the private sec
tor, or into housing associations themselves substantially controlled by central govern
ment. Its schools are subject to a national curriculum both laid down and assessed 
by committees appointed by the Secretary of State for Education. Its locally raised 
revenue, the rating system, is being replaced by a poll tax and a unified business rate, 
both imposed by central government. Even the 44% of local government revenue still 
to be left in the hands of local authorities is subject to poll tax capping. 

The universities, for forty years enjoying an autonomy protected by their arms-length 
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relationship with Government through the University Grants Committee, are now 
directly subject to government control through the new University Finance Commit
tee. Government powers extend to individual academic posts and to single university 
departments. Tenure has been abolished. Fears that academic freedom might be jeopar
dized were partly calmed by the government's acceptance of a Lords' amendment to 
the Education Reform Act, but they were aroused again by the Department of Health 
and Social Securit/s clumsy attempt to enforce research contracts giving the Secretary 
of State discretion on whether or not research findings should be published. 

The story of the government's relationship to the broadcasters need not be repeated 
here. It has been marked by extreme sensitivity on any program that touches upon 
the security services or on Northern Ireland. The government's unwillingness to con
template any investigation or inquiry into the Security Services was exemplified by 
its extraordinary behavior over Spycatcher. Its attempt to suppress publication of the 
book was understandable. But its persistence in doing so, once the book's contents 
were widely publicized, became absurd. More disturbing, however, was the failure 
to address Mr. Wright's allegation than an attempt had been made to subvert an elected 
government. That allegation was either groundless (a conclusion supported by Mr 
Wright's own recent disavowals), in which case Mr. Wright's holding of a responsible 
and senior position demands examination; or there was reason to believe it might be 
true, in which case so serious an allegation should have been investigated by a com
mittee of inquiry. 

The erosion of Britain's democracy, and of the liberties of our citizens, is likely to 
continue and even accelerate unless there is radical constitutional reform. Its fragility 
masked by the effectiveness of opposition and the self-restraint of ministers, our un
written constitution was accepted as an adequate foundation for our democratic political 
system. But the inherent authoritarianism of a constitution based on unfettered 
Parliamentary sovereignty, once the executive controls Parliament itself, has become 
increasingly apparent in the last twenty years under governments of both parties, and 
is now exposed in all its fragility. That is what makes constitutional reform both essen
tial and urgent. 

A first step in that reform must be the repeal of Section Two of the Official Secrets 
Act, and a second must be a positive requirement to open up access to all official infor
mation outside certain strictly defined areas, like security. Even in those protected areas 
(and no one can doubt the necessity after reading Peter Wright's book) there has to 
be some form of Parliamentary supervision, as there is Congressional supervision in 
the United States. The safeguarding of individual human rights in our own courts 
as well as at Strasbourg is another essential element in strengthening our democracy. 
But most important of all is to reverse those strong centripetal forces, encouraged by 
the Government, that are pulling power away from the periphery to the center, suf
focating the imagination and initiative of those who work and serve in the public sec
tor of our society. 

British democracy has been diminished by Labour weakness and by Conservative 
strength. It needs, in all parties, champions now. 
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Fidel and the U.S. 
by Jose Luis Llovio-Menendez 

The Allowing is an edited i^rsion of a public address, "The Hidden Life of a Revolutionary: An Insider's 
View of Cuban-American Relations," delivered in the Forum of Public Affairs of the }ohnF. Kennedy School 
of Government on July 26, 198S. The event was co-sponsored by the Institute of Politics 1988 Summer-in-
Boston Program. Jose Luis Llovio-Menendez is the Whitney H. Shepardson Fellmo at the Council on Foreign 
Relations in New York City and former chief advisor, Cuban Ministry of Finance. 

Thirty-five years ago today, Fidel Castro led 111 men and two women in an attack 
on the Moncada Barracks in Santiago de Cuba, thereby altering the course of Cuban 
history and—inevitably—the course of Cuban-American relations. When the young 
lawyer from Oriente Province came to power in 1959, he installed a one-man rule that 
was charismatic and idiosyncratic, intensely personal. No less personal were his feel
ings against the United States. Here, clearly, was not just another Latin American dic
tator to be cajoled or coerced as Washington saw fit. What, then to do with Fidel Castro? 

As the United States prepares to elect a new president, the eighth since Fidel came 
to power, the question is still very much to the point. Seven American presidents have 
tried, by means as varied as economic blocade, invasion, sabotage, negotiations and 
assassination plots, to influence or eliminate the author of the Cuban revolution. Four 
have been Republicans; three Democrats. All have failed. Let's examine, in turn, the 
tactics employed by liberals and conservatives in nearly thirty years of U.S. policy
making towards Cuba. 

The current admirustration is paradigmatic of the conservative approach. Tactics have 
included: pressure on international lending institutions to reduce Cuban access to 
multilateral funding; denying Cuba access to the financial services of American bank
ing and financial groups; prohibiting the entrance to the U.S. of any product made 
with Cuban raw materials; increasing U.S. military assistance to Latin America to 
counterbalance Cuban-backed guerrillas; periodic naval exercises in the Caribbean 
region; use of force in the American hemisphere [Grenada] as a clear warning to Cuba 
and the U.S.S.R.; the enactment of a law prohibiting US. citizens from spending dollars 
in Cuba; and to fill the information vacuum within Cuba, the creation of Radio Marti, 
with a TV Marti in the planning stage. 

The rationale for this hard-line policy is that Cuba poses a threat to U.S. interests, 
that Cuba is exporting revolution, directly involved with guerrilla movements in Latin 
America, especially Central America; that Cuba is a totalitarian state with an alienated 
and captive populace. Far from producing any changes in Fidel's behavior, the conser
vatives' hard-line has actually helped consolidate his power. As ever, Fidel feels most 
comfortable playing David to the norteamericanos Goliath. As long as he can portray 
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himself as a victim of U.S. agression, he is guaranteed to win friends and influence 
in Latin America and abroad, and to renew nationalism at home. 

The liberal approach, of course, is quite different. The Carter Administration serves 
as a good example, when a process of detente with Cuba began. The ban on travel 
to Cuba by U.S. citizens was allowed to lapse, the prohibition of U.S. citizens spend
ing dollars in Cuba was lifted, and reconnaissance flights over the island suspended. 
In return, Fidel signed an accord on fishing rights in the Strait of Florida. As ever. 
State Department officials interpreted Fidel's signing of an insignificant agreement 
as an indication of his good faith, even though it had no bearing on either his foreign 
or domestic policy. In 1977, negotiations between the two countries climaxed with the 
creation of interest sections in Washington and in Havana. 

The reasoning behind these friendly policy initiatives towards Cuba is that if Fidel 
is treated nicely enough, he will cease to act in ways inimical to U.S. interests. Unfor
tunately, Fidel reads "weak" for "friendly" and acts accordingly. In late 1977, he in
tervened militarily in the Horn of Africa. In 1980, in a move that was widely viewed 
as contemptuous, he "'exported" large numbers of Cubans to the U.S. via the Mariel 
boatlift. The point is not simply that the exchange of interest sections failed to impact 
upon Fidel's future foreign and domestic policy, but that even as negotiations were taking 
place, Fidel was sending military advisors and topographers into Ethiopia under 
diplomatic guise. Actual intervention would have to wait, of course, until after the 
interest sections opened in September 1977. In AprU 1977, in the midst of negotiations, 
Fidel said privately to Cuban diplomats, "Our goal now is the establishment of 
interest sections. Once they are opened, the Yankees will not close them, come what 
may." 

The liberals think that Fidel's revolution is a nationalistic one, that Fidel is not a Com
munist by nature but by dint of U.S. policy; that the relations between Cuba and the 
U.S.S.R. are not a threat to U.S. national interests; that revolutions cannot be exported, 
thereby down-playing Cuba's assistance to guerrilla groups; that if Cuba helps the 
guerrillas that is because the U.S. aids right-wing dictatorships; that the Cuban revolu
tion is outside the East-West conflict; that Cuba will pursue its own interests despite 
the U.S.S.R. 

Both conservatives and liberals understand only a part of the problem. The conser
vatives understand the nature of the Communist system in Cuba but they do not know 
how to deal with it. The liberals do not understand the nature of the system but are 
willing to deal with Fidel, though their political naivete causes them to fail. I believe 
the most effective policy for dealing with Fidel can be derived by combining key elements 
of both approaches. 

Whichever candidate wins the election in November, he will have all the elements 
with which to forge a workable, realistic policy towards Cuba. There are unique, even 
historic, forces at work today inside Cuba and elsewhere that must be acted upon. 

On the domestic front, Cuba finds itself in the grip of a deteriorating economic situa
tion, with absenteeism soaring while production and productivity rates hit new lows. 
Excessive centralization, an apathetic workforce, and Fidel's wildly impractical forays 
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into agricultural and industrial policymaking are the proximate causes of Cuba's cur
rent economic woes. On a deeper level, however, there is the Cuban people's growing 
disaffection with the Communist revolution itself. The lack of material incentives built 
into the official economy, the 26 year-old "temporary" ration card, and the glaring 
gap between the standard of living of the people and of the revolutionary elite have 
produced an epidemic of disillusion. 

Externally, Fidel's situation is just as problematic. Once considered a showcase of 
socialist values, Cuba has lost much of the prestige it enjoyed in Latin America and 
elsewhere in the 60s. Fidel is on the defensive about human rights, and has suffered 
a loss of face due to Cuba's inability to meet foreign debt obligations. Compounding 
the problem is Fidel's chronic shortage of hard currency, a result of his failure to diver
sify Cuba's economy and increase exports substantially. Finally, his willingness to 
reinstate a U.S.-Cuban immigration agreement, without the precondition of the clos
ing of Radio Marti, speaks eloquently of his need to shed an estimated 30,000 of Cuba's 
most disaffected. 

Then there are the Soviets. As Mikhail Gorbachev is embracing material incentives 
as a solution to economic stagnation, Fidel is rediscovering the moral incentives, in
spired by Che's "New Man" theory, that were a conspicuous failure of the 1960s. Con
ventional political wisdom in the U.S. has it that Cuba cannot continue to chart a 
domestic course opposed to that of the U.S.S.R., that she will be required to shape 
up and liberalize her economy along Soviet lines. But the Soviets have been consistently 
reluctant to meddle in Cuba's domestic affairs, and the fact that Fidel has not jumped 
on the perestroika and glasnost bandwagons does not mean he is headed for a confron
tation with them. The Soviets continue, and will continue, to aid Cuba; they cannot 
do otherwise. 

What is certain is that with each passing day it becomes more difficult for Gorba
chev to justify to the Politburo the steady drain of resources necessary to prop up the 
sagging Cuban economy. A likely scenario is that they will find indirect ways of put
ting pressure on Cuba, perhaps by failing to increase the supply of raw materials in 
order to force Cuba to become more efficient. And, they are apt to be much less reti
cent about meddling in Fidel's foreign policy. 

The Soviets need detente with the United States while they set about the complex 
and dangerous task of restructuring their political and economic systems. The timing 
of their withdrawal from Afghanistan is a good measure of that need, as is their inclu
sion of the U.S. in negotiations for the withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola-
unthinkable only a few years ago because of Fidel's opposition to discussing Angolan 
affairs with anyone but the Angolans. 

These factors, combined, make this an exceedingly propitious time for the next U.S. 
administration to pursue a workable, realistic policy towards Cuba. What kind of "good 
return" might the U.S. expect if it sat down at the bargaining table with Fidel and if 
talks were to lead eventually to negotiation and normalization? First and foremost, 
a lessening of tensions with Cuba. This would be a natural fallout of the discussion 
process itself, since Fidel would have to behave circumspectly in the world arena for 
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the duration of talks and negotiations. If normalization were accomplished, it would 
reduce the United States' isolation in the hemisphere and bring Fidel into line with 
international law; he could not unilaterally revoke agreements as he has done in the 
past. Additionally, he would have to stabilize his country to accommodate U.S. tourists 
and capital investment. 

I have outlined a three-step policy based on intimate knowledge of Fidel's foreign 
policy maneuvers and his past reactions to US. policy initiatives. It will prove whether 
Fidel is really committed to having relations with the U.S. or n o t and if he is, will 
exact concrete changes in his foreign and domestic behavior. It will permit the U.S. 
to negotiate from a strong position without preconditions. More importantly, should 
the process break down at any point, the entire initiative can be abandoned without 
prejudice to U.S. interests. While the implementation of this policy will be arduous, 
it is simple in the telling: talks, negotiations, normalization. 

Talks; This will be the longest step. Deep mistrust on both sides precludes any kind 
of superficial approach. The issues to be discussed are numerous and complex: the 
U. S. base at Guantanamo, compensation for U. S. properties expropiated by the revolu
tion, indemnification of Cuba for losses caused by the embargo, Cuba's foreign policy, 
the U.S. immigration quota, the embargo itself. 

No agreements will be signed during this step, and no concession granted by either 
party. I cannot stress enough how mistaken is the belief that Fidel's willingness to 
sign unimportant agreements is somehow indicative of his goodwill. In reality, it is 
a tactic that Fidel has used to good advantage on several occasions, based on his 
understanding of U.S. State Department diplomats. Actions alone will prove whether 
he is serious about relations. 

The U.S. currently has two powerful diplomatic tools at its disposal: the embargo 
and the immigration issues. These cannot be undervalued or relinquished without 
serious jeopardy to U.S. interests. There are two schools of thought in the U.S. on 
the effectiveness of the embargo and both miss the mark. The conservatives tend to 
be overly complacent about its success, ignoring the fact that Cuba has been able to 
obtain Western technology and raw materials through third parties as long as it has 
had the hard currency to buy. The liberals use this fact to prove that the embargo is 
a failure, totally undervaluing the embargo's impact on Fidel's access to hard currency. 
Fidel is now in desperate need of hard currency and the lifting of the embargo is his 
primary goal. Once it is lifted it will be difficult, if not impossible, to restore. Fidel 
is very much counting on this. As the election nears, calls will begin here for certain 
concessions to be made to Cuba, particularly for the lifting of the embargo. Some of 
those calling for concessions will be naive but well-meaning; others, merely oppor
tunistic. Both will be playing directly into Fidel's hands, and could prove a serious 
threat to talks if a momentum to lift the embargo is created. 

The second most powerful tool the United States possesses is the immigration issue. 
Fidel has an urgent need in this area, and the U.S. can fill it—or not. The most impor
tant question the US. negotiators should bear in mind is: What will Fidel give in return 
for a liberal U.S. immigration policy? Until now he has only given, and then only 
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sometimes, a grudging "Thank you." 
After all the issues have been laid on the table and discussed, the U.S. has two op

tions. If talks have been negative or unproductive, the U.S. can simply return to the 
status quo without having lost any ground. If talks are positive, the two governments 
can proceed to the second step: negotiations. 

As in the first step, no agreements or concessions will be made at this time. Both 
sides will have to begin the thorny process of deciding what each is going to give up 
and in what measure. Fidel's usual hat trick at these times is to offer an unimportant 
concession and make it appear crucial, even to offer as a concession something which 
is actually to his advantage. United States's negotiators should be aware of this. There 
is every indication that Fidel will try to metamorphose the immigration issue in just 
this way. He may decide even to be magnanimous about it, citing his desire to see 
families reunited, or display his willingness to release political prisoners as proof of 
a "softening" of his regime. The U.S. should not be fooled. Fidel needs to reduce his 
internal opposition, and, in the midst of a deepening economic crisis, to have fewer 
mouths to feed. The U.S. will be doing Fidel a big favor by increasing the immigration 
quota and absorbing his political prisoners; Cuba must give something in return. 
The U.S. might ask for some kind of quid pro quo, with Cuban-Americans allowed 
to visit their fanulies freely in Cuba and Cubans allowed to visit relatives in the U.S. 
This would be advantageous to both sides, giving the Cuban revolution a more "human" 
face and underscoring the U.S. commitment to human rights. 

All the issues separating Cuba and the U.S. must be examined deeply and at length. 
If there is goodwill on both sides, this is the time to show it. Neither liberal naivete 
nor conservative bellicosity must taint this stage. If goodwill is not forthcoming and 
negotiations fail, the U.S. can, again, return to the status quo without losing ground. 
If they are successful, both parties can proceed to the third and final step, normalization. 

Now both parties can make their concessions and sign agreements on all the issues 
discussed during the negotiation period. 

There is no doubt that Fidel stands to gain in the political and economic spheres 
by normalization of relations with the United Slates. But he stands to lose, too. On 
the political side, Fidel's status as a head of state would be fully ratified. As such, he 
would enter the international arena as a recognized actor in regions like Central America 
and Africa where he is already playing a determinant role. He could not be officially 
ignored anymore. On the economic front, he would gain entry to the U.S. market and 
access to U.S. products. He would be able to buy U.S. technology directly, have access 
to banking and financial services, to international bank credits and U.S. investments. 
American tourism would become an instant source of much-needed hard currency. 

There is a downside to all of this for him, however. First of all, he would lose his 
dearest enemy. The enemy who has, over the years, given shape to his vision, his 
rhetoric, his very political persona. Fidel without the U.S. as his sworn enemy is almost 
inconceivable. Lifting the embargo would deprive him of his most potent excuse for 
economic failure. He would be unable to repeatedly mobilize the Cuban population 
against the threat of a U.S. invasion, since foreign investments and tourism require 
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stability to thrive. 
We can add one of the most powerful disadvantages: ideological penetration from 

the North. That the 1978 visit of the Cuban community so disrupted the rhythm of 
the country and shook the supposedly strong revolutionary awareness of the people 
is telling, very telling. Opening a small island to a cultural blast of tourism from its 
gigantic neighbor would be a risky business at best. The access to U.S. technology 
would be devastating. Cubans are very fond of technology of all kinds, at home and 
in the workplace. The myth of a developed, modern socialist technology would be 
crushed by the exchange visits of Cuban and U.S. technicians, all of which wouldbring 
serious ideological and economic pressure to bear on Fidel. 

It would be naive to think that Fidel would adopt unilaterally a foreign policy more 
palatable to Washington if relations were reestablished. But each act of foreign policy 
would carry with it a price tag of economic and diplomatic consequences. If Fidel in
tervened in Angola in 1975 and in Ethiopia in 1977 it was because he had everything 
to gain and nothing to lose. We are already seeing the restraining effect that diplomatic 
relations has had on Fidel in Latin America; he cannot organize guerrilla movements 
or try to destablize governments in countries with which he has diplomatic relations. 
Diplomacy is a two way street. 

If the question of what to do with Fidel Castro remains unanswered after nearly 
thirty years, perhaps U.S. policymakers need to ask themselves instead, Who is he? 
Attempts to label him a gangster, a Soviet puppet or a buffoon are as unhelpful as 
they are simplistic. Fidel is, in fact, a sophisticated, world-class political animal who 
always takes the long view. And the wide one. He thinks in global terms; rarely, if 
ever, in terms of bilateral or unilateral relations. He may act unilaterally but it is always 
with one eye on how it will play in the rest of the world. 

I do not claim originality for every aspect of the approach I have outlined here. 
However, those elements combined, I believe, present a unique opportunity to ap
peal to the widest spectrum of liberals and conservatives. My experience inside the 
Cuban revolution and my observations of Fidel have also led me to believe that a balanc
ed, bipartisan approach has the best hope of success. Three decades of U.S. policy
making towards Cuba have been marked by partisanship and failure, with Fidel as 
the sole beneficiary. There has never been a more opportune time to change that. 
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On Resistance to Change 
by John Kenneth Galbraith 

The following is excerpted from the opening and closing segments of the 1988 Briltanica Award Lecture, 
"The Great Economic Systems: Capitalism and Socialism in Tmnsition," delivered on December 6, 1988 
in the forum of Public Affairs of the John F. Kennedy School of Government. John Kenneth Galbraith is 
Paul M. Warburg Professor of Economics, Emeritus, Harvard University. 

There has not for many years been an address such as the one 1 offer on this impor
tant occasion which wasn't opened with a reference to change: "I speak to you in a 
time of great political, economic and social change." 1 am firmly in this tradition. I 
wish to speak of change. But I wish to speak also of very great forces that, in modern 
public life and thought, are in resistance to change, in resistance to any acceptance 
of changed reality. The change I cite today is in the circumstances affecting interna
tional and military policy. The resistance to change lies in what I shall call our commit
ment to institutional belief. 

The change or changes are in the internal character and external manifestations of 
the two great economic, social and political systems, capitalism and socialism, more 
often called Communism, that for seventy years have been dominant on the world 
scene. The institutional belief with which I deal is strikingly revealed in the organiza
tional resistance to acceptance of those changes. 

The changes in the socialist cum Communist world dominated by the Soviet Union 
and in the capitalist world epitomized and led since World War II by the United States 
are not in doubt. They are visibly obtrusive. In the case of some, there is an element 
of deja vu in mentioning them. All, nonetheless, are in conflict with, and in striking 
degree denied by, institutional belief. 

For many years after Lincoln Steffens returned from Russia in 1919 to tell Bernard 
Baruch, "I have been over into the future and it works"—one of the more spectacularly 
premature economic observations of all time—there was an uneasy, deeply subjective 
feeling in American relations with the Soviet Union that we were contending with 
a dangerously compelling economic order. This was evident in the impassioned oratory 
that condemned the Soviet system. Beneath the rhetoric was a legacy of fear. And 
in the years between the wars the Soviets built a powerful industrial base, avoided 
the unemployment and general economic disaster of the Great Depression and then 
sustained the vast armies that defeated Hitler. This contributed notably to a common 
social phenomenon. That is the compelling fear of fortunate Americans, rejoicing greatly 
in their own good fortune, that somewhere there lurks an infinitely powerful, deeply 
insidious design for its expropriation. American conservatives have always been as 
much and perhaps more committed to the Marxist inevitability of socialism as 
Marxists themselves. 

51 



International Conflict and Compromise 

Paranoia, in turn, had its Russian counterpart. The 1918 military intervention of the 
Allies, the onslaught of Hitler bent on destroying the Communist infection, the years 
of exuberant capitalist success following World War II, all were seen as a threat to the 
socialist system. Capitalism was not thought disposed to tolerate a rival system; it was 
awaiting the opportunity to obliterate it. 

There was similarly a source of fear for both Soviets and Americans in what ap
peared to be a common commitment to aggressive, and for a time successfully exercis
ed, international influence—Soviet expansionism as it was called by the West, American 
or capitalist imperialism as it was denoted in Moscow. And here too there was substance. 
In 1961, when I went to India as a species of point man for American imperialism, 
Soviet power seemingly stretched undiminished from the Brandenburg Gate in Berlin 
to the port of Haiphong. The commonplace reference, lodged in all professional con
versation, was to the Sino-Soviet bloc. 

The Eastern European satellites, the most visible evidence of Soviet expansionism, 
also seemed solid, successful and secure. There were outposts of marked importance 
in North Africa, Indonesia and in the western Communist parties. The Korean 
conflict—wanting possession of South Korea was a remarkable exercise in economic 
foresight—made evident this commitment to expansion. So did the overt Soviet pro
mise of support to wars of national liberation. There was a formidable concern in 
Washington as to how we could prevent India from falling under Communist control, 
a misfortune I had come to think no really perceptive Communist would wish to 
contemplate. 

Similarly evident was the American influence—SEATO, CENTO, NATO. Also the-
web of John Foster Dulles' bilateral treaties. Also a strong moral position in Central 
and South America and much of Africa. The Soviets saw all this, not surprisingly, 
as evidence of the American imperialist intention. Or, at a minimum, as a determined 
policy of encirclement. 

Next was the military experience. In World War 11 there was the American vision 
of the enormous power of the Soviet armies as they drove the Wehrmacht back to 
Berlin and beyond and the combination of gratitude and fear that this engendered. 
And again there was the counterpart concern of the Soviets—our evident advantage 
in naval and aerial arms and, above all, our pioneer breakthrough in nuclear weaponry. 
Here, along with economic achievement and imperial ambition, was the third source 
of reciprocal fear and tension. 

Finally, there was the compelling question of human rights, the evident incompatibili
ty of one system that avowed them and another that did not. Our commitment was 
admittedly imperfect as regards minorities, especially blacks. It also was unduly iden
tified with the private ownership of productive property, as it is still. Dictators who 
accepted and accept this could be and still are forgiven much else. Nonetheless the 
difference here between the two systems was great, inescapable and, as I've said, an 
evident cause of incompatibility. To be too friendly with the Soviet Union was to be 
acquiescent on this issue. 
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On Resistance to Change 
by John Kenneth Galbraith 

The following is excerpted from the openitig and closing segments of the 1988 Brittanica Award lecture, 
"The Great Economic Systems: Capitalism and Socialism in Transition/' delivered on December 6. 1988 
in the Forum of Public Affairs of the John F. Kennedy School of Government. }ohn Kenneth Galbraith is 
Paul M. Warburg Professor of Economics, Emeritus, Harvard University. 

There has not for many years been an address such as the one I offer on this impor
tant occasion which wasn't opened with a reference to change: "I speak to you in a 
time of great political, economic and social change." I am firmly in this tradition. I 
wish to speak of change. But I wish to speak also of very great forces that, in modern 
public life and thought, are in resistance to change, in resistance to any acceptance 
of changed reality. The change I cite today is in the circumstances affecting interna
tional and military policy. The resistance to change lies in what I shall call our commit
ment to institutional belief. 

The change or changes are in the internal character and external manifestations of 
the two great economic, social and political systems, capitalism and socialism, more 
often called Communism, that for seventy years have been dominant on the world 
scene. The institutional belief with which I deal is strikingly revealed in the organiza
tional resistance to acceptance of those changes. 

The changes in the socialist cum Communist world dominated by the Soviet Union 
and in the capitalist world epitomized and led since World War II by the United States 
are not in doubt. They are visibly obtrusive. In the case of some, there is an element 
of deja vu in mentioning them. All, nonetheless, are in conflict with, and in striking 
degree denied by, institutional belief. 

For many years after Lincoln Steffens returned from Russia in 1919 to tell Bernard 
Baruch, 'T have been over into the future and it works"—one of the more spectacularly 
premature economic observations of all time—there was an uneasy, deeply subjective 
feeling in American relations with the Soviet Union that we were contending with 
a dangerously compelling economic order. This was evident in the impassioned oratory 
that condemned the Soviet system. Beneath the rhetoric was a legacy of fear. And 
in the years between the wars the Soviets built a powerful industrial base, avoided 
the unemployment and general economic disaster of the Great Depression and then 
sustained the vast armies that defeated Hitler. This contributed notably to a common 
sodal phenomenon. That is the compelling fear of fortunate Americans, rejoicing greatly 
in their own good fortune, that somewhere there lurks an infinitely powerful, deeply 
insidious design for its expropriation. American conservatives have always been as 
much and perhaps more committed to the Marxist inevitability of socialism as 
Marxists themselves. 
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Paranoia, in turn, had its Russian counterpart. The 1918 military intervention of the 
Allies, the onslaught of Hitler bent on destroying the Communist infection, the years 
of exuberant capitalist success following World War II, all were seen as a threat to the 
socialist system. Capitalism was not thought disposed to tolerate a rival system; it was 
awaiting the opportunity to obliterate it. 

There was similarly a source of fear for both Soviets and Americans in what ap
peared to be a common commitment to aggressive, and for a time successfully exercis
ed, international influence—Soviet expansionism as it was called by the West, American 
or capitalist imperialism as it was denoted in Moscow. And here too there was substance. 
In 1961, when I went to India as a species of point man for American imperialism, 
Soviet power seemingly stretched undiminished from the Brandenburg Gate in Berlin 
to the port of Haiphong. The commonplace reference, lodged in all professional con
versation, was to the Sino-Soviet bloc. 

The Eastern European satellites, the most visible evidence of Soviet expansionism, 
also seemed solid, successful and secure. There were outposts of marked importance 
in North Africa, Indonesia and in the western Communist parties. The Korean 
conflict—wanting possession of South Korea was a remarkable exercise in economic 
foresight—made evident this commitment to expansion. So did the overt Soviet pro
mise of support to wars of national liberation. There was a formidable concern in 
Washington as to how we could prevent India from falling under Communist control, 
a misfortune I had come to think no really perceptive Communist would wish to 
contemplate. 

Similarly evident was the American influence—SEATO, CENTO, NATO. Also the-
web of John Foster Dulles' bilateral treaties. Also a strong moral position in Central 
and South America and much of Africa. The Soviets saw all this, not surprisingly, 
as evidence of the American imperialist intention. Or, at a minimum, as a determined 
policy of encirclement. 

Next was the military experience. In World War II there was the American vision 
of the enormous power of the Soviet armies as they drove the Wehrmacht back to 
Berlin and beyond and the combination of gratitude and fear that this engendered. 
And again there was the counterpart concern of the Soviets—our evident advantage 
in naval and aerial arms and, above all, our pioneer breakthrough in nuclear weaponry. 
Here, along with economic achievement and imperial ambition, was the third source 
of reciprocal fear and tension. 

Finally, there was the compelling question of human rights, the evident incompatibili
ty of one system that avowed them and another that did not. Our commitment was 
admittedly imperfect as regards minorities, especially blacks. It also was unduly iden
tified with the private ownership of productive properly, as it is still. Dictators who 
accepted and accept this could be and still are forgiven much else. Nonetheless the 
difference here between the two systems was great, inescapable and, as I've said, an 
evident cause of incompatibility. To be too friendly with the Soviet Union was to be 
acquiescent on this issue. 
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A certain stability in public thought and policy is not to be deplored. This is especially 
so under our American system, where, every four or eight years, the White House 
and the departments of government, especially the former, are invaded by men (and 
some women) with an unduly imaginative vision of what is theirs to change. But we 
must also recognize that all great organization, all great bureaucracy, has a deeply 
intrinsic resistance to change. And both our public and private life today are dominated 
by great organizations. So here in the United States; so even more in the Soviet Union. 

The organizational factors resisting change are five. In all great organization there 
is, first, the need for a unifying system of thought, commonly called a policy or in 
military organization a military doctrine. To this all participants must in some measure 
adhere. The alternative—everyone proceeding on his or her independent, undisciplined 
course—would be chaos. 

There is, second, both a release from mental effort and a measure of pride in accep
ting a ruling idea or doctrine. Tolstoy tells in War and Peace of the relief, even pleasure, 
men have in surrendering all decision to the rule of the regiment. Institutional belief 
is an alternative to the painful processes of thought that we all seek in some measure 
to avoid. 

Third, there is safety in such surrender to the organizational view. It is a hard but 
inescapable fact that in all organized effort it is often safer for the individual to be 
wrong with the majority than to be right alone. 

Fourth, there is the strong tendency of all organization to exclude the inconvenient 
voice. Here I venture again to cite personal experience. In the earlier stages of our 
involvement with Vietnam I was more than marginally concerned with our policy 
there. I felt, from some personal knowledge of the larger region, that, as in India, 
while capitalism and Communism were concepts irrelevant to most of the popula
tion, foreign intervention {in Vietnam, the Chinese, French, Japanese and now ours) 
was not. Also, from my background in agriculture, I thought and said that herding 
people into strategic hamlets, so-called, was a particularly efficient design for the aliena
tion of those so saved. Also, as all indeed knew, that the government we supported 
in Saigon was oppressive, corrupt and incompetent, a matter I also emphasized. And 
also, a later view, that our sophisticated military establishment was badly designed 
for the elementary warfare there required, where only the most discerning ideologist 
could tell a capitalist jungle from a Communist jungle. 

But I learned in those years that urging these matters was far from being a formula 
for popularity. Or even inclusion. "We know where Galbraith stands; he is not useful." 
And there was then a more disagreeable thought: perhaps the individual motivated 
to dissent had fallen under some adverse external influence. "Maybe they have got 
to him." Such in orgaruzation is the frequent fate of the individual who challenges 
institutional truth. 

Fifth and finally, there is vested personal and pecuniary interest. Not many of us 
wish to deny our past or admit to past error. We have many countrymen and not a 
few scholars who have committed their lives to the concept of inevitable conflict. It 
is a hard, cruel thing to have that commitment destroyed. It is a matter on which my 
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sympathies are great; who in academic life wishes to see those old lecture notes become 
obsolete? 

There are, we also know, great pecuruary rewards in established policy—in the ac
cepted institutional belief. Here again I verge on the trite. No one in our country doubts 
the great financial interest in present miUtary policy and the concept of continuing 
strain and tension that sustains it. The danger here was implanted in our thought 
and language by Dwight D. Eisenhower and his enduring reference to the military-
industrial complex. Similarly again, one supposes, the great Soviet military 
establishment. 

All of the foregoing bears as institutional belief on American/Soviet relations. Especial
ly it bears on the military nexus. On the one hand, the change; on the other hand, 
the strong resistance to change—the power of institutional belief and the vested in
tellectual and economic interest therein. 

The cons quence—here I speak of American matters—is the present and highly visi
ble anomaly in our foreign and military action and policy. We have a dual policy or, 
at best, a wonderfully bifurcated policy. Through the force of the changes I earlier 
cited in the relation between the two great systems and their two principal exponents, 
we have the compelling pressure for association and compromise. Here the reality 
asserts itself. This has been made evident in the four summits, the closer working 
relationships between Secretary of State and Foreign Minister, the INF Treaty and an 
unprecedented increase in scientific, artistic and other association. Also the caution 
in the last election. This, to repeat, is in response to the underlying changes—changes 
that no leader and certainly none in our politically responsive democracy can resist. 

At the same time, and notably on military matters where doctrine rules most strongly, 
where vested economic interest is great and perhaps decisive, we still have the force 
of institutional belief. The two great systems, ours and that of the Soviet Union, are 
held to remain in bitter conflict. Expansionism is still assumed. Military parity, if not 
preeminence, is still sought. All frontiers are deeply vulnerable. Both candidates in 
this last election affirmed daily their commitment to "a strong defense." 

We accept that change has altered the basic relationship between the two super
powers, as by courtesy they are still called. Institutional belief, as reflected expecially 
in military doctrine or policy—in talk of needed weaponry—effectively denies that there 
has been any change. We have one policy in response to reality; we have another policy 
in response to institutional belief. 

It will be evident that I regard the case for reality as being stronger than that for 
institutional belief. But it was not my purpose today to urge a particular course of 
action. It was to identify the wonderfully conflicting forces which, in a world of great 
organization and great change, come to control attitudes, speech and action and to 
ask you to join in accepting and urging the new reality. 
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Covering Northern Ireland 
by Kevin Cullen, Godfrey Hodgson, Joseph P. Kennedy, 
Andrew Sullivan and Jo Thomas 

Following are edited excerpts from ' 'Press Coverage of Northern Ireland/' a panel discussion in the Forum 
of Public Affairs on February 13, 1989, co-sponsored by the Institute of Politics and the Joan Shorenstein 
Barone Center on the Press, Politics and Public Policy, fohn F. Kennedy School of Government. Panelists 
were Kevin CuUen, reporfer^rThe Boston Globe; Godfrey Hodgson, television correspondent from Great 
Britain; Joseph P. Kennedy, member, U. S. House of Representatives (D-Massachusells); Andrew Sullivan, 
political columnist with the London Daily Telegraph; fo Thomas, former Northern Ireland correspon
dent at The New York Times; and moderator Marvin Knlb, Director of the Shorenstein Barone Center 

Joseph P. Kennedy: If you sit and listen and speak to Catholics and to Protestants 
in Belfast about their lives, you soon know what makes them so angry, so ready to 
find targets for their anger. The Catholics are poor. They either don't have jobs or they 
have the most menial of jobs. Catholic unemployment rates are two-and-a-half times 
that of their Protestant brothers. In some areas of West Belfast, unemployment rates 
are 80 to 90 percent. In other areas 40, 50, 60 percent. People's lives often lack hope 
and promise. They struggle all the time against social and economic and political 
discrimination of various kinds. Their anger is the anger of our own people in the 
American colonies in the eighteenth century, the anger that fueled the American revolu
tion. Their anger is the anger of our black people earlier in this century, the anger 
that finally culminated in the civil rights struggle of the 1960s. 

Protestants in Belfast are not living high off the hog. They live in an economy depress
ed by strife. Many of them work, but live in constant fear of losing those jobs. For 
them. Protestantism is not only a religion, but is a shaky slippery rung up the social 
and economic ladder, with many more rungs ahead of them. Their anger is the anger 
of many of our working people, the anger of many whites in the South during the 
1960s, the anger of people who themselves are hard-pressed but who are better off 
than those whom they hate. It's an old story, the story of people at the bottom at one 
another's throats while in the well-to-do areas outside Belfast most men and women 
are secure enough to purchase some distance from violence. 

Northern Ireland is the story of class as well as religion, of social fear and distrust 
and hate as well as arguments over theology and history. Too often we read in the 
press, or witness on television, accounts of the latest acts of violence without learr\ing 
of the social and economic context which I've tried to describe. The British define their 
role as that of so-called peace keepers. But in fact they rule a land that is badly depressed, 
an area of high unemployment, inadequate housing, a pervasive sense of futility. Each 
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new outburst of violence commands our attention and strengthens the conviction of 
many in England and elsewhere that the British troops have to stay in Northern heland, 
like it or not, if chaos is not to occur. But the violence has yet to stop however many 
British soldiers are stationed in Belfast, throughout the Six Counties. 

Northern Ireland desperately needs a political solution to enable that social and 
economic change be brought about. It took the strength of our federal government, 
and new laws, and a willingness to back them up to the end, to end the civil rights 
struggle of the 1960s so that the South of our country could find peace and begin to 
prosper Ought not the British to do likewise, to stand up for certain political prin
ciples, for instance, equality of opporturuty, so that people now bogged down by poverty 
and suspicion and hate can have other things on their minds, and can begin to look 
forward to good jobs, a future, and hope? 

Jo Thomas: Americans, who live in a culture in which yesterday is history and last 
week is forgotten, often fail to understand the conflict in Northern Ireland, because 
the past there lives in the present. You have to know history which is something that 
journalists rarely bother with. Long ago, Dungannon was the home of the O'Neills, 
the last of the Gaelic clans to be defeated by the British. ... To secure the land they'd 
conquered, the British created the Ulster plantation. Basically, they kicked the Irish 
off the land, gave it to soldiers or to Protestant immigrants from Scotland who'd been 
poor or persecuted at home and who were likely to be grateful and to stay loyal. Many 
native Irish were killed or driven out. Some were kept as laborers, others were pushed 
to marginal farmland, the bogs or the unproductive Highlands. Centuries later, the 
settlement patterns remain the same there. As the Catholics in Dungannon say, 'The 
Protestants got the land, we got the view." ... Ireland was a British colony, and the 
Irish were treated as colonials. Their language was banned, their priests were killed, 
and they themselves were portrayed, and are still portrayed in the British press, as 
an inferior race, savage, violent, and irrational. The phrase "beyond the pale" comes 
from Ireland, from the time in which the English and Anglo-Irish lived in Dublin, 
inside the boundary called "the pale" and the native Irish lived outside. 

The Irish, who fought a war of independence from Britain, were forced to accept 
partition. The British kept as much land as they could, while maintaining an overall 
majority for the descendants of the Protestant planners. They took two counties with 
Catholic majorities and four other counties of the historic province of Ulster and then 
they took the name, too. From reading British and American newspapers you wouldn't 
know that Ulster is a name only the British, and those who consider themselves British, 
use for Northern Ireland. The rest of the Irish call it the Six Counties or The North. 

Today the situation in Northern Ireland is portrayed, and I quote recent newspaper 
accounts, as "a running sore," "the Beirut of Europe," "a place of hopeless and uru-emit-
ting sectarian hatred, of terrorism and mindless violence." It's in vogue for authors 
of recent books to show it as a place where people love to hate, would rather fight 
than work, where people are hopelessly mired in the past. But the injustices of the 
past continue. It's easy to walk out a hotel door in Belfast and get a few quick quotes 
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that will highlight the bigotry of the Protestants or the anger of the Catholics. But this 
is almost never said in any context. Who runs the place? How? And why? And what 
difference does it make? 

Northern Ireland is governed from London. Not a single resident. Catholic or Pro
testant, gets to vote for the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland, the most powerful 
f^ure there. Since the time of partition. Northern Ireland has continuously been govern
ed by emergency legislation denying the Irish fundamental protections of law 
guaranteed to English citizens. At the moment there is no right to trial by jury. A per
son can be convicted on the uncorroborated evidence of a paid informer. There is no 
right to a speedy trial. There's a vastly abridged right to counsel. And the government 
now wants to strip defendants of the right to silence. But when we talk about this 
in the press, we don't talk about justice, we talk about terrorism. We don't ask what 
it is about this society that might make its citizens so desperate. We might talk about 
the IRA but with a few notable exceptions, such as Donna Foote of Newsweek, we don't 
talk to them. Of course, under British law it's a crime to knowingly interview a member 
of the IRA—that hasn't stopped us from talking to guerrillas in Afghanistan or Central 
America. In Northern Ireland at the moment it's a crime even to see an unclassified 
government document or to interview a policeman without clearance from on high. 

Americans are tired of hearing about problems. We want people who say that they 
have the answers. Northern Ireland is a story that is almost twenty years old. If American 
reporters go there, which they rarely do because they work out of London with huge 
territories and hotter stories to cover, they want to talk to people who, however tiny 
their constituency, say they have the solution. It used to be the peace groups. Remember 
the ladies who won the Nobel Prize? But they're not speaking to each other any more 
so we seem to have switched to integrated education. Have you ever wondered why 
you've been reading so many stories on that lately? Integrated, meaiung Protestants 
and Catholics. The thesis is that if children could go to school together, their irrational 
hatreds would eventually dissolve. The unspoken assumption here is that nothing 
is fundamentally wrong with the society in which they live. 

Another theme popular among liberal writers is that more employment would lessen 
the violence, that all these young men standing around on street corners are cannon 
fodder for the IRA. This assumes, of course, that poverty and unemployment are the 
ties that bind the ERA, and at first glance that seems reasonable enough to us. After 
all, poverty, imemployment and segregation certainly fuel our problems here at home. 
But, and this is what most Americans miss. Northern Ireland is not like the United 
States. You have to ask why there is disproportionate poverty and unemployment 
among Catholics. Because they live in what is, and what has been, an unjust state, 
a place where the winners take everything. If you create a few more jobs, you might 
have less poverty and people might suffer a little less, but you won't alter the balance 
of power. A very large majority will still not have equal rights. ... 

When Americans write about integrating the schools in Northen Ireland, they don't 
ask what these schools represent. In fact, the state schools are Protestant schools. They 
say Protestant prayers, they have pictures of the royal family on the wall, and they 
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don't teach Irish history. The Catholic schools, which are also financed by the state, 
have been for years a way for Catholic families to hold on to their national as well 
as their spiritual identity, although they rarely teach Irish history, either. Their students, 
too, are cramming to pass the A-and O-level exams so they can go on the higher educa
tion. The history on those exams is mainly British. During the year that I lived in Belfast, 
my daughter attended the only integrated elementary school in that city, and when 
some of the parents, and a few of them were Protestants as well as Catholics, sug
gested that the children be allowed to learn a few poems in the Irish language, there 
was such an outpouring of rage that you would have thought the proposal was to 
sign them all up for the IRA. When Unionists—Protestants who want Northern Ireland 
to maintain its union with Great Britain—talk about integration, what they are talking 
about is getting rid of the Catholic schools and turning the Catholics into good Unionists. 

In 1985, when the violence seemed to be lessening in Northern Ireland, I was ordered 
to write a story, featured in most other newspapers as well, that Northern Ireland was 
getting back to normal. Normalization, at that time, was the cornerstone of the British 
characterization of the North. First they had criminalization, in which all of those ar
rested for political crimes were treated as common criminals. That's what the hunger 
strikes were about. The press still calls the IRA "the outlawed IRA/' as if they were 
a bunch of outlaws. We never refer to "the outlawed Contras" of course, because they 
are on our side. After criminalization, there was Ulsterization, which meant getting 
English soldiers out and putting Irish-Protestant soldiers and policemen in so that 
you would have Irish killing Irish, sort of a counterpart of Vietnamization, if any of 
you remember that. Then you have normalization, which is a sort of a synonym for 
pacification, that is, the IRA was losing the war. In fact, the IRA had, at that time, 
given up the urban bombing campaign. The British government was having to reim
burse people for property that had been blown up, and it was a huge drain on the 
British treasury, but the bombs were also killing people, and they were destroying 
places where people lived and worked, the very people that the political arm of the 
IRA was trying to get to vote for them. So it was counterproductive. 

In the course of preparing the story, just to see how normal things were, I went 
to Cookstown, not far from Dungannon, in the center of Northern Ireland, with a 
roughly fifty-Bfty Catholic-Protestant population. Most of Cookstown had been bombed 
and rebuilt and it now looked prosperous and peaceful. Although the Unionists had 
only a one seat majority on the local council, not one Catholic had a patronage job 
controlled by that council. So things hadn't changed that much in twenty years. 
Everyone in Northern Ireland wants peace but after twenty years of conflict the ques
tion has to be asked, on what terms? What's the price? Twenty years ago, the civil 
rights marchers wanted one man-one vote, an end to gerrymandering, fairer alloca
tion of public housing, antidiscrimination laws, some governmental machinery to han
dle citizens' complaints, a repeal of the Special Powers Act—the emergency legislation 
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governing Northern Ireland—and the disbanding of the B-Specials, the notorious state-
sanctioned police auxiliary made up of Protestants. At the time, these demands were 
seen as a challenge to the very structure of the slate. The civil rights marchers were 
attacked and beaten while the police joined in, or stood by, at best. I remember a reporter 
on my newspaper once asking, 'Things were fine until the civil rights marchers, what 
went wrong?" 1 guess that all depends on who thinks things are fine, and why. 

Now and then a reporter like Kevin CuUen will go over and cover the shootings, 
and will actually go to Dungannon. Or Mike Leary of the Philadelphia Inquirer will 
go out and actually interview people and will find out that a young friend of mine 
who was shot dead one year ago by a soldier in broad daylight was not a member 
of the IRA. At best he was the kid in the wrong place at the wrong time; at worst 
he was murdered. So much evidence has been withheld in that case, including the 
fact that the part of his body which would show what type of bullet had hit him is 
now missing, I doubt if we'll ever know. All too often, the press covering events like 
that either stays in London or goes only to Belfast if they go to Ireland at all. They 
see the British government as a neutral, instead of an interested, party. They let the 
British and the Irish governments set the terms in which the situation is discussed. 

London is a comfortable post for a foreign correspondent. If you ask too many ques
tions about Northern Ireland you'll get in trouble, first with the British government 
and then with your own desk which will want to know why are you wasting your 
time, it is not a story. Any good police reporter knows that you have to go to the scene 
of the crime, you have to ask about the evidence, the witnesses, and you have to talk 
to people who know the victim, talk to people who know the accused. In a foreign 
country, you have to add a few things, the history of a place, some understanding 
of its politics and its culture. And there is nothing at all radical in any of this, nothing 
partisan. In Northern Ireland it doesn't happen and there's a good reason for it. The 
real reporter, a member of the British government once told me, would be considered 
the most dangerous person in Northern Ireland. Now I ask, what could be more 
dangerous than a gun or a bomb? The most dangerous thing in a corrupt and an un
just society is the truth. 

Godfrey Hodgson: There is such a thing as the indivisibility of one's rights and one's 
liberties. Just as I think that British justice and British civU liberties are diminished 
by what has happened to the liberties of those British citizens, or subjects, who live 
in Northern Ireland, so, I think, the British press and media are in danger of seriously 
losing an important part of such limited freedom as they have as a result of the govern
ment's absolute determination not to let people report freely on what is happening 
there. 111 just quickly mention two instances, which may well be known to some of 
you, but may not be known to others. The making of what was in fact a very soft 
documentary, "At the Edge of the Union," part of a series called "Real Lives," and an 
attempt by a filmmaker to compare the lives of two elected members of the Derry Coun
cil, produced an explosion in the BBC, produced the first attempt ever—or, if you like, 
since the general strike of 1926—on the part of the government to tell the BBC that 
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it must pull a program. It set off a train of events which was a very significant part 
of the cause of the overthrow of the head of the BBC, and a very, very sharp limitation 
on its political freedom of action. 

More recently than that an attempt was made by television, in which I had a very 
small part, to report on the disgracehil incident when several British soldiers appeared 
to have executed three members of the IRA in Gibralter. The mere fact that a rather 
careful, rather skillful report was made on television provoked a decision which I think 
Jo Thomas slightly exaggerated. I don't think it was said that we couldn't interview 
anybody in Northern Ireland. You simply couldn't interview anybody who was a 
member of the IRA. Right? Which is slightly different. There were a couple of other 
exaggerations. You are shocked by the idea that people don't get to vote for the minister 
for Northern Ireland. But you don't get to vote for any ministers in a parliamentary 
system and about a hundred and twenty countries in the world have parliamentary 
systems. So I want us to be a little bit careful not to exaggerate. As a result of the televi
sion program, the government in Britain has not only done everything it could do 
to suppress that program, to prevent it going out, it has now announced very, very 
sharp limitations on the freedom of reporters to cover anything to do with anything 
called "terrorism." 

Some years ago 1 was invited to a conference at which a lot of top people from the 
United States, from Britain, and from other European countries were talking about 
terrorism. It was one of these off-the-record events where the top men get together 
and talk, including people from the CIA and from the FBI and from British intelligence 
services, and so forth. The whole of the first day was really consumed in puzzlement, 
because it hadn't really sunk in that when one used the word 'terrorist/ to the American 
officials present it meant Arabs, and to the British it meant Irishmen. I think it just 
suggests how deeply we are in need of the very kind of fair, good, intelligent, and 
informed reporting, which the British want to prevent, and which I am afraid nobody 
in the United States seems to be anxious to provide, either. 

Andrew Sullivan: I am an Irish Catholic brought up in England, brought up Catholic 
in a Protestant area. I found myself wondering why my fellow countrymen and coun
trywomen, in another part of my country, who shared the same religion, and the same 
culture to some extent, felt so differently about their nationality. Jo Thomas was very 
honest in stating what she believes is just in Ireland. She quite dearly believes there 
is only one just solution, the unification of Ireland—against the wishes of the Pro
testants in the North. This is historically just and I respect that position deeply. It's 
a position my grandparents held to some extent but a position that 1 have come to 
question. 

1 happen to see Ireland as a little more complicated than that. Like the Middle East, 
to use the parallel, it isn't economics. There are plenty of places in England where 
unemployment is as high or much higher than in Ulster but where they are not killing 
each other. There are places in England where there are reUgious differences, like 
Glasgow or Liverpool, where the Orange-Green rivalry is as intense but where they 
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are not killing each other. It's not just a question of civil rights, though it is partly that. 
I firmly believe there should be a strong attempt by London to enforce civil rights in 
Ulster. It is territory, it is sovereignty. Who owns the land? As in the Middle East, two 
groups claim it and neither can win. 

There are three solutions. One is unification of Ireland from Dublin. The second 
is unification of Ireland from London, in other words British control of the entire island. 
The third is partition. ... I believe quite strongly that partition is, albeit imperfect, the 
most just, or the least unjust solution. Something which people don't mention in 
coverage of Ulster is that there is absolutely no change foreseeable in this situation— 
for two reasons. First, the British will not open themselves, even though they would 
love to abandon this province, because they cannot be seen to be responsible for what 
would happen next, which would be worse violence than exists at the moment, prob
ably much worse. Second, the Republican government wouldn't want Ulster in a million 
years. Any Irish politician will tell you privately that they want that like they want 
a hole in the head. They have to make speeches contrary to that, and they do. But 
I haven't met, or talked to, or interviewed a single credible Dublin politician who wants 
it. That is the situation. I don't think I'm distorting. Those are just simply the facts 
and we are stuck with the situation. 

Within that situation, we have something which I think we can call terrorism. John 
Hume, the Catholic leader of the Social Democratic and Labor Party (SDLP), made 
a speech two months ago quoting some very interesting figures, unreported in the 
American press, of course. There have been nearly 3000 people killed since the pre
sent troubles begun. Fifty-five percent have been civilians, sbcty-nine percent of whom 
were Catholics, the people for whom the war is allegedly being waged. Forty percent 
of those Catholics were killed by the IRA. In all, six times as many Catholics have 
been killed by Republicans as by the British Army. We are dealing with a situation 
in which we have a group of organized terrorists who are now, at this point, primarily 
financed by Khadafy. And semtech and other military materials are now being fun-
neled from Khadafy, terrorizing the population, victimizing people they claim to repre
sent. Representative Kennedy wanted to bomb Khadafy for allegedly killing an 
American civilian—subsequently proved not to have been killed by Khadafy. Yet he 
seems to feel that something totally different from that should be the case with ter
rorists in Ulster That's partly from not living there, not having to be faced with your 
kids or parents being terrorized by these individuals. 

As to press coverage and the media ban by the British goverment which you men
tioned several times tonight, I support the British government. The media ban is a 
ban on outlawed members, and when I say outlawed I mean people who are technically 
illegal in both the Republic of Ireland and in Ulster, Northern Ireland, or whatever 
you want to call it. The only ban is that they cannot look directly into the camera and 
advocate terrorism. There is no ban on terrorists talking to or being reported on in
directly on television or anj^where in the press. And all bans are lifted for elections. 
This ban has been in existence in the Republic of Ireland, in Dublin, since 1976. You 
haven't been able to do that in Dublin for twelve years. Maybe 111 ask Joe Kennedy 
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tonight whether he will condemn the Dublin government for that much more blanket 
suspension of freedom of speech in Ireland, the Republic, than in Ulster, as he con
demns the British. The fact is that the Republic of Ireland has more sensible policies 
than the British to deal with terrorism. 

The general point about freedom of the press is whether it can be suspended, whether 
it can be infringed, in terrorist situations. It seems to me that it can. I dispute the premise 
that there is a complete, indivisible freedom. It seems to me that freedom of the press 
is a product and a result of a free society and a free society is precisely what terrorism 
is designed to destroy. Let me put it a different way. In Ulster, there is already not 
freedom of speech. You try making a speech like this in Ulster and the whole context 
has changed. What about my parents, or my brother, or my sister, or me? What would 
happen if I made such a speech? 

The media ban applies also to ten Protestant terrorist organizations, not just to the 
IRA, and that's the same in the south. When terrorism exists, when that sort of threat 
to your life and your family exists, what sort of freedom of speech exists? If it could 
be argued—it should be tested with great reservation—that stopping publicity for ter
rorists, stopping direct boasting about killing people, direct to a camera, could actual
ly ease the situation, stop the inflammation, and ease the number of people threaten
ed and killed, that would be a gain in freedom of speech altogether. It's a tough call. 
But I think that given the fact that people are dying and being killed by these people 
regularly in Ulster, it's something worth trying. 

Kevin CuUen: I'm going to talk about a novel joumaUstic issue, objectivity. Last sum
mer I was in a housing project in Derry and a young Sinn Fein councillor came up 
to talk to me. 1 explained where I was from and he asked me if I was a foreign cor
respondent and I said, "Well, yeah, I cover Dorchester for The Boston Globe. 

It is very interesting that, by default. Northern Ireland as a level of expertise has 
fallen to me. Northern Ireland is, I guess, the only civil rights issue world-wide that 
the Globe does not staff, or at least assign a full-time correspondent. Neither do The 
New York Times, The Washington Post, The Los Angeles Times, The Chicago Tribune staff 
Northern Ireland. I would suggest that's the only civil rights issue in the world that 
they don't staff. 

In talking about press coverage in Northern Ireland, I can only speak from personal 
experience of some trips that I've made there as a reporter. What struck me the most 
was that, despite having little knowledge other than some historical knowledge about 
the area, I was able to walk in and actually break stories. Last November, 1 met with 
some union workers over there, workers who met with Mayor Flynn, and they told 
about the case of the administrator of the Royal Victoria Hospital who had just resign
ed, leaving an opening. The deputy administrator was a fifty-year old Catholic man 
who had been the deputy for about eleven years. He was replaced, however. Hired 
as administrator was a thirty-six year old Protestant person with no experience what
soever in health care. It was as if a Boston city administrator was being replaced, the 
deputy was a black man from the community, and the administrator was replaced 
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by some 35-year-old guy from Dover—no offense to anyone here from Dover. It was 
that kind of a situation. I was absolutely shocked, as a reporter, that that had not been 
reported upon. 

Jo mentioned Dungannon which I also visited. I met with some Royal Ulster Con
stabulary (RUC) people, the Northern Ireland police force. When I mentioned that 
1 might be going to meet with some families of members of the IRA who were killed, 
they reacted as if I was crazy, as if I was taking my life in my hands. When I went 
to Paddy Kelly's house, I found a very decent, stable family. It certainly was not what 
people would want you to believe. It isn't just some psychotic people who are picking 
up guns and killing people. But if you do not go out there and explore those stories 
and write about where somebody like Paddy Kelly, the leader of a brigade, came from, 
you will never get a sense of why he decided to pick up a gun. 

So much of the press in Northern Ireland, in Great Britain in general, seems to take 
it for granted that the troubles in Northern Ireland will go on forever so there's no 
need to write it other than to give a body count. I believe the press is really failing 
over there, and we're failing here in America. Maybe if we were over there and doing 
a better job, the story would not be able to be ignored for so long. There is a story. 
It just is not being reported either on this side or on the other side of the Atlantic. 

Andrew Sullivan made a very good point. I think the Irish government probably 
has gotten a free ride. Throughout all the editorial condemnations we read in The New 
York Times and The Washington Post and The Boston Globe about the British government 
taking away the rights to interview members of paramilitary groups, or even those 
who support paramilitary groups, no one mentioned that it had been a standard prac
tice in the Republic of Ireland for a decade, and that it was renewed without debate, 
and that the Irish population generally supports it. We should be writing stories about 
why that is the case. We should be writing stories about why people in the country, 
without any obvious radicalization, would go to a group like the IRA, a group with 
obvious political overtones, with a Marxist bent. Why would someone that lives in 
Dungannon go just as readily as someone who came out of an obvious place, like 
a ghetto in Belfast, someone who more obviously would go to a radicalized group? 

We don't cover the IRA. The last time I was over there, I tried and tried. I got to 
the Sinn Fein Times. That was easy, but I couldn't sit down and talk to somebody on 
the Army Council because I couldn't convince them that I wouldn't turn around and 
tell the British government who they were. That really bothered me. What that said 
to me is that over there the press is regarded as being in one camp or the other. There 
isn't a level of objectivity. When you pick up The Belfast Telegraph, you know what it's 
going to say. When you pick up The Irish News in Belfast, you know what it's going 
to say. There is little credibility in the press and that translates to us. I felt very frustrated 
because I wasn't going to "rat out" on them, betray them. 

We talk about improving coverage on Northern Ireland over here but it doesn't seem 
to be getting through to the higher-ups. I'm just a reporter. I really don't have that 
much clout at The Boston Globe. I don't know what we as reporters can do other than, 
when we go over there, strive not to go on tours orchestrated either by the British 
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government or by Sinn Fein. We should try to be objective. I'm aware that everyone 
talked about their private or personal prejudice here tonight. But it is unfortunate that 
it seems as if everyone who picks up a pen over there is as biased as everyone who 
picks up a gun. 

Summary Report on 
New Initiatives on Latin American Debt 
compiled by Wayne Davis 

The Latin American debt crisis has darkened the prospects of success for the continent's struggling young 
democracies throughout the decade of the 1980's. On May 15-16, 1989, the Institute of Politics sponsored 
the Second Harvard Conference on New Initiatives on Latin American Debt (the first zoas held in September 
1988). Participants, session topics, advisors and sponsors for both conferences are listed in this edition 
of Proceedings in Programs/Seminars, Conferences and Special Projects 

The Summary Report of the May conference zuas compiled by Wayne Davis in collaboration with Shirley 
Williams. Mr. Davis, Rapporteur for the conference, is Associate Director of the Harvard Negotiation Pro
ject at Harvard Law School. Shirley Williams is Acting Director of the Institute of Politics. 

RESPONSES TO THE SUMMARY REPORT 

The Summary Report of the Second Harvard Conference on New Initiatives on Latin 
American Debt was widely circulated to key persons, both in this country and abroad, 
involved in the debt issue. Following are some brief quotations from letters from reci
pients of the Summary Report. 

''Thankyou for sending me a copy of the final report... I understand .. .that it was a very in
teresting conference. While it may not have solved all the problems associated with the large 
external debts of a number of important Latin American countries, it may have helped to clarify 
some of the important issues involved. My experience has been that many of these issues can 
benefit from open discussion and clarification". 

Alan Greenspan 
Chairman, Federal Reserve System 
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' 'It has been a pleasure to be able to contribute to the success of the latin American debt con
ference and to work with you closer on a subject of such importance to Brazil." 

Marcilio Marques Moreira 
Ambassador of Brazil 

"President Oscar Arias.. .welcomes the excellent summary of issues related to the debt crisis 
which this report provides. He wishes to commend Harvard University and the Institute of 
Politics for their leadership in organizing the second in a series of conferences, which the Costa 
Rican delegations have found most provocative and important." 

Juan Quiros Saenz 
Director of the Office of 

President Oscar Arias 

"We found the report on New Initiatives in Latin American Debt quite interesting and it was 
circulated amongst our Country Managers in Mexico, Rio de Janeiro and Lima." 

Frank D. Robleto 
Senior Vice President and Manager 

First Interstate Bank 

"Let me take this opportunity to express my support for the initiative you have taken in pro
viding an independent forum to consider the very serious problem the developing countries 
of the Americas are facing in servicing their external debt." 

Val T. McComie 
Assistant Secretary General 

Organization of American States 

"Let me close by commending you and your steering committee colleagues for your efforts in 
promoting a free exchange of ideas among representatives from debtor and creditor countries, 
academics, and bankers on this critical issue facing the international community." 

Michael H. Wilson 
Finance Minister of Canada 

"/ was sorry that I was unable to attend the conference. Judging from the report, you had an 
excellent conference—and very substantive—session. The participants correctly focused on the 
need for more resources for dealing with the debt burden, and on improvements that can be 
made in the implementation process.... 7 hope Harvard intends to have a third conference, one 
that will critically review policy changes in the indebted countries and our debt reduction ex
perience to date...." 

Bill Bradley 
United States Senator 
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SUMMARY REPORT 

On September 22-23,1988, the Institute of Politics hosted its first conference on Latin 
American debt. In holding both this conference and the second one on May 15-16 
at Harvard, the Institute hoped to contribute to the resolution of the debt problem by: 

facilitating dialogue between Latin American leaders and key actors from 
creditor countries about resolving the debt crisis and thereby strengthen
ing democratic processes in Latin America; 
providing an off-the-record opportunity for in-depth discussions of the 
strengths and weaknesses of recent proposals for solving the world debt 
crisis; 
offering an independent forum in which policy makers and economic 
and financial experts working together can generate ideas for improving 
the political viability and economic utility of emerging proposals and 
begin to create consensus; 

helping all participants towards new ways of understanding the debt 
problem, so as to stimulate the development of fresh approaches when 
they return to their respective posts; 

generating plans for specific follow-up action that participants might 
take, based on ideas discussed at the conference, and selecting the most 
promising of those ideas for development and possible implementation. 

The Second Harvard Conference featured a series of panel discussions, with 
opportunity for questions, comments, and general discussion. The panels were entitled: 

The Latin American Debt Problem: the New Approach; 

Issues for creditors; Debt Reduction, New Money, Enhancements, and 
Incentives for Participation; 

Issues for Creditors: Conditionality and Social Policy; 

How to Make the Brady Plan Work; 
Next Steps on Latin American Debt; and 

Next Steps on Implementation. 

To enable people to speak freely and reach understanding in a way that is sometimes 
difficult in formal negotiations, all comments were treated as off-the-record. Conse
quently, this report does not attribute statements to individuals, but instead summarizes 
the range of views expressed in a way that will provide a useful guide for future work 
to be done on Latin American debt. Where possible, points of consensus or near con
sensus have been identified, as well as points about which there was sharp disagree
ment. Those assessments are based on the rapporteur's perception of the discussion, 
and do not necessarily reflect actual decisions of the conference or its participants. 

The Brady Initiative was generally welcomed as an advance on its predecessor, the 
Baker Plan, particularly in its recognition of the need for debt and debt service reduc-
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tion and in the expanded role proposed for the international financial institutions 
("IFls"). However, participants also recognized certain difficulties that would need 
to be overcome: 

although the broad framework is an acceptable starting point for most 
parties, details remain to be developed; 

the quantity of debt reduction reportedly suggested by U.S. Treasury of
ficials (20%) may not be sufficient to meet the economic needs or the ex
pectations of debtors. 

it is not clear that there will be sufficient resources available from IFIs or 
elsewhere to fund debt reduction on the scale contemplated. 

Convei^ence of long-term interests. There was consensus that all the major ac tors -
debtor and creditor governments, creditor banks, the IFIs—shared a long-term interest 
in restoring the debtors' economies to a position of creditworthiness and growth. The 
debt crisis has cost a decade of growth across most of Latin America, and the failure 
to act may well entail grave long-run consequences for the region's economic growth, 
political stability, and consolidation of democratic processes and institutions. 

Basic logic: debt reduction in exchange for enhancements. Participants generally agreed 
that a solution ought to provide for a reduction in the debt and debt service obliga
tions to creditor banks in exchange for enhanced quaHty of the remaining obligations. 
Such enhanced security would flow from the greater likelihood of receiving full pay
ment on a smaller stock of debt and could be augmented by, for example, guarantees 
on the remaining debt provided by the IFIs or a new international debt facility. 

The need for debtor country adjustments. There was consensus that debtor countries 
need to reform their economic and fiscal policies in order to restore long-term growth 
and creditworthiness. Considerable support was voiced for privatization of state-owned 
enterprises and for the creation of conditions that encourage the development of private 
enterprise, foreign investment, and improved efficiency of the public sector. 

The need for burden sharing. There was general agreement with the principle that 
the burdens of dealing with the debt crisis be distributed equitably and appropriately 
among the debtor governments, creditor banks, and IFIs and creditor governments. 
The burdens to be shared include the costs of debt reduction and associated 
enhancements, risk, and debtor policy adjustments. Further work would be needed 
to identify standards by which burdens might equitably be allocated. Some expressed 
the opinion that, in those countries that have tried to "play by the rules" and not 
suspended servicing their debts, the burden sharing until now had been asymmetrical, 
with most of the costs falling on the debtors while the banks have been preferred 
creditors who continued to get paid. 

Flexibility within the general approach. The participants generally agreed that 
agreements should be reached on a country-by-country basis, but that this should 
be within the context of a general framwork, and that debt reduction should be available 
to the smaller debtors as well as the larger ones. There was a recognition that the first 
few country agreements will have a strong precedential impact on later agreements; 
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it was suggested that the first several agreements be negotiated simultaneously in order 
to create a broader range of options and precedents. 

There appeared to be consensus that a broad menu of options should be available 
within the general framework. However, a number of participants also argued that 
the menu available within each particular country agreement should be fairly limited, 
in order to speed negotiations and facilitate efficient market valuation of the resultant 
new forms of debt. 

The role of IFIs. Participants welcomed the expanded role for the World Bank and 
IMF (and potentially other IFIs) under the Brady Initiative. They generally agreed that 
the IFIs could or should perform the following functions: 

finance the front-end costs of debt reduction by, for example, providing 
funds for buybacks of debt at market levels or for collateralizing 
principal. 

co-finance (with commercial banks) interest guarantees. 

establish clear eligiblity procedures and standards for obtaining debt 
reduction assistance. 

disburse funds quickly to get adjustment packages started—even before 
agreements have been reached with commercial banks. 

provide leadership by generating new ideas. 

provide technical analysis of debtors' debt-servicing capacity. 

Other potential IFI functions that were suggested, but for which there appeared 
to be only partial support included: 

provide financing to debtors who are in arrears to commercial banks. 

tolerate partial arrearages to holdout banks. 

set and monitor conditionality. 

facilitate negotiations. 

One participant estimated that IFIs are now able to provide only about one-third 
of the resources needed to finance debt reduction. There was considerable agreement 
that the IFI's should seek capital or quota increases. 

There was also discussion that a new international authority might be created to 
fill some of the needed roles. 

How much reduction? Without discussing specific amounts of debt reduction for par
ticular countries, participants generally agreed that: 

the scale of reduction must be sufficient to enable the debtor to "get 
over the hump" to restored creditworthiness. 

the debt reduction now contemplated by the U S . Treasury most prob
ably will not be deep enough; there could be signifcant financial and 
political risks to a debt reduction plan that fails by being insufficiently 
bold. 

the reduction must be substantially front-loaded to work. 
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There was not any extended discussion of how the appropriate level of debt reduc
tion might be determined. One suggested standard was that debt service payments 
be reduced to the debtor's "perceived ability to pay their bills on" a regular and ongo
ing basis," with "perceived ability to pay" determined by reference to secondary market 
values rather than by reference to traditional economic indicators. 

Debt reduction via buybacks. Under this approach, the debtor would borrow funds 
from the IFIs and other official sources, then purchase its debt obligations from creditors 
at market or near-market levels. 

Debt reduction via below-market interest rates. Considerable, though not unanimous, 
support was expressed for an interest reduction plan proposed by Peter Nicholson 
of the Bank of Nova Scotia. The key elements of the plan are: 

interest reduction to a fixed rate for an agreed number of years, after 
which the rate would be increased toward a market level depending on 
the country's economic progress. 

principal coUaterialized with zero-coupon hard currency bond of long 
maturity purchased with funds borrowed from official sources. 

amortization postponed. 

reduced rate of interest payments guaranteed by standby facility funded 
jointly by banks and the official sector. 

short-term credit lines maintained by banks. 

Conference participants were most intrigued by the plan's potential capacity to deal 
with the free rider problem. Once the rate of interest reduction is established, all banks 
are treated equally, pro rata to exposure, and the market value of the debt in the sec
ondary market would probably approach the agreed discount rate. These aspects 
significantly reduce the possibility that any one bank can achieve a greater recovery 
than other banks by refusing to go along with an agreement. 

Questions about the viability of this approach included whether it was more costly 
than Mr. Nicholson's predictions and whether the appropriate tax, regulatory, and 
accounting changes could be made. The plan was criticized by some participants for 
its lack of a new money option. 

Debt-equity swaps. There was considerable disagreement about the appropriate role 
for debt-equity swaps, upon which the Brady Initiative places considerable reliance. 
Several participants argued that debt-equity swaps should be an available option. Others 
disagreed, arguing that debt-equity swaps are inflationary and that they reduce the 
flow of new investment by encouraging investors to wait in line to benefit from the 
subsidy. They suggested that debt-equity swaps not be offered or, at most, should 
be limited to the privatization of state-owned enterprises. 

New money commitments. There was also considerable disagreement about the role 
to be played by commitments to provide new lending. Some participants contended 
that the proper ongoing role for money-center banks in the debtor countries was as 

69 



International Conflict and Compromise 

short-term lenders for trade and inter-bank transactions, and that new money com
mitments should be limited to those functions. Others maintained that medium and 
long-term lending could resume, and that if some banks preferred to risk making new 
funds available, advantage should be taken of that risk preference. They argued that 
a new money option should be available in lieu of debt reduction. Other participants 
opposed such a new money option because any enhancements on the stock of re
duced debt would inevitably spill over to the new money. 

Whence the resources? Whether debt is reduced through a buyback mechanism or 
through interest guarantees, current cash and future contingent commitments will 
need to be provided by the official community. Estimates of the costs of those com
mitments varied. However, there was general recognition that the currently available 
and pledged resources of the IFIs and from bilateral sources (such as Japan's pledge 
to provide $4.5 billion through its Export-Import Bank) were not sufficient to provide 
the required magnitude of debt reduction to the 39 or so countries likely to qualify 
for relief. (One participant estimated that the IFIs only have about one-third of the 
necessary resources.) Many participants called for quota increases at the IMF, though 
it was also recogriized that the appropriate political conditions would need to be created 
before further official support could be expected. One suggestion was that the IFIs 
not ration support amongst all recipients, but instead provide the full resources need
ed to get the job done in several countries, demonstrate success, and then return to 
member governments to request additional support. 

Eligibility: Who qualifies for debt reduction? There was consensus on the need for 
some standards of eligibility to determine which debtor countries may participate in 
any debt reduction plan. A variety of interests underlay this consensus. Creditors want 
to avoid the "moral hazard" problem of encouraging anything less than full repay
ment . All parties want to ensure that the limited available resources not be squandered, 
but instead directed to those countries most in need of assistance and best able to 
use such assistance efficiently. The following principles seemed to command broad 
agreement: 

eligibility standards should be applied on a country-by-country basis 
with sufficient flexibility to take into account differences in their 
situations. 

at a minimum, the debtor must undertake commitments to internal 
economic, especially fiscal reforms, even if such reforms have not yet 
been implemented. 

small debtors should be eligible on the same basis as the larger debtors. 

Conditionality, There was extensive discussion but no broad agreement on the sub
ject of conditionality—understood as international supervision of debtor domestic 
economic policies during the disbursement of loans period of a debt reduction pro
gram. Those who favored some form of conditionality suggested that it was necessary 
to obtain political support in the creditor countries; it enables the international com
munity to protect its interest in the wise application of its contributions; it provides 
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the opportunity for creative approaches, such as debt for nature swaps; and it helps 
the debtor return to creditworthiness. It was also suggested that internationally im
posed requirements provide a convenient rationale for debtor country politicians in 
explaining the need for austerity and sacrifice. 

Numerous arguments against conditionality were raised: Conditionality requirements 
are often internally inconsistent and counterproductive. There has been a tendency 
to set unrealistic goals and to rely on broad macroeconomic indicators of uncertain 
reliability and relevance. On principle, conditionality is a highly intrusive violation 
of national sovereignty and is difficult to reconcile with democracy, particularly in bal
ancing fiscal responsibility with equity and social investment. If conditions are im
posed that produce sharp deterioration of the standard of living, political unrest may 
result, which makes economic stabilization even more difficult to attain. If the debtor 
has the wUI to reform, conditionality is unnecessary; if there is insufficient will to reform, 
conditionality is ineffective. Finally, conditionality has lately become a vehicle for 
pressuring debtors on non-economic policy issues. However, other participants pointed 
out that these problems are less severe if conditionality takes the form of IMF support 
for realistic programs developed by the debtor, rather than imposed by the IMF. 

Flight capital. The flight of private capital from debtor countries is both a byproduct 
of economic instability and negative growth and a contributing factor to debt-servicing 
difficulties. Thus, the return of flight capital was an agreed target of reforms. However 
there was disagreement about whether significant return of flight capital could be achiev
ed by policy reform alone, or would have to await the successful implementation of 
debt reduction and return of economic stability. Some participants noted that coerced 
repatriation and tight controls on capital flight were inconsistent with the type of free-
market reforms debtors are now being urged to take. 

Total public sector debt. There was general agreement that any plan for the reduction 
of external debt must also take into account its likely impact on internal public sector 
debt. Some participants contended that in some countries the internal debt was a more 
significant problem than external debt, both because of a greater stock of debt and 
because of high (20 to 30%) real interest rates. However, there were sharp disagreements 
over causes of internal debt problems and the likely impact of external debt reduction 
on internal real interest rates. 

Enabling environment. It was also generally recognized that any debt reduction plan 
will require tax, regulatory, and accounting changes in the creditor countries. 

Complexity of the decision-making process. While there was broad support for the 
idea of a case-by-case approach within a general framework, only the broadest 
guidelines for a framework now exist, and there is considerable disagreement about 
how the details ought to be filled in. In addition, there are a large number of parties 
whose involvement or agreement need to be obtained (often in sequence), either for 
establishing a framework or for approving a particular package. It was suggested that 
such a large, complex, and decentralized process is not likely to work efficiently unless 
explicitly managed. No one currently has such responsibility; it was suggested that 
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the IMF or World Bank might take up such a role, though they do not now have a 
mandate to do so. 

Several participants also pointed out that it was unclear whether bai\ks and debtors 
were supposed to agree between themselves on a debt reduction package and then 
go to the official community to request funding, or whether the official community 
would first indicate the resources available in a particular case and then wait for the 
debtor and banks to generate a proposal. It was su^ested that there was no necessary 
answer to this question, but instead that any two of the three parties (debtor, commer
cial banks, official community) could reach a tentative agreement and then take it to 
the remaining party. 

No clear alternatives to "muddling through." Several participants suggested that pro
gress on debt reduction has been slow, and will continue to be slow, because debtor 
countries have not presented creditor banks with a credible indication of the action 
they will take in the absence of an agreement on debt reduction. As a result, the banks 
have found it prudent to resist an agreement, continue to collect as much interest as 
they could, and wait for a better deal. It was suggested that debtors formulate their 
no-agreement alternatives—such as declaring a default or suspending all interest 
payments until the banks come up with a voluntary plan to implement the Brady 
initiative—and communicate those alternatives to the banks simultaneously with an 
offer for agreed debt reduction. It was further suggested that such choices be tied to 
externally imposed (that is, non-arbitrary) deadlines so that the banks have a fading 
opportunity in which to respond positively. However other participants suggested 
that perceived threats may disrupt negotiations and may backfire politically. 

Domestic politics in the creditor countries. It was generally recognized that aspects 
of any plan would require the cooperation of legislatures in the creditor countries (for 
example, through tax law changes). However, some participants noted that there is 
little political sentiment for taking action that is seen as bailing out either "greedy" 
banks or "profligate" debtors. Others pointed out that decreased bank profits reduce 
tax collections, and that in the long-term, successful debt reduction may in fact be 
less costly to creditor-country taxpayers than the current approach. There was, however, 
broad agreement that a quota increase for the IMF would be a prerequisite for a suc
cessful outcome. 

Conclusion. There is still some distance to go before we can be reasonably sure that 
the ingredients necessary for the successful realization of the Brady Plan are in place. 
It is now increasingly clear where the remaining problems lie. High on the list of pro
blems is reconciling the voluntariness of any plan with the free rider issue. Also of 
great concern is the absence of an orchestrating institution, as well as the inadequacy 
of the resources now in sight for implementing the Plan. These issues, among others, 
continue urgently to demand a solution. 
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Children: Our Most Valuable Resource 
by George Miller 

The following is an edited excerpt from a public address, "The Children's Agenda for the Next Administra-
tion/' delivered on October 51, 1988 in the Forum of Public A^irs ofthefohn F. Kennedy School of Govern
ment, co-sponsored by the Institute and the School '$ Center for Health and Human Resou rce Policy. George 
Miller is a member of the United States House (^Representatives (D-Califomia). Responding to Congressman 
Miller's remarks were William Julius Wilson, author of The Truly Disadvantaged and Lucy Flower 
Distinguished Service Professor of Sociology and Public Policy at the University of Chicago. Moderator 
was Mary Jo Bane, Director of CHHRP. 

A few months ago, I had high hopes for the children's agenda in the presidential 
campaign of 1988. Based on the early speeches and the platforms, it appeared that 
the challenges confronting America's next generation were going to receive an un
precedented amount of thoughtful public discussion. My optimism unfortunately 
proved misplaced. Once again, we learned that a campaign is a poor place to raise 
difficult issues because few politicians are willing to conduct that debate when an elec
tion hangs in the balance. It is regrettable that we have allowed this opportunity to 
pass, because in many ways, there is a growing consensus, certainly within the Con
gress, about the nature of the crisis affecting our children. 

Five years ago, I had an idea that we could elevate the knowledge of the Congress 
about the condition of children through the creation of a Select Committee on Children, 
Youth and Families. In the wake of the early Reagan assault on the domestic budget, 
the House responded and created that Select Committee, and I was named its chair
man. It is a non-legislating committee, authorized only to conduct investigations, to 
hold hearings to take a comprehensive inventory of families and children. 

Now, five years later, I am very proud of the work we have done. Because we did 
not represent the threat of reporting legislation, we were granted special license to 
investigate unexplored regions of public policy; children with AIDS, youth gangs, teen 
pregnancy, child poverty, children with long-term illness, children in the custody of 
the state. 

We all know the kinds of tragic findings which the Select Committee has uncovered 
and reported: 

• One in five children growing up in poverty, twice that level if Black; 

• A quarter of all women going through their critical first months of pregnancy 
never seeing a doctor; 

• Millions of children deprived of essential nutrition during gestation, with tragic 
consequences in terms of birth defects, low birthweight, and infant mortality; 
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• Tens of thousands of young Americans whose basic social grouping is not the 
family or the school or a sports team, but a youth gang that deals drugs and 
preys on our neighborhoods; 

• Twenty-five percent of all youngsters, fifty percent or more in many inner cities, 
dropping out of school before high school graduation, and a quarter of those 
who make it through unable to read at grade school level. 

Just this week, two new reports have again documented not only the very disturb
ing condition of millions of our children, but even the inferior condition of America's 
youth when compared to other, less affluent, nations. More American children live 
in poverty, according to an Urban Institute study, than in several European countries, 
in Scandinavia, in the United Kingdom, in Canada and in Australia. In some cases, 
our poverty rates are two and three times as high. Another new study, by the Con
ference of Mayors, found that conditions in our cities have significantly worsened over 
the past five years, a victim of what I call "governmental child neglect," and that con
clusion is probably very accurate. 

The Reagan years have seen the emergence of homelessness as a major phenomenon 
among families and children. Our efforts to bring down the infant mortality rate have 
slid backwards. Today, we have infant mortality rates in some of our largest cities which 
exceed those of many third world nations. Fewer children are eligible for Medicaid, 
for nutrition programs, and for income support, despite increases in need. The much 
heralded "safety net" for America's children was shredded by indiscriminate budget 
cuts in the early 1980s, with the result that the Administration, and the Congress, 
have thrown children, especially poor children, out of the window. 

It is true that we have been able to protect some of the most effective, most proven 
programs from the worst of the budget cuts. We insulated twelve of those programs 
from the automatic sequestration mandated by the Gramm-Rudman law, and we even 
managed to eke out small increases in the last two bugets on behalf of a model 
"Children's Initiative" But we can't be terribly proud of the record. The modest in
creases we have won in "WIC" the special supplemental food program for women, 
infants and children, leave more than half the currently eligible children out of the 
program. Even the protections we have won for Head Start leave more than 80 percent 
of the eligible children unserved. 

Despite our fighting off efforts to reduce medicaid, maternal and child health, 
neighborhood mental health and childhood immunization, these crucial programs 
are still missing millions of vulnerable children. Those children, as you so well know, 
aren't going to go away like a beggar whose pleas we ignore. Those children will become 
living monuments to the indifference of an affluent nation. At a time when we need 
the most productive, the best educated and the best trained students and workers, 
we are falling further and further behind our international competitors. The children 
who fall behind today will become an economic anchor chained to the leg of an 
American economy that simply will not be able to compete in the world economy 
in the decades to come. 

I cannot help, looking back over the last five years, noting the irony of the Select 
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Committee's coexisting side by side with this steady, if gradual, abandonment of our 
commitment to children. Yet serious as these problems are, I do not believe that they 
represent the greatest challenge facing us. It is increasingly evident to me, that both 
within the Congress and in general, there is a great appreciation that we are failing 
to address the economic, education, medical and nutritional needs of significant 
numbers of young Americans. That was not the case eight years ago, or even four 
years ago. But today, with youth gangs, drugs, teen pregnancy, child abuse and adoles
cent AIDS on the front pages and in the T.V. movies, the public knows the problems 
are real, and growing. And beyond question... the Congress knows too. 

The challenge is not ignorance about what must be done: The problem is unwill
ingness to act on the knowledge we already have. The challenge is not to educate 
Americans about the condition of their children. It is to persuade the American peo
ple, and their elected leaders, to commit themselves to policies which are urgently 
needed, but politically unpopular. For despite our consensus on the nature of the pro
blem, and our knowledge of the remedies, the fact is that the American political system 
is simply unwilling to enact those policies which are urgently needed. 

We are told the remedial policies are too expensive, although the costs of not acting 
are undoubtedly much greater. We are told they would mandate a bigger bureaucracy 
or a more intrusive government. Whatever the excuses, the conclusion seems in
escapable: our political system, as presently operating, is simply not capable, or not 
willing, to meet the crisis. The price for that failure to act is being paid by the victims 
who fall further into poverty, further into dependency, and further into despair. Of 
course, the ultimate cost to society continues to grow. 

It is this discrepancy, between the consensus that dramatic action is needed and 
the unwillingness to make that commitment, which should be the top priority of 
strategists, policy planners, and politicians alike in the months to come. We cannot 
simply spend the next four years merely documenting how much further behind we 
have fallen. First and foremost, we must find a way to communicate the urgency of 
the challenge to the American people, and that means we must devise a way to change 
the prevailing political attitude on government spending. If every effort to assist children 
is rejected on the basis of cost alone, then we will fail, and so will our children. 

As the Committee on Economic Development—a coalition of corporate l eaders -
has concluded, "Any plan for major improvement in the development and education 
of disadvantaged children that does not recognize the need for additional resources 
is doomed to failure." The leaders of corporate America admit it will be expensive, 
"The price of action may seem high, but the costs of inaction are far higher." 

If the Congress will consider a multi-billion dollar tax loss to encourage capital 
development, how do we convince it to embrace a similar initiative to invest in our 
human capital? If the Congress will approve billions of dollars for rehabilitating our 
infrastructure, how much will it invest in rehabilitating our undereducated, untrain
ed, unsocialized youth? If government, and voters, continue to be guided solely by 
twin axioms of deficit reduction and tax reduction, how do we stimulate new policies 
for children? These challenges, far more than documenting the need or reaffirming 
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our past successes, present the greatest challenge to policy analysts and politicians 
alike. A nation grown comfortable with fiscal fantasy must be wrenched into facing 
reality. 

I do not pretend to come here today with an answer. But I do know that we must 
aim our attention at the electors, not the elected, for if there is to be a change in na
tional policy, it must first win the endorsement of the mass of voters and taxpayers 
who have been content with inaction. If we fail to encourage that transition, I fear 
in many ways for what this society can become. What kind of America will we have, 
with the 20 million unproductive, unsocialized, untrained Americans we could easily 
produce by the year 2000? What kind of America, with the avalanche of drugs, drug-
related crime, and growing public anger at our inability to squelch the violence? What 
kind of America, with income groups growing further apart, with tens of millions 
raised in poverty, with fragmented families the norm, not the exception. 

If after a wasted generation and the lost opportunity of the last decade the next 
administration is allowed to continue as has the last, then surely we will lose the abili
ty to steer a course of success for millions of American families and tens of millions 
of our children. It is the intent of the Select Committee not to let this happen. We 
are prepared and committed to move to the next level of battle to see that after the 
conventions, debates, platforms and elections, fundamental policy changes follow. 
It will not be sufficient that politicians and policymakers recognize that children are 
our most valuable resource. It is important that this recognition not be allowed to 
substitute for action. 

This effort will require greater risk by those of us in this room. We can no longer 
be content to prove our case. We must be willing to labor more for those we care about. 
This means that Americans must be made to confront the cost of continued failure 
to act. They must be made to understand that they are being lied to when they are 
told that America can continue to thrive while so many are doing so poorly. Americans 
must understand that they are being lied to when they are told that we can continue 
to become rich and strong at the expense of the poor, for the poor have so very little 
to transfer either to the rich or to the Pentagon. 

Americar\s must understand that they are being lied to when they believe that America 
can survive continued and ever-growing racism. Racism that segregates our cities and 
our jobs becomes our excuse for the lack of social action and a continued barrier to 
both social and economic justice. Americans cannot allow our prejudices to strip disad
vantaged and struggling families of their value and dignity. We must recognize that 
so many of those who live at the margins in America, amid all of the chaos, very often 
exhibit greater resolve, strengths and values than we have come to expect from ourselves. 
Should we lose these families, we will lose the transmitters of our social and cultural 
values for a vast segment of our society and the keepers of our most fundamental 
insitution in America. At the same time, we risk the creation of another generation 
that has the ability to dramatically lower the American horizon. 

No national catastrophe need occur for these horrifying scenarios to emerge. All 
that need happen is for current trends to continue, unabated by policy actions that 
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have long been deferred. We, in this room, can play a critical role in devising alter
natives and options, not just for saving children (because we know how to do that) 
but for moving the political system and the electorate to act. 

The Yonkers Case: 
A Debate 
by Linda Chavez, Nathan Glazer, John A. Powell, 
Michael H. Sussman and Yale Rabin. 

On November 30, 1988, a panel discussion entitled, "A Debate Over Housing Remedies: The Example 
of Yonkers," was held in the Forum of Public Affairs, John F. Kennedy School of Government. RineUsts 
were Linda Chavez, radio and teleuision commentator and former director of public liaison for the Reagan 
Administration; Nathan Glazer, author ofThe Lonely Crowd aiid Harvard University Professor of Education 
and Social Structure; John A. Powell, chief counsel for the American Civil Liberties Union; Michael H. 
Sussman, counsel fsr the N.A.A.C.P.; and discussion moderator Yale Rabin, Visiting Scholar at Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology. Following are edited excerpts from the discussion including 
Mr. ^bin's opening remarks. 

Yale Rabin: Since the passage of the 13th and 14th Amendments to the Constitution 
in the aftermath of the Civil War, racial discrimination in a broad range of social, 
economic, and poUtical transactions has been prohibited as a violation of civil rights. 
More recent legislation, beginning vi'ith the 1964 Civil Rights Act and culminating with 
the recent 1988 amendments to the Fair Housing Act, has extended some protection 
against discrimination to ethnic minorities, women, the elderly, and the disabled. Never
theless, most controversy over civil rights which come before the courts continue to 
be based on race. 

Until about 35 years ago, a determination by the courts that a practice was racially 
disciminatory was customarily accompanied by an order to terminate that practice 
but only since the landmark decision in the 1954 case of Brown v. Board of Education 
have the courts increasingly responded to findings of discriminatory practices with 
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orders that specific steps be taken to undo the effects of those practices. Such remedies 
have been mainly applied in cases involving a range of discrete issues: voting, educa
tion, employment, and housing. Our discussion tonight is concerned with the broad 
issue of affirmative remedies in instances of government, rather than private, discrimina
tion with the focus on remedies for housing discrimination. 

Housing has unique characteristics which distinguish it as a special case among civil 
rights issues. Housing is a pervasive element in the web of racial discrimination since 
housing has an important influence on access to employment and schools as well as 
on electoral patterns and their outcomes. The quantity, quality, cost, and location of 
housing are directly and significantly influenced by a broad range of government ac
tivities, such as land-use planning and regulation, public and subsidized housing 
policies, displacement and relocation resulting from public redevelopment, the con
struction of highways and public facilities, federal tax policies, mortgage insurance, 
rent subsidy programs, investment in transportation. Unlike other subjects of civil 
rights controversy, housing has a fixed-in-place bricks and mortar permanance that 
defies convenient rearrangement. For example, a remedy requiring production of new 
low-income housing in areas previously closed to minorities must overcome physical, 
temporal, and financial obstacles reinforced by the adamant opposition of elected of
ficials who transform into public policy the attitudes, customs, and practices of their 
majority white constituents. There could hardly be a more vivid example of this 
phenomenon than the intense and prolonged resistence of the Yonkers City Council 
to the housing remedies ordered by the U.S. District Court in the case of the United 
States and N.A.A.C.P. v. Yonkers, a decision recently affirmed by the Second Circuit 
Court of Appeals. 

In support of the decision is a well-documented record of city policies and actions 
over a period of many years which have had the purpose and effect of restricting the 
locational choices of Blacks by maintaining racial segregation in Yonkers. In opposi
tion are those white residents of Yonkers, and their elected officials, who maintain 
that the social and racial character of the neighborhoods in which they have chosen 
to live may not be compulsorily changed by the court. 

Less than a month ago, another Supreme Court decision found that the effect of 
exclusionary zoning practices by the town of Huntington, New York, has been to con
fine Blacks to one limited area of the town, and that such zoning practices, whether 
intended to discriminate or not, are in violation of the Fair Housing Act. The court 
has ordered the town of Huntington to rezone a contested area in a white neighborhood 
to permit the construction of a previously-rejected subsidized housing project in that 
area. The Yonkers City Council has agreed to comply with the court's order and the 
town of Huntington appears likely to do so but questions remain which leave issues 
in these coriflicts unresolved, questions about the nature and extent of the relief ordered 
by the courts, questions about who among minorities is entitled to relief and who 
in the public at large must bear the burden of providing that relief. 

In both Yonkers and Huntington, implementation of the court's order will enable 
Blacks and other minorities to obtain housing in areas in which they previously had 
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no opportunity to live. It is likely that many who obtain such housing have never sought 
to live in those areas and consequently never been directly denied the opportunity 
to do so. Is this relevant to their eligibility? If so, why? In Yonkers, implementation 
will require expenditure of large sums of money from local tax revenues which would 
have been spent for other purposes in accord with locally determined priorities. Is 
this an unreasonable preemption of local authority? If so, why? These questions raise 
profound, equitable, ethical, practical, as well as legal issues which are reflected in 
the persistant racial divisions which continue to characterize our metropolitan areas. 

Michael Sussman: In December 1980, at the complaint of the Yonkers branch of the 
NA ACP, the United States Department of Justice sued the city of Yonkers, the Yonkers 
Community Development Agency, and the Yonkers Board of Education contending 
that the city was responsible for pervasive racial segregation in housing and educa
tion. For the first time in American legal history, a municipality was itself being charg
ed, through segregative housing policies, with creating racial segregation in the public 
schools actionable under the Equal Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment, Over 
two and one-half years, 150 depositions were taken of Yonkers city officials and peo
ple hired by those elected officials to implement policies, over 40 years, in the city 
of Yonkers and at the Board of Education. 

In 1981, the NAACP pleaded counts against a new party, the Department of Hous
ing and Urban Development (HUD). In 1984, settlement between the NAACP and 
HUD was reached, reserving funds sufficient to construct 200 units of public housing 
in east, or white, Yonkers. In 1980 and 1981, the city of Yonkers had pledged that in 
exchange for receipt of Federal Community Development Block Grant monies, it would 
produce and allow construction of 200 units of assisted housing in white neighborhoods 
in east Yonkers. Between 1981 and 1984, no federal dollars were allocated for that pur
pose. The housing was not produced. The 1984 consent decree negotiated with HUD 
ensured money sufficient to produce the 200 units would be made available. 

In November 1985, Judge Leonard B. Sand of the Southern District of New York 
issued a 600-page opinion, probably the largest and most extensively documented 
opinion in a civil rights case in American legal history, finding both the city of Yonkers 
and the Board of Education liable as charged on all counts. Early in 1986, Judge Sand 
directed the city of Yonkers to formulate and present to the Federal District Court a 
remedy plan which would provide, as previously denied for 40 years, housing oppor
tunities in east and northwest Yonkers to low- and moderate-income minorities, as 
well as low- and moderate-income white persons. The city was given three months, 
until February 1986, to devise a remedy plan. The city of Yonkers produced no remedy 
plan. In April 1986, a remedy hearing was held in which a school desegration plan 
was worked out which was fully implemented in September 1986. The city essentially 
refused to produce a housing plan or to implement the plan ordered by the District 
Court in May 1986 after a housing remedy hearing. 

The May 1986 plan has two basic elements. The first element was the requirement 
that the city of YorJcers produce sites appropriate for the placement and construction 
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of the 200 units of public housing which YorJ<ers itself had agreed to contruct in ex
change for Federal funds received between 1980 and 1984. The city was given 90 days 
to provide sites for that housing. The number of sites, unspecified by the court, was 
left within the discretion of the city, The city refused to provide any sites for the hous
ing and took a position directly contemptuous of the court order. The second element 
related to the development of housing opportunities directed towards people of 
moderate income. The city was ordered to develop a plan by November 15th, 1986 
which would show how it would use its governmental authority to spur the develop
ment of housing for moderate-income people in an integrative manner. By letter dated 
November 15th, 1986 the Yonkers City Council contemptuously refused to present 
a plan and indicated to the court that it would not take any action whatsoever. In my 
judgment, this simply was a continuation of the racial politics which the district court 
had found permeated the city of Yonkers. It was clear that the refusal to implement, 
or even devise, a remedy was wholly the result of a politics dominated by racial bigotry, 
hatred, intolerance, profound stereotyping of minorities by the white community which 
perceived them to be on welfare, on drugs, and otherwise entirely undesirable. 

After November 1986, the U. S. Department of Justice, with me a co-plaintiff, 
moved for an order of contempt against the city. The NAACP moved for an order of 
contempt but also to appoint a person who would implement the housing. The critical 
value of our position was the vindication of federal constitutional rights. Whether the 
city chose to implement or not was not particularly relevant to me or to my clients. 
If they abdicated their governmental responsibilities, my position was and remains 
that they should be stripped of their governmental powers; they don't deserve them 
and should simply be denuded of them. The Federal District Court took a different 
position, appointing a Master to find ways to assist Yonkers in proceeding with the 
remedy. In six months the Master indicated to the court that it was a useless endeavor 
and, in frustration, became simply the Master accountable to the Court no longer work
ing with the city of Yonkers. 

After the Master identified available sites for the 200 units of public housing, there 
was agreement, on January 20, 1988, between the parties to the consent decree on 
seven sites for the housing and agreement by the city to pass an ordinance which 
would facilitate the construction of 800 units of moderate-income housing spread 
throughout the city in an 80-20 configuration, using governmental bonuses and in
ducements to spur private developers to create affordable housing. The Yonkers City 
Council, required to pass a zoning ordinance by August 1988 to facilitate implementa
tion of the consent decree, again showed a complete unwillingness to abide by its own 
agreement, and was found to be in contempt of Court. Fines were imposed on the 
city and on the individual Council members. At the point of bankrupting fines, the 
city of Yonkers, finally passed enabling legislation on September 10th, 1988, allowing 
the long-term plan to be implemented. The 200 units of housing are now going for
ward with requests for proposals from private developers and a Housing Office of 
Implementation is working to get private developers to build the 800 units at an 80-20 
mix, 80 percent market-rate housing, 20 percent for moderate-income housing. 
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In my legal opinion and as a person who studies these issues, these remedies are 
in every manner appropriate, perfectly tailored to the constitutional violation. It would 
be entirely impermissable to allow a heckler's veto, a small rabid group of primarily 
white citizens who have been found by the court to have been racist in motivation, 
and they remain that way in my judgment. I believe anyone familiar with the record 
in the Yonkers case, as the various judges who've reviewed that case record have in
dicated, would fully support both the liability findings and the remedy which Judge 
Sand has formulated and monitored. Racial injustice must be fought through the en
forcement of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968, the constitutional provisions of 
which extend protection to racial minorities. Any retreat from that, whoever is Presi
dent, whoever dominates Congress, would be a slap in the face of the fundamental 
founding principles of this country. 

Linda Chavez: I don't presume to sit here and debate the facts of the Yonkers case 
with the one man in America who may know more about it than any other single 
person. But there are some underlying philosophical issues and questions of public 
policy that are both more interesting and have more far-reaching implications than 
the actual facts of this case might suggest. 1 don't dispute that the Court of Appeals, 
in vindicating the decision of the District Court, found that the city of Yonkers had 
engaged in invidious, egregious discrimination, both in the housing area and in the 
segregation of school children in education. 1 think it's fair to say, indeed the court 
did say and the Reagan Justice Department said as well, that Yonkers was guilty of 
intentional discrimination. 

I'd like to discuss a hypothetical case and the public policy implications of such a 
hypothetical case. What if no history of deliberate segregation in either housing or 
education existed? But rather a city was instructed by a court of law that it must put 
low<ost housing in places where no such low-cost housing had existed before? 1 think 
the underlying arguments in this case indicate that new rights were implied by the 
decision of the court and that those new rights, as they were implied by the court, 
indicate a direction in which we are headed which raises very serious questions about 
public policy. Is there implicit in the Yonkers decision the right of minorities to afford
able housing? Is an area deemed to be segregated simply because it does not mirror 
the representation of minorities in the larger community? If a city has 20 percent Black 
population overall must all of it reflect such representation? These questions may seem 
far-fetched, but a look at the history and evolution of the goals of the civil rights move
ment suggests they may not be far off the mark. 

One way of assessing the Yonkers decision is to assess it in terms of the extension 
of the principles of affirmative action to housing. In looking at this issue from this 
perspective, I think it's important to step back yet another step, to look at the history 
of civil rights law in this country, to look at the evolution of that law as it has been 
interpreted by the courts, by subsequent legislative action, and by action of the ex
ecutive branches. In the 1960s, when civil rights laws were drafted, they were straight
forward and simple. They barred racial and ethnic discrimination in employment, in 
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education, in housing, in voting. People knew what those laws meant. They said on 
their face that it shall be unlawful to refuse to hire or promote persons because of 
their race, their national origin, their gender. They said in plain language that it shall 
be illegal to refuse to sell or rent housing to persons because of their race or 
national origin. 

However, court decisions and the later action of the legislative branch did more than 
simply enforce non-discrimination. Affirmative action was required to make up for 
past effects of discrimination and those affirmative action rulings extended beyond 
the affirmative action that was required when federal dollars were given, for example, 
in federal contracting. Those decisions have been used to justify the imposition of 
goals and timetables to achieve certain percentages of minorities in the workplace and 
have been used to create theories of underrepresentation in the workplace. They have 
been used to deny promotions to better qualified male applicants or male employees 
in order to promote minority or female employees. 

Perhaps more fundamental than the concept of affirmative action has been the way 
in which the courts have defined discrimination, the expansion of the definition of 
discrimination to include acts that disproportionatly affect minorities or women. In 
that regard, tests have been banned if Blacks or other minorities have lower passing 
rates. In the Huntington decision to which Professor Rabin referred, the lower court 
used an effect standard for housing discrimination over the precise issue of subsidiz
ed housing. Even in the voting rights area, the Congress, the courts, and the Executive 
Branch, have extended the concept of the right to vote regardless of race to an affir
mative right of Blacks and certain other minorities to have their votes protected in distric
ting decisions to ensure their right to elect members of their own group. Again, the 
standard in voting rights cases to determine whether an act is discriminatory has been 
extended to mean discriminatory effect by the 1982 amendments to the Voting Rights 
Act. Therefore any districting decision that has the effect of diluting Black voting strength 
is open to challenge. 

These changes in civil rights interpretation are a far cry from the original intent of 
those laws. In the employment area one has only to read the legislative history to see 
quotes by Senator Humphrey and others that if the law were ever used to grant preferen
tial treatment to minorities Senator Humphrey promised that he would eat the pages 
of the law in front of his colleagues. In education we have come a long way from a 
decision which allowed a young Black girl in Topeka, Kansas, to at tend her 
neighborhood school, which was an all-white school at the time, to plans that have 
requried busing over long distances and across jurisdictional lines. In the voting area 
we have come a long way from obstacles to Blacks registering and voting to requiring 
that districts be drawn so as to ensure large enough percentages of Black voters to 
ensure that a Black official is elected. In the housing area we have a come a long way 
from barring the denial of sale or rental to Blacks to the Yonkers decision which re
quires that low-cost or subsidzed housing be placed in areas where it did not previously 
exist. 

Perhaps the ultimate irony will come when the goals of civil rights organizations 
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dash in the voting and in the housing areas because in many ways these goals are 
mutually exclusive. As housing patterns become less segregated Black voting power 
will become diluted. Judging from the experience of the last 25 years, one need not 
be a cynic to suggest that when that time comes the term gerrymandering may take 
on a whole new aura of respectibility much as the proponents of affirmative action 
have taken that term the long distance it has come from 1964. 

John A. Powell: The basic way to approach this problem is not simply to enter into 
an argument as to what the court has done but to look at what it is that we are really 
talking about. The model that is often offered as appropriate for the role of the court 
and as appropriate for the role of adjudication has some currency but is totally debunked 
as the sole and only model. That model is one of two individuals, private citizens, 
coming before the court with a private concern in which the court, as a neutral and 
passive umpire, decides the rights of those two individuals. That model suggests that 
the role of the court is to first find out what agreement and expectations existed be
tween these two private citizens in order to find out who is the wrong-doer. In setting 
out these agreements and expectations and to make the party whole, that model has 
never been as expansive and as universal as some would have us believe. Today that 
model plays a less and less important role as we look at constitutional law, and specifical
ly, issues dealing with race and discrimination. 

Affirmative remedies is what happens in the area of public law. The concern of public 
law in not simply what happens between two individuals. It looks at relationships 
between groups, at relationships between individual and large institutions. In public 
law the role of the court is not simply to correct the status of the two parties before 
it but is, in part, to interpret and give meaning to public norms and constitutional 
values, such as liberty and equality. Any student of the Constitution knows that while 
those values are explicitly mentioned in the Constitution they are not defined. 

The body that is given the charge to interpret the values set out in the Constitution, 
the norms of our society, is the court. And the court is given that role because the 
court is independent and is charged specifically with adjudication. When you approach 
this second model along with the first then you see two different functions or two 
different forms for the court, one in the area of private disputes, the other in the area 
of public disputes. As we have moved to a more and more regulatory society in which 
large institutions play an increasingly important role, it's not surprising that public 
law also has a more important role. 

The dispute between individuals is often a dispute of interests; the dispute in public 
law is often an issue of values and rights. In coming up with remedies in individual 
cases, the courts look retrospectively, look for an individual wrong-doer. Therefore 
you have the intent doctrine: did you intend the logical consequences of your acts? 
In public domain, intent is not as important, for a number of reasons. The court is 
trying to correct a social condition, and to make public pronouncements. Our society 
has had at best a spotty relationship with the concept of equality. In 1954, the court 
decided to take on the issue of giving equality substantive meaning in our society. 
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The public interest aspect of law is not something that has been developed just for 
the benefit of race, nor something developed in the 1950s in "Brown." It is something 
that existed over a hundred years ago. This country was completely reshaped, in terms 
of railroads, through the courts breaking up large monopolies. Environmental law, 
anti-trust law, bankruptcy, a number of dvil rights issues, such as age and gender 
bias, and other areas all involve issues of public interest. But it is race issues that sticks 
in the craw of society, race about which our society has been most intractable. When 
the court started addressing race issues, the legitimacy of the court was called into 
question. 

The court has a limited role but powerful role, to give pronouncements. The court 
need not find a wrong-doer in order to correct social conditions and give meaning 
to constitutional norms. When the court ruled in Brown v. Board of Education, it was 
not trying to correct an injury just between Linda Brown and one other party, it was 
trying to correct a sodal condition that required expansive reorganization of our school 
systems throughout the country. In doing that the court recognized that it was not 
just concerned over what had happened in the past but it was looking to the future, 
not just retrospective, as an individual litigation, but prospective. And, the court has 
a role, an obligation to deal with recalcitrant dty officials. How it deals with them 
is a question that we could debate. It may not be dealing with them in a way that 
some people think is most efficient or most effective. 

Whether one finds intensive discrimination or not seems to me to be a poor test 
in a society that was born with equality on its lips but slaves on its farms, a society 
in which thirty years after "Brown," forty years after "Shelly," Blacks continue to be 
segregated in schools and in housing. The Civil War Amendments were passed with 
specific concerns in mind. As the court continues to try to address those concerns, 
it is not remarkable that there will be tremendous outcry about the legitimacy of the 
court's role. 

Nathan Glazer: The people of YorJcers who are opposing the plan developed by the 
Judge's housing expert, have a point. Many escaped from the South Bronx, escaped 
a very bad urban scene, worked hard to escape. They are angry about those com
munities in which no public housing has been built at all, in which there are no poor 
and working class people because housing there is too expensive. They see themselves 
the little guys, the ones who are expected to bear the onslaught of terrible urban pro
blems. Are they racists? They are reacting on many grounds. They don't want to see 
the value of their homes decline. They don't want to see an influx of people on welfare 
and of single-parent families. They don't want more crime and juverule delinquency. 
And yes, they don't want Blacks. Undoubtedly, there is a sophisticated statistical techr\i-
que by which we could determine the contribution of these and other factors to their 
resistance. We might even absolve them of racism. 

The fact is you cannot impose low-income housing against their will because they 
fear crime and drugs and don't want to live near welfare and single-parent families. 
That does not make a constitutional case. You can only impose low-cost housing on 
them in federal court if they have been convicted of discrimination on grounds of race. 

84 



Domestic Agenda 

That's the only case you can make. So race, which may be 10 percent or 15 percent, 
or 90 percent of the reason they oppose public housing, becomes the ground of legal 
action. The only way to get public housing in areas that resist it is to prove in Federal 
Court they are all racists. That's a great way to produce social peace. 

One cause of this complex situation, race, has been brought into court because that 
is the only base on which a judge can act. I agree that the action he demands is most 
reasonable. There are not going to be huge projects, but 30 town houses in each of 
207 sites. How can that be a problem? The people fighting it may simply be too irra
tional to be convinced that this can't hurt them. The judge's expert says that they would 
be right to be upset if they were big projects, but these can't hurt them—unless they 
panic. They may not panic but how do they know their neighbors won't panic? Thirty 
families across the street on two acres? That's a problem. 

Governor Cuomo says, 'Talk with the people, try to understand them, see if you 
can't allay their fears." But that isn't a judge's role. Judges don't talk to people to allay 
their fears, he decides the law, as Mr. Powell just pointed out. But no one in the Yonkers 
case has played that role, to allay their fears. That's one of the problems with legal 
action, with the adversary system. The Yonkers Councilmen don't play this role. If 
they even try to talk to the community, they lose their seats. Why talk? The state politi
cians haven't played that role, not Governor Cuomo or Senators Moynihan and DeMar-
co. There's no benefit in it so they don't get involved. The situation looks pretty bad. 

There is a kind of general learning going on in the situation which I think may help 
in the end. It is very slow. Consider that this case began in the last days of the Carter 
Administration as a school segregation case. If this case had come before Judge Sand 
five years earlier, or ten years earlier, there is hardly any doubt what he would have 
done—imposed a busing solution. After Boston and other places, we have learned 
that is not a good idea. The remedy to the school desegregation part of the case, I 
understand, and not without conflict of course, is magnet schools. It does seem to 
be implemented and does seem to be sort of working. 

There's been learning on the housing side loo. In the early 1970s, Mayor Cuomo 
solved a similar problem in Forest Hills, by reducing a 700-unit project to 350 units, 
reducing 24-story buildings to 12-story buildings. That won't get you very far in Yonkers 
where seven stories is hi-rise. In the late 1980s, everyone agrees that 12 stories was 
probably too high in Forest Hills and that seven stories is too high in Yonkers. I wish 
the learning proceeded to the next stage. I would prefer vouchers for families to try 
to seek housing on their own using the full protection of anti-discrimination law. A 
case in Chicago which ended up that way, a kind of assisted move to the suburbs, 
hasn't done too badly. There are real fears, based on real things. I simply don't see 
how we're going to get very far by hitting the people of Yonkers on the head and say
ing, "We won. You lost. And now take it." 
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In Search of Educational Alchemists 
by Donald M. Stewart 

The following is an edited excerpt from a public address delivered on February 4, 1989 in the Forum of 
Public Affairs of the John F. Kennedy School of Government. The address was one session of a conference, 
"Why We Can't Wait: The Future of Blacks in America" held at Harvard University on February 2-5, 
1989 and co-sponsored by the Harvard-Radcliffe Black Students Association Inter-Collegiate Council Com
mittee and the Institute of Politics. Dr. Donald M. Stewart is president of the College Board and past presi
dent of Spelman College in Atlanta, Georgia. 

The most tragic example of big city public schooling in America is probably in Chicago. 
The system has 596 schools serving 420,000 students of whom 60 percent are black, 
24 percent Hispanic, 13 percent white, and 3 percent Asian. Close to 10 percent of 
students have limited proficiency in English. Almost 70 percent live below the poverty 
level. Forty-five percent drop out. Forty percent fail two courses a year. In one fourth 
grade class, every one of the 22 students had to attend summer school because the 
teacher was incapable of preparing them for fifth grade. Dismaying though it is, I would 
like to quote from a Newsweek article about some more of the specific problems. 

On any given day, 45,000 Chicago public school students—one in nine—are 
absent. But many are just following their teacher's lead. In May, some 1,250 
teachers—5 percent of the total—called in sick each day. The Board of Education 
does not have enough substitutes, so as many as 11,160 students were teacherless. 

As you might imagine, the results of this situation are disastrous. According to 
Newsweek, "roughly half of Chicago's public school students drop out before gradua
tion. When American College Test scores were averaged, half the city's high schools 
ranked in the lowest 1 percent nationally." 

Cities like New York have extraordinary honors public high schools, such has Hunter 
College or Stuyvesant High Schools which are fully as competitive as Harvard, and 
full of minorities. Not surprisingly, the educational outcome is exceptional. Unfor
tunately, just the reverse can be said about schools with few resources serving young 
people from difficult educational and personal circumstances who lack family and 
other kinds of support. The educational output of these schools is abysmal. Therefore, 
as the title of this talk states, we are "in search of educational alchemists," people and 
institutions able to take poor and educationally underserved youngsters of all 
backgroimds and successfully transform them and their lives through quality education. 

One hopeful sign in 1989 is that the problems in public education have now become 
"front burner" problems, especially with the renaissance in concern for education 
among governors. Fortunately, political and business leaders have become more sen
sitive in their approach. As Mary Futrell, President of the National Education Associa-
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tion, wisely pointed out: "Don't come to us and say. This is the plan.' If you do, the 
education community will resist. But if you come and say 'We will work with you 
to help determine what the plan should be, you will have 100 percent cooperation.' " 
And there are some very imaginative programs. Here in Massachusetts, for example, 
Governor Dukakis unveiled a teacher training program in which experienced school 
teachers will share in the responsibility of training the next generation of the state's 
teachers. 

On a conceptual level as educational leaders like Mary Futrell and Al Shanker, the 
out-spoken, activist President of the American Federation of Teachers, are talking about 
the need for a new metaphor by which to understand the essence of schools and school
ing. For too long we have considered schools as factories in which the students are 
inert raw material on whom the workers, namely the teachers, "attach" educational 
elements. This has led to such nonsensical comment by teachers as, "1 taught him, 
but he didn't learn." Instead of a "factory" model, we need a corporate "outcomes" 
model, in which student abilities are the product. Students are viewed as the 
"employees," and teachers as the "managers" who must be given the freedom and 
flexibility to figure out the best way to make their "workers" productive. 

What I am about to say will come as no surprise to you who are still deeply involved 
in the process of learning, but one of the discoveries currently being made as to how 
to teach and motivate young people most "at risk" of dropping out is simply to pay 
attention to them. 

A few weeks ago, the ABC evening news reported on two programs in New York 
City which were having tremendous success in dealing with at-risk students. The first 
program is a small caring high school for at-risk students from various parts of the 
city. In addition to their academic classes, students participate in a regular encounter 
group, to make up for the lack of family and community support, in which any sub
ject of concern can be talked about. Some 90 percent of these students, who otherwise 
would have dropped out, are completing their studies in a safe and happy environ
ment, as opposed to the dangerous and divisive situation often found in large schools. 

Part of what has happened in our public school systems is a function of the inherent 
problems with large bureaucracies. Max Weber, in his sociological studies, not to men
tion Franz Kafka in his logical nightmares, or Milan Kundera in his sexual tragi
comedies, have each analyzed the problems that such organizations have in main
taining their legitimacy in the eyes of those served by them. Some of you might feel 
this way about aspects of Harvard. 

The second project is creation of a high school within a community college, mixing 
college and high school faculty, so that high school students rub shoulders every day 
with slightly older students, just like themselves, who are now involved in postsec-
ondary studies. 

In view of the enormous social and demographic changes of the last several decades, 
and those which await us, the system of public education is only one of the forces 
acting upon individuals. Unfortunately, those with the least resources are the most 
likely to receive the least assistance from the public system, whether in academics 
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or guidance services. 
For reasons of political and economic competition, the nation can no longer afford 

the loss of 1.4 milUon illiterate young people every year. In addition, there are the 
moral and democratic imperatives of providing every one with a high quality educa
tion, elite and non-elite. As social analyst and pollster Lou Harris observes: 

The hard truth is that there have been few substantial changes in education 
in the U.S., but almost the entire world around us has changed radically . . . . 
We now have terrible and even radical challenges and changes to make to sur
vive. In short, we have to become a nation that thinks for a living. The key for 
education [he concludes] lies in the standards that must be adopted and then 
strongly enforced. 

Education must be empowering. In the process of learning, in the atmosphere of 
the school environment, kids must feel, in Jesse Jackson's colorful words, "I want to 
be a tree shaker, not a jelly maker." Of course, one does have to be a little careful. 
As comedienne Lily Tomlin noted, "I always wanted to be somebody. Now I realize 
I should have been a bit more specific." 

We must have meaningful and rigorous measurement of knowledge and skills levels 
and access to real knowledge for all students. In a publication entitled "Access to 
Knowledge: Removing School Barriers to Learning," which the College Board has 
published with the Educational Commission of the States, we make the following self-
evident, but often disregarded, point: "children assigned to low-ability classes are taught 
different, less socially-valued knowledege and skills. Regardless of ability or motiva
tion, the academic mobiUty of.these students is constrained... by contrast, teachers 
in high ability classes more often encourage critical thinking and independent ques
tioning. They are more enthusiastic, better organized and make lessons clearer." 

Curricula in middle and high schools should prepare all students for the possibility 
of successful participation in higher education. We must reverse the plunge in the 
number of minorities who are going into teaching. Currently it stands at 12 percent. 
By the 1990s, it may drop to 5 percent, precisely at a time when the number of minori
ty school children, not just in the inner cities but everywhere, is mushrooming. We 
cannot afford to have a system in which a multi-cultural student body is taught 
predominantly by representatives of a single ethnic group. All students should have 
the opportunity to do honors and advanced-level work. 

In some profound way, I believe that what we have been talking about is captured 
in a remark by Marian Wright Edelman: "The moral litmus test of a society is how 
it treats its children." Looking around this room, it is clear that part of our society, 
at least, would score very high on any such test. 

Notwithstanding all the challenges we still face, and all the problems which the past 
has created and left for us to deal with, I believe that the nation is finally returning 
to its senses, and recognizing the deep need for conscientiously understanding, lov
ing, and caring for all its children, how they grow, and how they learn. The poet Carl 
Sandburg observed: 

Always the path of American destiny has been into the unknown. Always, 
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there arose enough reserves of strength, balances of sanity, portions of wisdom 
to carry us to a fresh start with ever renewing vitality. 

I salute you for the wisdom you show in seeking to discuss this subject in all candor 
and openness. My guess is that there are several educational alchemists of the future 
sitting in this room today full of strength, sanity and that ever renewing vitality. 

Religion, the Press, and the Government 
by Stephen G. Bates 

The Allowing article is excerpted from "Church, Press & American Self-Govemment," which appeared 
in the July/August 1989 issue of Freedom at Issue, a magazine published by Freedom House in New 
York City. Stephen Bates, a graduate of Harvard Law School and former staff member at the Institute of 
Politics, completed the article with financial assistance from the Institute of Politics, the Institute f}r Values 
in Public Policy, and the Mark DeWolfo Howe Fund at Harvard Law School. He is the author of If No 
News, Send Rumors: Anecdotes of American Journalism, published 1989 by St. Martin's Press, 
and is currently writing a book on religion and public education. 

Whatever form of barrier we envision to protect the church's and the press's self-
government functions—wall, turnstile, one-way valve—it must operate on three levels. 
First, it must protect the institutions' external activities. Second, it must protect the 
institutions' internal processes. Third, it must protect the marketplace in which the 
institutions operate and compete. 

The Supreme Court noted in 1970 that "individual churches frequently take strong 
positions on public issues/' and that they "as much as secular bodies and private citizens 
have that right." In three ways, the law contradicts that dictum, disadvantaging chur
ches vis-a-vis other players in the political system. 

The first two hindrances stem from the Supreme Court's standard test to determine 
whether a law constitutes a religious establishment in violation of the First Amend
ment. Under one prong of the test, a law is unconstitutional if the legislature that 
passed it was religiously motivated. This requirement could discourage a legislator 
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from bringing religious concerns—his or those of his constituents—into the statehouse 
at all. A second prong of the courts' test forbids laws that may cause the electorate 
to divide along religious lines. This requirement could strike down laws simply because 
religious groups vocally supported them. Both inquiries convey a warning to religious 
groups: If you want to translate your religious beliefs into political reality, keep a low 
profile—lest you lose in the courtroom what you have won in the legislature. 

A third hindrance to church activism stems from the Internal Revenue Code. The 
code prohibits churches (and other tax-exempt entities) from undertaking substantial 
lobbying efforts, and from undertaking any efforts whatsoever related to an election. 
If churches want to protect their tax-exempt status, they must keep quiet about legisla
tion and elections. Many churches do not keep quiet, of course, because the IRS has 
not enforced the regulations strictly. Still, the threat remains. It may especially menace 
churches that oppose the administration in power, as the conservative evangelist Billy 
James Hargis found out when the IRS revoked his tax-exempt status in the 1960s. 

In comparison, government has relatively few tools for punishing the press's exter
nal activities. The Supreme Court has sharply cut back on libel suits, particularly those 
brought by public officials and public figures; the main libel-related problems today 
concern judicial scrutiny of the press, which will be considered below. Government 
does impede the press by denying reporters access to places and ir\formation, and 
the Supreme Court has held that the First Amendment accords reporters no greater 
access right than other citizens enjoy. Such a doctrine may be unavoidable; given the 
varieties of government information and of the rationales for its secrecy, access policy 
demands greater specificity and flexibility than the courts can provide. 

In addition to punishing an institution's external activities directly, government may 
also do so indirecdy, by interfering with the institution's internal processes. The in
terference may take the form of regulation, judicial inquiries or infiltration. 

Regulations create a significant problem for the church when they threaten to bring 
government too far inside church walls. Not all regulations do so. Regulations that 
treat the church as a property owner generally produce minimal church-state entangle
ment. An exception is the historic landmarking of church interiors: A landmarked 
Catholic church would have broken the law by following the dictates of Vatican II and 
moving its altar. Regulations that address the church as an employer or as a fiscal 
organization are likely to require close government scrutiny of church operations and, 
so, they present more serious problems. Although it has not yet directly addressed 
the issue, the Supreme Court seems to be moving toward such a distinction. 

For the press, most regulations pose no serious threat so long as they are applied 
evenhandedly, but a few exceptions exist. The first is regulation of news content, which 
the Supreme Court has permitted concerning broadcasting but not newspapers. Con
gress is constitutionally free to reinstate the Fairness Doctrine or to regulate broad
casters in many other ways, even though parallel restrictions on newspapers would 
be unconstitutional. If all news media are to aid self-government, content regulation 
ought to be prohibited across the board. A second area of concern, which sometimes 
intersects with the first, is regulation of delivery mechanisms. Many cities have granted 
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exclusive franchises to cable television systems barring other companies from enter
ing. The Court has not yet issued a definitive opinion on the issue. Finally, a govern
ment could breach the press's autonomy by applying a regulatory burden solely to 
the press. The Court has indicated that the press-only regulations violate the First 
Amendment, because of the danger that they might "operate as effectively as a cen
sor" to chill critical coverage. 

Government might also corrode either institution's autonomy through judicial in
quiry. For the church, current constitutional doctrine substantially reduces the danger. 
Courts may not determine whether a particular religious belief is true or accurate, 
an issue that arises in cases concerning faith-healing, cult-deprogramming and religious 
fraud; courts may only ask whether the belief is sincerely held. Courts also may not 
examine religious documents and concepts in trying to decide which group should 
get a church's property after a schism. The most serious remaining question in this 
sphere concerns clergy malpractice cases. In other malpractice cases, courts define 
the dominant professional standards and then measure the defendant's behavior against 
those standards. If the courts take the same approach toward the clergy, then judges 
will set standards for religious professionals. Courts will probably not do so, under 
extensions of the existing rules, but a definitive decision remains for the future. 

Judicial inquiries also threaten the press's autonomy. The problem is not new. Seventy 
years ago, the editor of the New York Times blasted a Senate committee for holding 
a quasi-judicial hearing to investigate the Times: Such "inquisitorial proceedings," he 
said, could make the American news media into a "reptile press, that crawls on its 
belly every day." Today, the most serious problem is the subpoena commanding a 
reporter to identify a news source. Although the Supreme Court has refused to find 
a reporter's testimonial privilege in the First Amendment, which would apply in state 
and federal courts, such a privilege does exist in many state courts through shield 
laws and judicial interpretations of state constitutions. Other judicial problems arise 
in libel suits where during pretrial discovery, a plaintiff can force a reporter to answer 
extensive questions and provide documents. The press's need for autonomy argues 
for courts to take an especially active supervisory role here. The Supreme Court has 
resisted such procedural protections. 

Although it arises infrequently, the third form of internal interference constitutes 
the most grievous violation of the institutions' autonomy: government infiltration. 
Several church infiltrations have occurred. An FBI agent impersonated a clergyman 
in order to gather information. The Immigration and Naturalization Service placed 
an informant in an Arizona sanctuary church, where he secretly tape-recorded ninety-
one services and meetings; his tapes were admitted at trial. To date, the Supreme Court 
has not addressed the constitutionality of such infiltrations. 

Infiltration poses an equally serious threat to the press's autonomy. Officials have 
posed as reporters to deliver subpoenas, to make arrests, and to protect possible targets 
of assassination. Officials have also relied on reporters as informants. The Central In
telligence Agency has used about fifty press informants, including at least one during 
the Reagan administration; the FBI admitted to using four press informants in 1982. 
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On a number of occasions, law enforcement agents have impersonated reporters, often 
with camera crews, to observe and record protest rallies and other events. Finally, police 
have searched newsrooms to find evidence gathered by reporters who were not 
themselves involved in any crime. Of these press infiltrations, ordy the newsroom 
search has reached the Supreme Court; the Court ruled that the First Amendment 
provides no special protection. 

Government could silence the independent voices of the institutions by competing 
with them. Such competition could come about directly, through an official church 
or press outlet, or indirectly, through government aid disbursed only to churches or 
press outlets that support the administration in power. 

Far the church, direct or indirect competition could sharply curtail the self-government 
functions. Even if private churches continued to operate, the government-aided one 
would distort the marketplace of religious ideas. Distortion would result if the favored 
church rewarded its members in ways that other churches could not, such as by giv
ing them lower tax rates. Distortion would also result because the aided religion would 
get an artificial boost; its prominence would no longer depend solely on, in the Supreme 
Court's phrase, "the zeal of its adherents and the appeal of its dogma." The boost need 
not be a financial subsidy. It could simply be an official seal of approval, which would 
exert, as the Supreme Court has said, "coercive pressure upon religious minorities 
to conform." 

Line-drawing here, however, is exceedingly difficult. The Supreme Court has not 
yet settled on a single, coherent solution. 

The self-government approach does not spotlight a single answer either, but it does 
emphasize five useful points concerning neutrality in the marketplace both narrowly 
(competition among churches) and broadly (competition between churches and other 
organizations). 

First, when the state confers benefits, it should not treat religious organizations less 
favorably than nonreligious ones. This principle applies not only to general benefits, 
such as fire and police protection, but also to subsidies for private service-providers, 
such as day care centers and homeless shelters. State-conferred benefits of both types 
often come with strings attached, and, as discussed above, some forms of oversight 
threaten church autonomy. Accordingly, the state must sometimes treat churches dif
ferently than it treats other benefit recipients for oversight purposes. A state that funds 
private schools, for example, might actively regulate the curriculum of nonreligious 
schools, but rely only on standardized test scores to oversee religious schools. The 
state must recognize the oversight problem and craft such solutions, rather than flatly 
deny benefits to religious organizations. The Supreme Court generally upholds well-
crafted solutions, but few solutions meet its rigorous standards. The Court has struck 
down many benefit programs for imposing either too little or too much oversight. 

Second, the self-government approach probably argues against the state's giving greater 
benefits to churches than to other institutions. Whereas churches can be relieved of 
regulatory burdens as a matter of constitutional law, which is judicially enforced and 
beyond legislative control, churches can be granted extra benefits mainly as a matter 
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of legislative policy. If the discretionary benefits become large," the legislature might 
try to shape church messages by threatening to withdraw the benefits. The Supreme 
Court disfavors church-only benefits, though for different reasons. 

Third, in granting benefits or imposing burdens, the state ought to treat all religions 
equally. By discriminating among denominations, the state directly threatens the 
marketplace's integrity. The Supreme Court has embraced the principle of denomina
tional neutrality, but not all of its corollaries. 

Fourth, the principle of denominational neutrality prohibits at least some state-
sponsored religious displays and ceremonies: those that distort the marketplace by 
suggesting official approval of a particular religion. The problem lies in distinguishing 
official imprimaturs from incidental effects. Certainly the state does not endorse 
religion by displaying religious paintings in a museum or by explaining religion's 
historical role in a public school. It is at least arguable, though, that the state does 
endorse a religion when it erects a creche or when it uses state funds to pay a legislative 
chaplln, both of which the Supreme Court views as constitutionally permissible. 

Finally, whatever distance government maintains from religion, religion need not 
abandon politics, government, and public life in general. Even if the volume of religious 
expression by government decreases, the result need not be what Richard John Neuhaus 
has termed a "naked public square." The public square can still be richly populated 
by religious values and voices through the voluntary actions of individuals and private 
institutions. The state provides the public square, uses it, and sometimes dominates 
it. But, at least in a nontotalitarian regime, the state does not absolutely control it. 

The same broad concepts apply to the press. Just as an official church would weaken 
the private church, an official news outlet would weaken the private press.If the of
ficial newspaper went unlabeled, its self-serving or inaccurate information might 
diminish the credibility of the entire press. Even if the audience knew the source, the 
official newspaper could use government's unmatched resources to release a propagan
da flood that would inevitably shape public opinion. 

In fact, a press subsidy may pose problems even if government keeps its hands off 
the news product. The favored news outlet, backed by government resources, might 
present the news so comprehensively, appealingly and cheaply that news consumers 
would abandon other outlets. Advertisers would follow the audience, to the aided 
outlet if it accepted ads, otherwise to nonpress forms of advertising like billboards. 
The aided outlet could hire reporters away from the financially weakened private press. 
In competition to gather news from official sources, the aided outlet might, through 
its link to the government, enjoy a decisive advantage. All of these advantages for 
the official press would in turn weaken the private press. 

Although the Supreme Court has never considered these issues directly, the press's 
place in self-government may support a ban on an official "establishment of press" 
analogous to the First Amendment's ban on an official establishment of religion. Con-
cededly, it would be no easy task to decide what constitutes a press establishment. 
The judgment would probably depend on several factors: the form in which the aided 
outlet distributes ii\formation, the intended audience, the magrutude of financial com-
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petition with private outlets, the magnitude of competition for information and the 
extent of government control over the aided outlet's content. Such an analysis might 
pass over aided media like Stars and Stripes, but it would at least raise questions about 
National Public Radio and city-owned cable television systems. 

The unified approach suggested here, centered around the institutions' political roles, 
has its limits. Press freedom and religious freedom extend well beyond politics. Here 
as elsewhere, political freedom offers a tool for protecting freedoms through the 
democratic process, but it does not exhaust the scope of those freedoms. Furthermore, 
the two institutions extend beyond politics in different ways. Religion addresses ultimate 
questions on which people fervently disagree; the press rarely speaks on such topics. 
As a consequence, extremism, absolutism and intolerance pose a far greater danger 
through the church than they do through the press. Finally, even in their political func
tions the two institutions operate differently, reflecting their different skills and mis
sions as well as the different expectations of their audiences. The church's contribu
tions rest mostly on values and morality; the press's contributions rest mostly on 
information. 

Moreover, the legal obstacles outlined here are not the only impediments facing the 
institutions. Public opinion also constrains their political involvements. Surveys have 
found that one in two Americans believe that religious leaders should not make political 
statements, and two in three believe that the leaders should not endorse or work against 
candidates. For the press, about four in ten people favor stricter legal controls, and 
about five in ten favor a ban on newspaper endorsements of candidates. Changing 
legal doctrine will not necessarily change public attitudes. 

These caveats are significant but not fatal. No approach yet discovered can fully com
prehend religious or press freedom, and it seems unlikely that an all-encompassing 
theory will ever be found. Although the self-government approach cannot be the sole 
foundation of the freedoms, it can function as an important pillar—the sort of "aux
iliary precaution" that, as Madison pointed out two hundred years ago, experience 
has taught us to value. 
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The Death of Idealism 
by Bruce Babbitt 

Bruce Babbitt, former Govenor of Arizona and 1988 candidate for President was an Institute of Politics 
Heffemon Visiting Fellow on April 4-5, 1989. FoUowing is an edited version of his public address on April 
5th in the Forum of Public Affairs, John E Kennedy School of Government. 

As a candidate for President last year, my message was one of challenge, which said 
America must come to grips with the process of renewal. We are a little bit too compla
cent. We are ignoring the economic realities of living beyond our means, as a govern
ment, as a trading partner, as individuals. We are neglecting our commitment to the 
ideal of social progress. I was ready for the great debate when I picked up Hattie and 
our two kids and with four bicycles began a journey across Iowa. The first question 
I was asked by a reporter was, "Governor Babbitt, if you were to die today and be 
reincarnated tomorrow as a bird or an animal, what would your choice be?" I had 
a sure feeling then that it was going to be an incredible campaign. Several days later 
another reporter asked me a rather simple and nondescript question, "What is your 
favorite drink?" I responded, "My favorite drink is Tecate. It's a Mexican beer that you 
drink with lime, and it's really terrific," and on I rode into the sunset. A few days later 
I saw the responses from the other candidates. Dick Gephart said orange juice. Al 
Gore said Gatorade. And George Bush, not to be outdone, said milk. I thought, thank 
God he didn't say warm milk. ... 

In due course I went to the sidelines as a spectator in a campaign which didn't set 
any records for speaking up to the American people, in which it was scarcely possible 
to find a serious discussion of issues, in which the President, running as the incum
bent presumptive, made a decision that he would run as the candidate of the status 
quo, and simply say if you're satisfied with the present, vote for me and with a challenger 
who wasn't quite able to articulate a set of differences. It was a campaign which droned 
on and on and on, through Boston Harbor, Willie Horton, the American flag, with 
a kind of monotonous, deadening kind of quality as if there were a silent conspiracy 
among Americans—candidates and voters—to avoid the reality, to step around the 
questions about American renewal, about our future, about our destiny, about the 
role of government. 

Today, as we approach the end of the new administration's first one hundred days, 
that particular and dynamic phase of American transitions, we see the result of that 
contest because a campaign without issues yields a President without a mandate. At 
the end of a hundred days we see the results of our inattention to the process, of the 
complacency for which we all share some responsibility. We have a President who 

95 



Personal Reflections 

has a long itinerary but no agenda, who seems ready to travel incessantly around the 
world, flying over the ghettos of his own country because he has nothing to do in 
our Capital. 

How did it come about? What's the problem? Why the decline, the grave illness if 
not the death, of ideas, of the sense that government is us, our instrument, vested 
with our sense of possibility, of the future, of who we are, freighted with our hopes 
and dreams and aspirations? Why is it those aspirations seem to be dormant, lying 
in the embers of failed idealism? 

The answer has its roots in the last eight years, not so much in government pro
grams as in a new sense and attitude. You can orJy talk about government as the adver
sary and the enemy and the cause of our woes for so long before it begins to sink 
in, only denigrate the concept of public service for so long before it sinks in. We are 
now living in an era in which the sense of purpose is gravely in jeopardy in at least 
three areas: first, the sense of ethics, the sense of purpose that ought to inflame public 
service; second, the loss of the idea of social progress; third, the obliteration of the future. 

The ethical issue is manifested by the nomination of John Tower to be Secretary of 
Defense. He is a symbol of the times, a metaphor for the disillusionment with govern
ment. After serving four terms in the United States Senate and having been the 
American representative to arms negotiations, he leaves public service with a burning 
itch for money, to go out and prove that he too can get rich. We live in a time in which 
public service has been denigrated to the point that it's not satisfying. The specter 
of cabinet officials and high appointees leaving saying I'm not earning enough money 
is a reflection on the values of our times, of our society. It is going to come up again 
with the Speaker of the House of Representatives, a member of my own party. Isn't 
it enough to opt for the trust of public service? Isn't there enough satisfaction in that 
without scheming to enrich yourself along the way, as if the ideal of public service 
was insufficient? 

The second sign of the failure of the political process is the loss of the idea of social 
progress. The idea that government as the embodiment of our collective destiny, that 
we use government in a ceaseless quest for a larger commonweal, the larger sense 
of purpose. We've done it in the past, not always perfectly. The New Deal was about 
egalitarian values. The New Frontier was about opportunity, about widening the en
try into American society. It comes from a—yes, liberal tradition, in which govern
ment is the instrumentality of all of us in our aspirations. The point that government 
is characterized as the enemy ultimately begins to sink in. We have the specter of Charles 
Murray writing a book called "Losing Ground," articulating a new philosophy of govern
ment, a philosophy which says, pure and simple, government always makes matters 
worse. The failures which inevitably occur as a condition of change and progress are 
seized upon to generalize that government always makes matters worse. The concept 
of a larger view of society is unavailing, as if as a society we are nothing more than 
the sum of individual bank accounts. 

I was out at a homeless shelter last week with my two sons, standing in line, and 
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a thousand people went through. My oldest son was next to me and in the course 
of this incredible parade of human beings a young kid who was all alone came up. 
My son was touched and spoke up to ask, "How old are you?" The boy said, "I'm 
twelve years old." My son turned to me scarcely able to speak. He said, "Dad, that 
kid doesn't have anybody with him, he doesn't have anybody. Why? Why?" I said, 
"Well, we will have to talk about that because he's an individual cast adrift in an uncar
ing society." We have the capacity to reformulate the idea of social progress, to reach 
out, to reinvent that concept which has virtually disappeared. The prevailing political 
norm in this country is to ignore those issues, to fly across them, as if they didn't exist, 
to spend more time in Tokyo than in Anacostia or Harlem. 

The third symptom is our inability to distinguish between the present and the future. 
We have to ask ourselves questions about the future. The fiscal issues that are so 
studiously avoided in the political process are really questions about the future, ques
tions about whether we can look ourselves in the mirror and say, what right do we 
have to consume more than we produce by borrowing against the future of our coun
try and our society? What right do we have to emphasize more entitlement programs 
for present consumption at the very time that we refuse to invest in an educational 
system which is falling into disrepair, ignored because it doesn't represent consump
tion, doesn't represent living in the present. It represents the concept of the future 
if we can summon the collective will to believe that there will be a tomorrow, that 
it is worth investing in and getting straight today, in the here and the now. 

The importance of these issues is the urgency, the sense that we must move on them. 
Look around at what's happening in this country and the rest of the world. We are 
at a turning point in history for which there is no parallel within our lifetimes. Something 
extraordinary is happening all over this world. American ideals are now taking root 
all over the world. The Cold War of the last half century is over; Marxism is a failed 
model. Political totalitarianism has failed. There is a quickening, an awakening all over 
the world; a springtime of democratic yearning. 

There are economies developing on a market model coming up out of Asia. I was 
in Chile in October for the election. I went out on election morning, with Adolfo Suarez 
from Spain, to watch the process. I saw a line a mile long outside a polling place. Ninety-
five percent of the people were voting. Not registered voters. Ninety-five percent of 
the adults in that country. I asked one man how long he had been waiting? He said 
about four hours. When I asked if that wasn't a little long he shook his head, he couldn't 
comprehend the question. He said, 'Tve been waiting fifteen years to cast this vote." 

In January, I was in Paraguay with an American named Robert White who is a na
tional hero in Paraguay. He was the ambassador to Paraguay in the 1970s and he started 
a little revolution in expectations in that country by standing u p for human rights and 
speaking out about the torture and imprisonment of innocent citizens. He now goes 
back as a hero. People come up on the streets to touch him and to say thank you. 
It's happening all over the world. The irony is that on the threshold of this revolution, 
of a scarcely conceivable new age, a triumph of American values, it comes back at 
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us as the progenitors, the originators, of this extraordinary phenomenon, to ask 
ourselves can we renew ourselves, can we compete on the terms and conditions that 
we have created? Our success comes back to hold a mirror up, to ask if we are capable 
of renewing, of reaching into the depths and richness and diversity of this society, 
and making demands for honesty and truth and directness upon ourselves as citizens, 
as leaders, as voters? 

I am confident that we will but we can't wait forever. We must understand that the 
exercise we've been through for the last year cannot become the norm in American 
society. There is too much at stake. We are too close to the threshold of a revolutionary 
recasting of this world which depends upon and is put in jeopardy by our failure to 
renew ourselves. 

As my campaign bid ended, after making my concession speech, I walked away 
bittersweet, mostly bitter. It had been a long and difficult struggle and I hadn't gotten 
very far. I was beginning to wonder if it was all worthwhile when I found the answer 
in a funny way. My youngest son had over-identified with his father and was having 
a very tough time. I took him by the hand and we walked over to the Lincoln Memorial. 
It was all flood-lit. It's not a memorial, it's a shrine to who we are and where we've 
been and what we will be. We walked up the steps of that extraordinary place and 
I stood behind my son as he looked up to the left-hand wall and read out loud the 
words of the Gettysburg Address. With tears in my eyes I turned and I saw that statue 
behind and I said, "Yes, of course, I understand." It is about the struggle for direction. 
It is not about just winning. Lincoln lost nearly every election he ever ran in. The beauty 
and the genius and the power of public service is in the process, in reaching and strug
gling, knowing that win or lose, you do make a difference. 
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The Bush Administration: 
The First Quarter 
by John H. Sununu 

The following is an edited excerpt from a public address, ' 'A Good Start'' in the Fonim of Public Affairs 
oftheJohnF. Kennedy School of Government on May 19, 1989 by John H. Sununu, White House Chief 
of Staff and former Governor of New Hampshire. 

The most important thing about the first hundred days of a new administration is 
setting the foundation for the succeeding days. We have looked at it as the first quarter 
out of not only sixteen quarters in the four years of the first term but the first of thirty-
two quarters. President Bush has brought a style to the White House that is significantly 
different from most of his predecessors. Style ought not to be perceived as being bet
ter or worse but merely as being different. Difficulty in analyzing what has happened 
results from trying to fit the daily activities, the White House structure or newly ap
pointed personnel into an old model with the style of a previous White House occu
pant or focussing on needs which may have been more appropriate in preceding ad
ministrations but not being focussed on in the new one. 

George Bush brings to the White House a style that is unique. It is not unusual for 
the President to pick up the phone and call one of the staff members with a very specific 
question. We have to have a staff that can respond to that style. He likes to be involved 
in the details at various levels of development of policy, yet he is a President with an 
uncanny timing, in terms of when he wants things done, and the self-discipline that 
allows that timing to govern. During the campaign, on those days in late spring and 
early summer when the press and commentators were suggesting that the campaign 
was too late in starting, that it wasn't focussing on the issues in the way that it should, 
the way that America wanted them to be talked about, at the time the commentators 
thought it ought to be talked about. But the most important thing about the 1988 cam
paign was the sense of timing and discipline in deciding when and where to begin 
focussing on issues, and the kind of emphasis to give to those issues. The parallel 
is that the most important thing which has taken place since January 20th has been 
that discipline on timing which is displayed by the President, his unwillingness to 
be either too early with proposals and initiatives or there just for the headlines. This 
President has a sense of understanding that foundations have to be built, relation
ships have to be established, working styles have to become part and parcel of the 
daily activities. 

We have to do things in a way that builds forward rather than takes a grand leap 
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that captures headlines and then finds that there is no foundation to stand on after 
that initial splurge. One of the most interesting things that I ever seen in public life 
occurred six or eight weeks ago when there was this period in which we were being 
criticized for not manipulating the press. That followed a period of eight years in which 
the press felt they had been manipulated and had criticized that. Then the next week 
the new consensus was that the style that we had adopted of not manipulating the 
press was in itself the ultimate manipulation. I pointed out that at least on one count 
they were right but I refuse to tell you which of those two perspectives was correct. 
Some of the very substantial initiatives which have taken place may not be very sexy, 
may not have grabbed headlines, but they reflect the determination of this President 
to deal with the tough issues in a way that solves them rather than merely exploits 
the public relations side. 

The first piece of legislation that the president instructed to be prepared and sent 
forward dealt with the savings and loan problem, a problem that has persisted for 
decades. It has gotten worse over time but at every turn when it began to catch atten
tion, a band-aid solution was put forward. The President simply requested that a 
package be put together that deals with the problem in terms of what is needed today, 
what it needs tomorrow, and what it needs as a permanent fix. So, a package was 
put forward that dealt with the financial side, the regulatory side, and the administrative 
side and was sent up to Congress within about ten days of inauguration. The Presi
dent asked that Congress act on it quickly and although there's been a little bit of foot-
dragging lately, it looks as if within a few weeks that legislation will deal with the 
largest financial problem this country has ever had, a problem that had the capacity 
to completely undermine the fiscal stability of a system that has been an important 
part of the economic success of this country. That package was brought forward, was 
worked on in Congress and will come out about the way it was sent in, representing 
a major, major achievement. 

The second issue which the President directed Treasury Secretary Brady to begin 
to address—"begin" because a solution to this problem cannot be put together in a 
short period of time—is the problem of Third World debt. President Bush wants a 
structure that doesn't spiral the debt upward but begins to spiral it downward. Vir
tually all solutions in the past ended up with the debtor nations owing more and more, 
to a point where the stability of their own economies was not only threatened but 
became so intertwined with the lender countries that it has become an international 
issue of tremendous scope. Secretary Brady did come up with such a plan which is 
now beginning to be accepted as a framework under which both the lender nations 
and the debtor nations can work. I believe you will see continued commitment to it 
in the months ahead. 

Another problem of long standing, of significant size and of great complexity—the 
kind of problem that most political figures would find a way to tuck under the rug—is 
the budget. The President insisted in that very critical early period that it be brought 
forward as one of the first things to be done. Not only did the budget framework go 
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in without new taxes, it went in with initiatives in education, with $6 billion allocated 
towards dealing with the problem of drugs. 

The education program focusses on the accountability side of education with the 
emphasis, the recognition, that we have to have a framework that understands that 
local control, state funding, state control, are the heart and soul of the system, that 
federal government programs don't interfere but complement that structure and pro
vide incentives to performance by students, by teachers and by good school districts. 

It was a package that included within it an initiative on child care with some very 
strong commitments to basic principles, commitments to the fact that the parents should 
be able to choose where a child is cared for. Traditional ways of doing that, church-
based services or family-based services ought not to be excluded and the primary focus 
ought to be to assist families and children and not merely to fund a new provider 
service or provider bureaucracy 

Other pieces of the budget are also important, pieces that will re-encourage invest
ment for job creation and re-stimulate some of the basic strengths of this country—the 
science and technology base which for a long time has been neglected. Those two 
aspects include the reduction of the rate of tax on capital gains, the incentives for research 
and development investment and other components based on encouraging the 
strengthening of our system rather than its erosion which seems to have been the trend 
for the last decade or two. 

In a competitive world you have to have a tax structure that does not penalize invest
ment, a tax structure that addresses the cost of capital to allow that cost to come down 
to the levels of our major competitors, particularly Japan. That was built into the budget. 
It was not expected to be received well but not only has it been but the budget resolu
tion has been adopted by both House and Senate in the conference committee and 
is the resolution under which the appropriations will now take place. It is a budget 
which fulfills not only campaign commitments in general, but the very specific one 
of not requiring new taxes. 

Other areas that are obviously important, in which major initiatives have been under
taken and successfully completed, include the President's initiatives on Central America. 
The president recognized the fundamental principle that in order to pressure Nicaragua 
to move to elections, the Nicaragua resistance had to be kept together. Through a series 
of tough, principled, but focussed negotiations, the Administration was able, with 
the primary lead taken by Jim Baker, to get Congress to agree to a package that pro
vides those funds and puts the pressure on Nicaragua to move to elections in February 
of next year. 

Also, when the problem arose in Panama, for the first time we were able to put 
pressure on the dictatorship in Panama, not as a single country, but with virtually 
the unanimous support of all the Latin American and South American democracies. 
The vote in the Organization of American States the other day is a reflection of a very 
significant sea change in support. Only Panama and Nicaragua voted against the resolu
tion and very significant statements have been made by elected leaders in this 
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hemisphere against the dictatorship of Noriega in Panama, urging him to leave. That 
is very, very different from the dealings in Central and South America over the past 
few years. 

The President has addressed his responsibilities with Alliance members in Europe. 
There is a strong understanding by all the Alliance members that as they come together 
in Brussels this year for the fortieth anniversary of NATO, what will be celebrated 
is the success of NATO and its values, its commitment to democracy, its understan
ding of the principles of economics so different from the Soviet Union and the Eastern 
bloc states. We see a basic change taking place reflective of, in fact mimicking, the 
basic principles of the West. It would not have been easy to predict a year ago that 
elections would be held or that the economic forces of free markets would begin to 
be felt in the Soviet Union this year. 

An amazing event during our visit to China was listening to Deng Xiao-Ping deliver 
a forty-minute dissertation on the relationship between China and the Soviet Union 
and the rest of their Pacific Basin partners. At the end was a sentence which, depen
ding on how it's interpreted, stated that the Chinese are committed to democracy. 
And I assure you that the whole purpose of his presentation and the inclusion of that 
sentence at the end was to communicate to a President whom he had come to know 
over the years that changes are taking place there and that the kinds of slogans you 
hear chanted on television in recent days are reflective not only of the fact that there 
is a yearning amongst the masses there but that there is a sensitivity or at least an 
awareness that that is the pressure that they are facing. 

The changes that have taken place in China and the Soviet Union and the Eastern 
bloc countries are not the result of what has taken place in the last three or four months 
in Washington, but what has taken place in the last three or four months in Washington 
is a recognition that those trends are taking place, and a recognition that in order to 
deal with them, we cannot merely throw out slogans or initiatives without being very 
careful of the impact they might have. 

In the Mideast, discussions had been stalemated but I believe that the President, 
by his invitations and meetings with the leaders of Jordan and Israel and Egypt, has 
re-initiated the process. There has been some movement, some significant change par
ticularly with the action taken in the last month or so of the Reagan administration. 
We hope that as the Arab nations gather next week in Morocco there will be additional 
movement. Perhaps a dialogue has been established amongst the parties there with 
the initiation of some of the efforts that took place in the meetings in Washington and 
through some of the communications that have taken place since. 

The President understands that he himself has a better sense of what is going on, 
a sense of what has to be done, and a sense of the timing that is so crucial in getting 
results. I have been asked whether it has been different being in Washington as chief 
of staff than it was as Governor. Obviously the answer is "yes." The surprising thing 
for me is that it has been so much fun. Part of that has been working for somebody 
that I understand, that I respect, who every day confounds all of us with the fact that 
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he knows so many of the leaders of the world, knows their children, their cousins, 
where they go to school, and is always making inquiries that astounds even those 
that he's communicating with. 

The Bush administration is going to be a very important administration, one that 
in a year or two we will be reviewing the very significant substance of the achievements 
that will have taken place. 

Personal Perspectives on Politics 
by Martha Layne Collins, Richard Hatcher, Kathryn Murray 
Ralph Neas, S. B. Woo and Harriett Woods 

At the opening of each academic semester, the newly-arrived Fellows of the Institute participate in a panel 
discussion entitled, "Personal Perspectives on Politics." The format is designed to encourage ftllows to 
share with the Harvard community, especially freshmen undergraduates, some of the experiences and life 
histories which brought them info the political arena. 

Following are edited excerpts from the fall 1988 (Hatcher, Neas, Woods) and the spring 1989 (Collins, 
Murray, Woo) panel discussions. 

Martha Layne Collins: My early years were spent in a tiny town of only 250 people 
in Kentucky. My father, a funeral director, was on call 24 hours a day, seven days a 
week. I remember sitting at the door, bags packed to go on vacation, and my father 
would walk in and say, "I'm sorry but Mr so-and-so just died. I have to work." The 
bags were taken back upstairs and unpacked. It didn't matter who the people were 
who called, where they lived, whether they could pay. I learned through both words 
and actions that we are supposed to be helping people. The two basic philosophies 
I was brought up with have served me well. First, we are put on earth to make a con
tribution and we better be able to account for our time. Second, if we do the best we 
can each day, the future will take care of itself. 

I earned a degree in home economics, not a degree for someone going into govern
ment, especially becoming Governor. I married, had two children, taught school for 
eight years, and got involved in politics. 1 helped Wendell Ford, now a U S. Senator, 
become Governor The harder I worked, the more opportunities opened for me. My 
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very supportive family made the decision with me tht I should run for office. I was 
the first woman who had children to serve as Supreme Court Clerk. My challenge 
was holding the office and possibly preparing for the next race, but also keeping the 
family, being a wife, mother and a court officer. My family kept my feet planted very 
firmly on the ground. When I was Lieutenantt Governor, we had to move from the 
country into the Lieutenant Governor's mansion. One day as I was presiding over 
the Senate, there was a very heated discussion on the floor, the gallery was packed, 
the tension so thick you could cut it with a knife, one of my aides come to me with 
a little piece of paper. I thought, "Oh my, I'm going to have to step down to meet with 
a committee chair or maybe someone wants to make me aware of a proposition." 1 
opened the note and read, "Dear Mom, Where are my cheerleading shorts?" It was 
signed "MARLA " Do you think a father who was Lieutent Governor would have got
ten that note? 

Being in public service had been very rewarding. Providing leadership, making the 
tough decisions, everyone seemed happy—until I became Governor when I found 
that providing leadership and making some of the tough decisions in the public in
terest were not always well received, at least not immediately. One of the most impor
tant lessons I learned concerned bringing Toyota to Kentucky. As Governor, I had decid
ed that Kentucky should make major education advances in elementary, secondary 
and higher education and we did that. I thought we should be more active and ag
gressive in economic development, both domestic and foreign, and we did that. We 
targeted the automotive industry and worked to bring Toyota to Kentucky which 1 
thought was in the best interest of the people. Not all the citizen agreed with that. 
Especially disappointing was the lack of local support from people in leadership who 
did not provide leadership, who did not make tough decisions but instead did a lot 
of crying and a lot of bending to public pressure. Now that the plant is built, employees 
hired and more than 40 other auto companies have also come to Kentucky, the people 
are begiruiing to understand that those decisions were truly in the public interest. 

Richard Hatcher: From the time I entered kindergarden until I graduated from law 
school, I never sat in a classroom that was not integrated. Yet race has been the over
riding problem of my life. At every institution that I come in contact with there has 
been the problem of racism, of discrimination, to deal with. So, a good portion of 
my life has been spent trying to do something about that problem. 

I come from a very poor family. My father was always being laid off. Between jobs 
he would go out and collect trash and junk. Some of the greatest times I had as a 
child was going out with him, allowed to jump up and down on the boxes to press 
them down so they would weigh more. The environment I grew up in was one with 
an overriding sense of love and concern, care and hope that what had happened to 
my father and mother would not be the life we would have to lead. I graduated from 
Indiana University and then from law school at Valparaisa University. 

1 went immediately back to Gary, Indiana and became enmeshed in the politics of 
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that city, served one term on the city council and then ran for mayor and was elected. 
The night I was elected the city was surrounded by tanks of the National Guard. It 
was a very volatile situation. The most amazing thing was that after the returns were 
known people were out in the streets dancing. I have been there for 20 years and dur
ing that time have watched presidents come and go, watched the cities of this country 
ebb and flow depending on who was in charge in Washington. We are now in one 
of those periods that are called "conservative," a time when it isn't very popular to 
be a member of a minority group, to be poor. 

I have spent the last ten years of my life trying to make the Democratic party democratic 
and have seen the evolution of that party, seen Blacks, Hispanics, Native Americans, 
women achieve greater and greater influence, play more and more significant roles. 
It has been a very difficult process but one that I have enjoyed playing some role in. 
My affiliation with Jesse Jackson has been that the most significant event in my life, 
an opportunity to participate in something that has changed the political landscape 
in America. It can never go back to the way it was before. Jesse Jackson is a national 
asset. We have a long way to go but America as a nation has come a long way. 

The reason I have worked as hard as I have for Reverend Jackson and the cause 
he represents is that I have three of the most beautiful little girls created on the face 
of this world—with the possible exception of your sisters, daughters and nieces. When 
our third and final daughter was bom, I would go from place to place and people 
would look upon me with pity and say, "Isn't it a shame you didn't have a boy." My 
response was, "By the time my girls reach maturity women will be doing everything 
that men do and will be doing it better." I am absolutely convinced of that. It is impor
tant to work for someone like Jesse Jackson today so that should one of my daughters 
choose to run for President, the question will not be asked as to whether she is qualified 
to be President of the United States. 

Kathryn Murray: I grew up in Democratic politics in Ohio. 1 started campaigning at 
a very early age, first for an uncle for city council and then for the father of a best 
friend for county commissioner. 1 learned politics the old fashioned way, going door 
to door distributing leaflets. I was very active in high school and the first part of col
lege working in Democratic grass roots politics. But there was a foreshadowing of my 
becoming a Republican. I remember being very puzzled, explaining to my father that 
I wasn't sure why but I was the only child in a mock election who voted for Barry 
Goldwater. I worked on the college newspaper and went to Washington as an intern 
thinking it would be good to have had an internship in a Congressional office before 
becoming a political writer. I found that what intrigued me was not just covering the 
process but the idea of being involved in the process, having an opportunity to affect it. 

When President Ford was running for reelection shortly after Watergate and I was 
in my mid-twenties I had the opportunity to become involved with the Republican 
party, as director of advertising at the Republican National Committee, at a time when 
the party was at its lowest point. Obviously, it has grown and seen many changes 
since then. 
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There is no limit to the experience you gain as a individual involved in the political 
process. In 1982 when the President was putting out the tax reform package, the party 
decided to do some advertising to support the President's, and the party's, position. 
Thus, 1 had my first assignment to do a television commercial with the President of 
the United States and was, needless to say, a little intimidated. It was shortly after 
the attempt on the President's life and security was very tight. We had written the 
scripts and sent them to the White House. We arrived with a film crew and the 
cameraman got a little ahead and stood by the guard house. The guard asked, "May 
I help you?" The cameraman said, "Yes, we're here to shoot the President." Well, I 
knew then we were off on the wrong foot. 

Inside, as we reviewed the scripts, I realized that the first commercial, intended to 
be 60 seconds long, had gone through a handful of speechwriters and now had two 
complete sentences added. There was no way it could be read in 60 seconds. We couldn't 
edit the copy at that point so I just proceeded. As the President read it, I had my head 
phones on, stop watch in hand, the time is clicking away and the President was still 
reading at 62 seconds, 65 seconds, 69 seconds. We were not going to get a 60-second 
commercial. 

Everything stopped, the President looked at me, someone across the room asked 
how the time was. Not being able to find my voice, I put my arms up to indicate it 
was long. How long? Still not finding my voice, I put my hands a little wider indicating 
very long. My boss, neither timid nor quiet, screamed across the auditorium, "Well 
Murray what's the time?" Still not able to speak, I held my hands to indicate the time. 
The President read the second commercial in 291/2 seconds and said to put the first 
commercial up on the teleprompter again, turned to the cameraman, winked, made 
a motion with his hand and said we are going to wind up the clock on this one. He 
then read the same copy in 591/2 seconds. His name as the great communicator comes 
with good cause. I have never seen a professional perform such a feat. After it was 
finished, my boss came over and said, "What was the problem? Why wouldn't you 
tell me what the first read was? Did your stop watch not work? Did you not know? 
What was the problem?" I said "I just couldn't bring myself to tell the President of 
the United States that he was long." 

When I was in California, I worked on a campaign regarding cutting medical expen
ditures in the state. The initiative had been written so that it would cut Medical, the 
state version of Medicaid, across the board without any sense of need. We opposed 
the initiative but we found that many people were in favor of it because they thought 
there were tremendous abuses in the system. We decided to talk to recipients of Medical, 
see who the people were, how they used the benefits, what was provided. I worked 
with many young people and many elderly, the two groups who were going to be 
most hurt by across-the-board cuts. I spent six weeks at Los Angeles Children's Hospital 
working with very young children with various diseases, some serious, some not so 
serious. They depended on Medical for everything, their wheelchair, medications, 
supplies to treat their illness. One little girl, ten years old, had Cystic Fibrosis. I was 
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intrigued by her knowledge of her illness and her treatment, by how she was involved 
in the process. We became quite close over those weeks. One day we were doing a 
radio commercial which she had written in her own words explaining the process, 
what bills got paid, what her illness was, her perception on how her illness affected 
her family. After we finished, she asked if I had seen her mother that day? I said I 
had seen her a little while ago. She said, "How is she today?" I said, "Good, she's 
fine," She said, "You realize I'm going to die, don't you? That's all right. I understand. 
But 1 really worry about my mom and dad. Who's going to take care of them when 
I'm not here?" The strength and courage of that 10-year-old girl taught me the best 
thing I have learned from being involved in the political process. Had I not tried to 
change the impact of the outcome of an election, I would never have had the oppor
tunity to know Vicky or to learn a lesson that will stay with me for the rest of my life. 

Ralph Neas: I went to high school, college and law school during the 1960's, a 
tumultuous time. The civil rights movement, the anti-Vietnam movement, Martin 
Luther King Jr., the Kennedys all had a profound impact upon my life. For the first 
time, television brought things into our daily lives. I still vividly remember watching 
Birmingham Sheriff "Bull" Connor beating up Blacks, State Troopers using electric 
cattle prods on human beings, seeing the dead bodies of the little girls who died in 
the Birmingham church. I remember what happened to the Kennedys and Martin 
Luther King. I got into politics because I wanted to do something to address social 
injustice and tried to figure out what I could do. 1 went to law school to learn the tools 
of the lawyer's trade in order to use those tools on behalf of poor people and people 
who are victims of discrimination. 

1 learned so much working with Massachusetts Senator Ed Brooke on all the major 
civil rights legislation of the 'TO's and later working with Minnesota Senator Dave 
Durenberger. As director of the Leadership Conference, I've been engaged in battles 
against Attorney General Ed Meese and Senator Jesse Helms on the voting act, in 
battles on fair housing, the Bork nomination to the Supreme Court, William Bradford 
Reynolds' nomination to the Justice Department, and on countless other issues. It 
is often very frustrating, progress comes in small incremental doses. But I believe that 
the system of checks and balances in our government does work well. 

Let me tell you briefly why I have stayed in politics. On Valentines Day in 1979, I 
woke up with my face paralyzed. Within hours my spine and legs became paralyzed 
and within days most of my body was paralyzed. Machines were breathing for me, 
feeding me, performing every vital function. I spent about 100 days on the critical list. 
For about 22 hours a day—unable to sleep much because of all the procedures being 
performed on me—I had a chance to think through everything. The lessons 1 learned 
remain with me today. First {a new attitude for a 32-year-old "Hot Shot" working on 
Capitol Hill), we are very vulnerable. Second, we are dependent on others, on machines 
in my case, on many things. Third, life is very short and we better use the time that 
we have to do what we want to do, what we think is important. Such a trauma rein-
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forces what is good, what is really important. 
Working with the Legislative Conference meant the opportuni ty—and the 

responsibility—to work on issues that my experience with Ed Brooke and Dave 
Durenberger prepared me for and that my hospital experience prepared me for 
psychologically. And, I love my job, enjoy almost all of it. There are times of frustra
tion keeping 180 groups together, trying to achieve a consensus, but I can't wait to 
get to work in the morning which is a great feeling. Every day there is some new 
challenge. I feel very lucky. It reminds me of that great quote from from Oliver Wendell 
Holmes, "To live fully is to engage in the passion of one's time." 

S. B. Woo: Thirty-three years ago, I came to this country as an eighteen year old foreign 
student with $200 in my pocket and speaking broken English. I was scared to death 
that I might flunk out of school and bring unbearable shame to my parents. I studied 
16 hours a day, did not pay any attention to anything that surrounded me, and made 
it through to graduation. Later, after some struggle, I got my Ph.D. and found a sense 
of security. 1 ventured out and found America, a very open society compared to the 
China I knew. Ibegan to understand freedom. I learned that I don't have to be as smart 
as the next guy to have my own place in the sun, that I only have to develop my own 
potential. I became a citizen and ventured out further. As an assistant professor of 
physics at the University of Delaware, 1 was the founding president of the faculty union, 
chief spokesman, chief negotiator A few years later I was appointed by the Governor 
to be the first faculty trustee at the University of Delaware. Some years later, I ran 
for public office, Lieutenant Governor and was lucky enough to be elected. Last year, 
1 ran for the United States Senate and was defeated. Through all these experiences, 
including the defeat, I came to recognize that America is indeed the land of opportunity. 

My personal interest in politics was stimulated by something rather accidental. About 
fifteen years ago, a group of physics professors were sitting around philosophizing, 
feet propped on the coffee table. You all know how professors are. We were analyzing 
the fundamental strengths of America. As 1 remember, first and foremost was the quality 
of the American people, fairminded, innovative, law abiding. Second, was the richness 
of our land. Third, was the superiority of our political and economic system. Fourth, 
was a good educational system serving our youth well whether they are rich or poor. 
Fifth, was a very significant lead in technology Some of us said well we really weren't 
doing so well in the latter two areas any more, education and technology. I blurted 
out if that is the case we need to have scientists running for political office. My state
ment brought chuckles from my colleagues and one yelled out, "Alright, but where 
are you going to find a live scientist willing to leave the safety and comfort of the science 
lab for the rough and tumble of the political campaign trail." I thought that was funny 
and chuckled too. But it became a recurring thought until one day I decided that if 
I truly believed what I had said, then I ought to put myself where my faith was. Ac
cording to my wife, Katie, one day I became crazy and decided to run for Lieutant 
Governor 
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The political pundits sneered. A political expert was reported to have said that S.B. 
doesn't have a Chinaman's chance of winning this election. But this is America, so 
in November 1984 the Woo who was changed to yahoo won. I think we proved that 
in America a Chinaman's chance is as goods as anyone's chance. I served successfully 
for four years and, as you know, ran an unsuccessful campaign for U. S. Senate. Through 
it all, I became a great admirer of legislative politics. Despite rampant horse trading 
and unavoidable personal greed, I believe legislative politics is an extremely effective 
way of reaching compromises and resolving conflicting interests. But there are areas 
in which we can do better. Most politicians have a vision but few act to implement 
their vision except for the duration of their own election cycle, two years for con
gressman, four years for governors or a President, six years for senators. I believe our 
nation must plan for the longer range. 

We need politicians who understand the importance of technology, which is the 
dominant force that is changing the world today. That is a very strong statement but 
I am prepared to defend it—in my study group. I am somewhat bothered by the in
creasingly negative tone of political campaigns because I believe such negative cam
paigns are based on two dangerous premises: voters have short memories and should 
be maneuvered; the end justifies the means. Our political system has given us oppor
tunities and blessings of liberties that are unprecedented. It is not perfect, but like 
Winston Churchill said, democracy is the worst form of government until compared 
to all others. I'll end with one final quote from my wife, Katie, who says, "S.B., you 
may have more than $200 in your pocket today but you still speak broken English." 

Harriett Woods: I come from the generation of women, children of the Depression, 
who went to college assuming we would get married but who were taught that we 
had better learn a skill because we never knew when we might need it. Our profes
sional choices were social worker, teacher, nurse, or if we didn't quite make one of 
those, secretary. Yet, in an eighth grade publication listing what each of us wanted 
to be, I wrote "aeronautical engineer." I have no mathematical abilities at all, but I had 
already figured out that whatever the guys wanted was undoubtedly more desirable, 
would pay better, offer more rewards, have more status. In high school 1 discovered 
that my skills were more verbal and that I loved to write. At the University of Michigan, 
I majored in philosophy because the guy I was chasing was majoring in Philosophy. 
My real major was working very hard in my spare time on the school paper. The Michigan 
Daily. I became the paper's first woman managing editor. I was of the barrier-breaking 
generation, always the first something and always felt that I did it on my own, was 
breaking ground on my own. 

Our generation experienced the holocaust and the civil rights movement. As a jour
nalist, I had developed certain skills, observing, learning, knowing what was going 
on, so became acutely conscience of having responsibility for social justice. When I 
retired briefly after marriage to raise my children, I became very involved in the issues 
of open housing, dignity for elders, the environment, getting out of the throw-away 
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society. Before I knew it, I was on a local commission, on the city council, on other 
similar suburban bodies. I had a very weighted agenda and very little sense of humor. 
I found that my constituents' agenda was trash, traffic, and others people's dogs that 
ran and messed on their lawns. I learned to address their agenda but also to get in
volved in mine. 

In 1976, after eight years on the city council, ten years as a television producer, hav
ing had experience as a newspaper reporter for the highway commission, I saw a chance 
to run for state senate. 1 told the leaders of the party Td be glad to have their support. 
They said, "That's nice. Honey, but we have a man for the job." I was stunned. 1 had 
always been the barrier breaker, always making it on my own. But how to do this? 
Fortunately, the women's movement had reached Missouri in the early '70's, along 
with an organization called the Women's Political Caucus which had succeeded in 
getting women elected to the legislature. 1 went to them. 1 thought they were going 
to help me. They couldn't. They would lend me a campaign manager and they said, 
"All you need is a little box and every time you get someone's name, file it by precinct 
and there you are." They didn't mention money. In 1976, women did not write checks, 
for political campaigns, for charities, for anything—unless they asked their husbands 
first. One day we, my all-volunteer campaign staff, were sitting around my living room 
and my treasurer was reading off all the checks, "Five dollars, ten dollars, twenty dollars, 
and here is a check for two hundred dollars." Everyone gasped, "Who gave Harriett 
two hundred dollars?" "Harriett's mother," he said. True story, 

I went on to win that race. In 1982, after six years in the state senate, 1 took the big
gest risk of my life and filed for the United States Senate against a very well-financed 
Republican incumbent. Despite having learned that 1 could win and do well, the leaders 
of my party said, "You are just a housewife. We have a man for the job." I had to fight 
that battle all over again. I lost but came within 27,000 votes of becoming a United 
States Senator and it did make a difference that I ran. Financing women's campaigns 
was changed irrevocably by that campaign. Women, both Democrats and Republicans, 
were indignant that we could not get equal financing for a women's campaign. Two 
years later I ran, independently, for Lieutenant Governor and was the first woman 
to be elected state wide, the only Democrat among all the state officals, and the only 
one to stand up publicly and say I am "pro choice" on abortion. 

While I am here at the Institute, my study group, "Getting Inside When You Are 
Outside: Women in Leadership," will not address only issues about women in leader
ship, but will be about all those who stand up for an agenda, who want to change 
the way things are, who want to make a difference, who want to have power. It will 
be to say that there are strategies, ways to get inside, but that getting power means 
sharing power, that leadership involves having a vision, taking risks, motivating others. 
Politics is a process in which you can take part. There is a point in standing for what 
you believe, there is reward for courage, and it is better to lose standing on principle 
than to win standing for nothing. 
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Disenfranchised by Choice? 
by Peter Kozinets '91 

Thefollcrwing isan edited version of an article which first appeared under the same title in Harvard Political 
Review, Volume 16/number 3, April 1989. Peter Kcainets is a member of the editorial staff of HPR and 
was cover story editor for the spring '89 edition. 

George Bush won election to the highest office in the land with the support of only 
27 percent of all voting-age Americans. An estimated 91,300,000 people—roughly one-
half of the eligible electorate—did not vote in the 1988 Presidential election, the highest 
rate of abstention since 1924, when only 48.9 percent of American citizens voted. 

The hurdles of registration requirements, the disintegration of political parties and 
campaigns, and the lack of alternative candidates all contribute to non-voting. An 
analysis of these causes reveals that millions of Americans, alienated from a political 
process that has Uttle relevance to their daily lives, are shut out of the political life 
of the nation. 

In 1986, the last non-Presidential election year. Congressional Quarterly reports that 
37.1 percent of voting-age Americans went to the polls. According to the Committee 
for the Study of the American Electorate (CSAE), if one counts both mid-term and 
Presidential elections, the United States has the lowest participation rate of any 
democracy in the world. 

American voter turnout has not always been so low. Walter Dean Burnham's study 
of historical voter turnout, "The Changing Shape of the American Political Universe," 
shows that voters cast ballots in much greater numbers in the 19th Century. From 
1848-1896, an average of 77 percent of eligible voters participated in elections. Turnout 
has declined steadily since 1896, when voting registration rules and limits on urban 
political parties were introduced in industrial America. 

Registration is the most cited obstacle to voting. Harvard's Sidney Verba, an expert 
on American voting patterns, says that registering to vote is the highest hurdle keep
ing people away from the polls. Congressional Quarterly notes that "the state-by-state 
patchwork of registration and election laws that puts the burden on the individual 
to register and vote" differs from the Western European systems of near universal 
registration. And Burnham observes that "the electoral system creates a major 'dou
ble hurdle' for prospective voters; the requirements of registration and residence and 
the fact that elections are held on normal working days in this employee society rather 
than on Sundays or holidays." 

Compared to other democracies, American participation rates are skewed by class, 
Burnham writes in The Current Crisis in American Politics. In Sweden and West Ger
many, the average turnout of manual workers approaches 90 percent, whereas recent 
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Presidential election turnouts among American manual workers cluster around 50 
percent. For the upper-middle classes, participation rates hover around 90 percent 
in Sweden and 80 percent in the U.S. 

Burnham writes: "In off-year elections these turnouts are more abysmal still, averaging 
outside the South about two-fifths of the potential electorate in 1974 and in 1978." Most 
American governors and other state officers are now elected in off-year elections, along 
with the entire House and one-half of the Senate. 

The differences in class participation appear more extreme when differences in educa
tion and occupation are included. According to Burnham, the 1972 "turnout rate among 
white male laborers with a grade-school education was 40.9 percent, compared with 
86.6 percent among people of managerial occupation and a B.A. degree—a ratio of 
2.12 to 1." In 1976, survey data recorded the percentage of the potential electorate that 
had never voted in an election. Six percent of white, propertied middle class males 
said that they had never voted, compared to 30.4 percent of lower working class 
respondents and 20.2 percent of craftsmen and service workers. 

The lack of any candidate or party who is viewed as representing their interests 
reduces the number of lower income people participating in elections. Issues that af
fect these non-voters most—public education, child nutrition programs, health care 
coverage, low-income housing assistance and the like—are either ignored or not em
phasized enough by candidates and parties to attract widespread political participa
tion. In Western Europe labor and socialist parties articulate those interests and bring 
low-income voters into the political process. 

"It is ironic," says Verba, "that those who need government most are least likely to 
participate." In addition, a political agenda that does not address low income issues 
implicitly denies their legitimacy. This denial contributes to feelings of futility and 
powerlessness that disenchants potential voters. Congressional Quarterly writes of a 
pervasive "conviction that voting does not matter, and that whoever wins, life will 
go on unchanged." 

"A crucial dimension of the problem lies in the structure—or degeneration—of polihcal 
parties as vehicles for the representation of broad mass Interests in an electoral market," 
says Burnham. Parties are no longer as important as in the past—the rise of split-ticket 
voting and of independent voters undercut party competition. And to the extent that 
fund-raising is crucial to electoral victory, parties and candidates eschew left wing 
policies that would turn away rich donors. 

While the Republican Party addresses the needs of a well-defined part of the elec
torate, the Democratic Party is torn between a great variety of interests, the result of 
which is an incoherent and contradictory articulation of the wants and needs of the 
non-voting lower class. The Democratic National Committee's refusal last summer to 
fund a massive voter registration drive proposed by Jesse Jackson might have cost the 
Democrats the White House if there had been a close election that turned on voter 
mobili;^ation in key electoral states. A political vacuum has emerged over what Burn
ham calls "the ruins of the Democratic Party." 

Political campaigns also turn off potential voters. "The media consultants, media. 
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and politicians gave this nation an awful election/' says CSAE Director Curtis B. Gans. 
"And the public responded with an appropriately awful turnout." In an issueless cam
paign dominated by negative advertising, thirty second television commercials replaced 
grass roots canvassing as a way of communicating a political message. Substantive 
debate of issues crucial to America's future—issues such as economic competitiveness 
and the trade and budget deficits—were submerged in a contest to determine which 
candidate was more patriotic or tougher on crime. 

Factors weakening political parties have also been linked to growing feelings of aliena
tion. Recent studies reveal "that such phenomena as widespread split-ticket voting 
may be associated quite readily with pervasive and remarkably intense feelings of 
political alienation," says Bumham. And independent voters who identify with neither 
of the two major parties increasingly hold the swing vote in elections, often choosing 
the lesser of two evils, hardly a reflection of underlying satisfaction with the political 
process. CSAE reports that enthusiasm for the 1988 Presidential contest was so low 
that in 12 states turnout for Senatorial and gubernatorial races exceeded Presidential 
turnout. 

Voter registration reform is a logical first step in extending the political process to 
currently excluded groups, Burnham argues. National legislation has been introduced 
by Senator Alan Cranston (D-Cal.) and Representatives John Conyers, Jr. (D-Mich.) 
and Hamilton Fish, Jr. (R-N.Y.) that would make registration as easy as it is in Western 
Europe. Such legislation includes provisions for election day registration, mandatory 
state mail-in registration, and federal, local and state agency-based registration ser
vices. However promising such legislation seems, opponents continually succeed in 
blocking its passage. Four groups—Republicans, business interests. Democrats and 
incumbents—all work to curtail reform attempts and maintain the status quo of low 
voter turnout. 

Reform advocates contend that the Republican Party opposes registration reform 
for the simple reason that it could lead to a new, substantial Democratic majority. 
Republican strategy for emerging as the majority party of the V^S&s rested partly on 
the assumption that low income people would consistently not vote. In Post-Conservative 
America, key Republican strategist Kevin Phillips cites the dormant voting power of 
the poor and minorities as the greatest threat to a Republican realignment. 

Business interests could also be hurt by registration reform. As Frances Fox Piven 
and Richard A. Cloward report, "National registration reform would incorporate poor 
whites and minorities more fully, and the Democratic party would experience inten
sified pressures to intervene in social and economic life on behalf of these new consti
tuents." Indeed, the pressure on the Democratic agenda to include the interests of 
its new coalition members would force more economically interventionist policies. 

A score of national leaders of the Democratic Party are against registration reform. 
After the legislative and Presidential losses of 1980, the Democratic National Commit
tee decided to enhance its appeal to campaign contributors. The Democratic Business 
Council and the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee were set up to in
crease corporate contributions to the party. After eight years of successful fundrais-

113 



Student Voices 

ing, the Democrats control both houses of Congress; party leaders and incumbents 
hesitate to initiate an uncertain and turbulent future that registration reform might 
bring about. Opponents also argue that the proposed new systems would increase 
voter fraud. 

Reform proponents, on the other hand, say that the threat to democracy that more 
than 90 million politically alienated Americans pose far outweighs the potentially 
wrenching adjustments of their incorporation into politics. Extreme leaders of the left 
or right could mobilize the "party of non-voters" into a dangerous political force, warn 
some. "The results of this election call for a serious reexamination of how we conduct 
our politics," says Gans. "For if we do not change soon we will have government of, 
by, and for the interested few, holding sway over the resentful or indifferent many." 

And, most importantly, the continued growth of non-participation reflects severely 
on the legidmacy of the government itself. 'The continued growth of the 'party of 
non-voters' in the United States in current elections," says Burnham, "can only be 
evaluated as a critical and major limit on democracy itself." 

Hong Kong's Uncertain Future 
by Rebecca MacKinnon '91 

The following is excerpted from an article which appeared in Harvard International Review, ^blume 
XI, No. 1, November/December 1988. Rebecca MacKinnon, associate editor of HIR, received an Institute 
of Politics Political Journalism Award for Reporting in spring of 1989 for the original piece. 

When the Sino-British Joint Declaration was signed in 1984, Hong Kong residents 
were initially optimistic that the principle of "one country, two systems" would become 
reality in 1997. An opiruon survey conducted in late 1984by Survey Research Hongkong 
Ltd. found that 81 percent of those surveyed believed that the Sino-British agreement 
was good for Hong Kong. While the Joint Declaration merely provided a framework 
within which details would have to be worked out, there was indeed much cause for 
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optimism. The future Hong Kong Special Administrative Region (HKSAR) was 
guaranteed by the Joint Declaration to have "a high degree of autonomy, except in 
foreign and defense affairs," and an independent judiciary under which current laws 
could remain in force. "The Government of the Hong Kong Special Administrative 
Region will be composed of local inhabitants/' the document states. "The chief ex
ecutive will be appointed by the Central People's Government on the basis of elections 
or consultations to be held locally." 

Although Hong Kong citizens were not able to choose the country to which they 
would belong, they at least might exert control over their internal affairs. In November 
1984, the Hong Kong government published a White Paper entitled T h e Further 
Development of Representative Government in Hong Kong/ acknowledging that "the 
bulk of public response from all sources suggested a cautious approach with a gradual 
start by introducing a very small number of directly elected members in 1988 and 
building up to a significant number of directly elected members by 1997." Hopes ran 
high, public political involvement reaching its peak in March 1985, with a record 37 
percent voting in the election of 132 members to the colony's 19 District Boards, a prac
tice initiated only in 1981. Political groups and activists began to organize to press their 
concerns, hoping eventually to form political parties. Then in September 1985 for the 
first time, 24 of the 57 seats of the Legislative Council, "Legco," the government's 
lawmaking-advisory body, were filled by competitive elections among an electoral col
lege. When all was said and done, less than one percent of Hong Kong's entire popula
tion had actually voted for those 24 Legco seats. A far cry from true representation, 
this was nonetheless considered a significant step in that direction. 

The high degree of optimism was even reflected in a drop in emigration figures for 
1985. Scholars were hopeful enough to propose possible changes to the PRC's con
stitution itself in order to further solidify the Joint Declaration's validity in Chinese 
law. But the euphoria was to be short-lived. In November 1985 Peking's unofficial 
representative. Hong Kong Director of the New China News Agency, Xu Jiatun, in
directly accused Britain of violating the Joint Declaration's terms in an attempt to in
troduce political reforms in Hong Kong. According to Professor Joseph Cheng of the 
Chinese University of Hong Kong, attempts by Chinese authorities to lower community 
expectations for democracy have continued from that time. 

By May 1987, feelings that Britain had been giving in to China's wishes were rein
forced by the Hong Kong government's Green Paper, "1987 Review of Developments 
in Representative Government/' which no longer advocated any specific type of political 
reform but merely listed several options for the public to consider, one being 
maintenance of the status quo. A Survey Office was established to assess public opin
ion through two polls about direct elections. In February 1988, the Government assessed 
the findings of this survey, whose methods have since been publicly questioned, in 
a White Paper, cihng public opinion to justify postponement of direct elections previous
ly proposed for 1988 until 1991. At that time, 10 of the 56 Legco members will be direct
ly elected, but only after the National People's Congress of the PRC passes the Basic 
Law of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region. 
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The first draft of the Basic Law released for public consultation this past April has 
done nothing but curb the rising tide of cynicism in Hong Kong. "The general public 
seemed to have retreated back to its traditional political apathy," writes Cheng, "and 
there prevailed a general pessimism and a sense of political impotence regarding 1997." 
Only a minority of citizens have actually taken the time to read this long and com
plicated document which seeks to establish the rules under which they all may soon 
be living. Many of those who have studied it carefully are becoming concerned that 
this initial draft of the Basic Law has gone back on several promises made in the Joint 
Declaration. A number of clauses contain ambiguous wording that could be used by 
the Central Government to infringe upon local autonomy. Article 17 dealing with the 
HKSAR's laws, for instance, allows the Central Government's National People's Con
gress (NPC) or its Standing Committee to enact and apply to Hong Kong laws "which 
relate to defense and foreign affairs as well as other laws which give expression to national 
unity and territorial integrity and which, in accordance with the provisions of this law, 
are outside the limits of the high degree of autonomy of the Hong Kong Special Administrative 
Region." Questions have arisen as to what phrases like "national unity" or "territorial 
integrity" exactly mean, and how Beijing defines the "limits" of Hong Kong's autonomy. 

Another example of wording that leaves much to interpretation is Article 22, pro
hibiting "by law any act designed to undermine national unity or subvert the Central Peo
ple's Government." Again, "to undermine national unity" could mean anything from 
espionage to public activism against governmental policy to simple verbal dissent. 
Likewise, "maintenance of national security" and "public morals" are two of the reasons 
given in article 39 for restricting individual rights and freedoms. These and other in
stances of similar wording have prompted a memorandum from Amnesty Interna
tional to the Basic Law Drafting Committee expressing serious concern about the Basic 
Law's ability to protect basic human rights. 

Other articles that have caused considerable concern involve the final interpretation 
of law in Hong Kong. Articles 16 and 172 allow the NPC to revoke any laws enacted 
by the HKSAR which in its opinion conflict with the Basic Law. Article 169 allows 
the NPC to make a binding interpretation of the Basic Law at any time. However, the 
Joint Declaration of 1984 clearly states the HKSAR's right of final jurisdiction, and there 
is concern that the Basic Law clearly violates that former promise. 

Those who feel that something must be done quickly to preserve their freedom before 
the Basic Law is promulgated in 1990 have met with frustration. Cheng points out 
that a traditionally apolitical public with little experience in political involvement and 
few established channels through which to express popular dissatisfaction is becom
ing increasingly escapist. The predominant sentiment is to avoid sticking one's neck 
out and making trouble for oneself later on. Public opinion polls taken by different 
interests give conflicting evidence as to what kind of future governmental system the 
public really wants. 

China's open opposition to major political reforms before 1997 has been rooted in 
distrust of British motives. As Hong Kong-based reporter Emily Lau writes in the far 
Eastern Economic Review, "Chinese officials have always been suspicious of British in-
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tentions over Hong Kong, worried that the British might steal all the money from the 
colony and just leave behind an empty shell. They are also wary of the British trying 
to plant pro-London elements in the future special administrative region (SAR) govern
ment so that they can protect British interests after 1997." In December 1987, Ji Pengfei, 
China's Director of the Hong Kong and Macau Affairs Office under the State Council, 
emphasized China's distrust of Britain in a speech to the Basic Law Drafting Commit
tee. Ji is also chairman of this 58-member body appointed by Beijing to draft the Basic 
Law, of which 23 members are from Hong Kong. As long as Hong Kong remains under 
British rule, he said, it cannot be expected to carry out elections fairly. 

To counter what it sees as Britain's dangerous influence upon Hong Kong, the CCP 
has stepped up its so-called "united front" tactics in the past couple of years, hoping 
to sell its position and gain support among the public in Hong Kong. A Hong Kong 
Government source told the Far Eastern Economic Review that pro-communist candidates 
had done fairly well in the District Board elections held in March 1987, giving stiff 
competition to what is known as the pro-democracy camp. In addition, officials of 
China's Xinhua news agency have kept extremely busy "liasing" with members of all 
sectors of Hong Kong society. Professionals, business executives and industrialists, 
pressure groups, trade unionists, academics, news media, religious groups, students, 
and entertainers have all been courted by Chinese officials with a great deal of atten
tion and flattery described by some Hong Kong officials as "electioneering." "It is com
mon knowledge," says Lau, "though seldom publicly admitted, that the Communists 
have infiltrated many organizations, putting their people in positions of ir\fluence." 

Increasingly, people are hurrying to protect their own interests. The Hong Kong press 
has begun to exercise a certain amount of self-censorship in order to avoid losing favor 
with future rulers of the Hong Kong SAR. Additionally, a kind of "unholy alliance" 
has been established between the CCP and many prominent leaders of big business 
in Hong Kong, both of whom worry that democracy could compromise Hong Kong's 
economic prosperity. They feel disputes between political factions could cause fur
ther instability, causing citizens to focus on politics rather than devote their attention 
to making money. Elected officials owing loyalty to their constituencies would push 
for increased government spending on public welfare, placing unwanted strain on 
the budget. Those very same "bourgeois capitalists" who were so harshly denounced 
in China not long ago have ironically become some of the CCP's most effective allies 
in Hong Kong. 

An open attempt by the Hong Kong government to minimize Communist mobiliza
tion runs the risk of creating a confrontation that could frighten the public, thus en
dangering the colony's prosperity and stability. Another equally significant restraint 
on the British government's position, many feel, is that Britain does not want to jeopar
dize its relationship with Beijing in any way. The pro-democracy lobby in Hong Kong 
has not hesitated to denounce Britain for "betraying" its subjects, and accuse Gover
nor Sir David Wilson of being a "lame duck" who has been powerless to act in the 
interests of the colony he governs. 

Responding in Times of London to such accusations, British Foreign Minister Sir 
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Geoffrey Howe declared that "this apocalyptic view" of Britain washing its hands of 
Hong Kong "simply does not stand up to close examination" Speaking at a forum 
on Sino-British relations at Harvard University, Sir David Gilmore of the British Foreign 
Office also emphasized that Britain's ultimate goal in its negotiations is a "viable Hong 
Kong," not short-term measures which might "feel good now" but would compromise 
future stability. 

Following debates in both houses of Parliament this summer [1988] in which a great 
deal of concern was expressed over the discrepancies between the Draft Basic Law 
and the Joint Declaration, a delegation of lawyers from the Hong Kong Bar Associa
tion and Law Society traveled to London to insist that Britain do more to ensure China's 
adherence to the Joint Declaration. Contrary to statements by Beijing that the Basic 
Law was only a Chinese concern, they argued that the Joint Declaration is more bind
ing than a normal treaty and that both parties involved are obligated to see that it 
is upheld. Mr. Alan Hoo, leader of the Hong Kong delegation, also pointed out that 
while Hong Kong is far from reaching political consensus on issues such as the amount 
of direct representation in the future government, political issues had nothing to do 
with the deeper legal issue of ensuring ''tiasic policies" of the Joint Declaration. Secretary 
of State Lord Glenarthur's ensuing assurance of Britain's continuing responsibility to 
Hong Kong has raised hopes that Britain might be able to put needed pressure on China. 

It still remains unclear just how much China will be willing to alter the Draft Basic 
Law as it presently stands. Several prominent lawyers in the spring '88 edition of Col
umbia University's Journal of Chinese Law have presented a firm stance. Zhang Youyu, 
Deputy Chairman of the NPC legal committee and law professor at Beijing University 
warned that Hong King's future autonomy would not be "without limits." "Hong Kong," 
he writes, "will not proceed entirely without guidance, and even necessary interven
tion, from the central government." Basic Law drafter and law professor Xiao Weiyun 
states that Hong Kong courts should have jurisdiction only in commercial cases, not 
in cases involving political questions. The Far Eastern Economic Review cites analysts 
who feel that "these views.. .showed the Chinese had reinterpreted the most fundamen
tal clauses of the joint declaration." 

Zhang also quoted a statement made by Deng Xiaoping in 1984 which had been 
the cause of some discomfort in Hong Kong at the time. "The touchstone of a patriot," 
Deng said, "is respect for his own nation, earnest and sincere support for the 
motherland's resumption of its sovereignty over Hong Kong and restraint from harm
ing the stability and prosperity of Hong Kong. So long as they meet these requirements, 
they are patriots, no matter whether they believe in capitalism or feudalism or even 
the slave-owning system." This seems to imply that prosperity and stability are to be 
maintained at all costs, regardless of whether or not the methods used are in the in
terests of Hong Kong's individual citizens. 

Underlying much of the tension surrounding the Hong Kong question may be a 
basic lack of philosophical agreement about the meaning of individual rights. In his 
book Chinese Democracy (1986), Andrew Nathan writes that "Chinese legal thought 
had given political rights a major role since the start of the century. The purpose of 
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rights, however, had never been to protect the individual against the government [as 
in Western-style democracies] but to enable citizens to work better to strengthen the 
state." During the 1979 trial of Wei Jinsheng, leader of the Democracy Wall movement 
whose publications espousing inalienable rights for the individual by merit of simple 
existence were labeled an attempt to "overthrow the political power of the people's 
democratic dictatorship," the prosecutor reminded him that in toda/s Chinese soci
ety, "the law and the state are the same." There is little evidence to suggest that the 
government in Beijing has since changed its outlook in this respect. 

Nathan also points out that from the very first constitution written in China eight 
decades ago, none has been completely honored by the rulers who wrote them, com
munist or otherwise. Although such practice worldwide is probably more the rule 
than the exception, this fact does little to increase Hong Kong's trust in the Chinese 
government. Even though many colonial British laws still on the books in Hong Kong 
give the Governor sweeping powers to exert strict control over his subjects with such 
things as heavy press censorship, the British admirustration has allowed the Hong 
Kbng press to operate basically unrestricted for decades. Yet no such confidence exists 
toward China. What if press censorship seems to be the most expedient way to ensure 
"prosperity and stability?" In a recent debate over a Public Order Ordinance that many 
people worried might provide future rulers of the Hong Kong SAR with an opening 
to curtail press freedom. Chief Secretary Sir David Ford defended the bill to the 
Legislative Council by saying that "sadly, if however a future government is determin
ed to restrict press freedom, the abscence or presence of a law would not inhibit it." 

Thus, if no one is certain that China will honor its former agreements, the future 
Hong Kong SAR of the People's Republic of China is being built upon very unstable 
ground. The wild policy vacillations through the PRC's short history contain no 
precedents to ease uncertainty. Cheng maintains, however, that no progress can possibly 
be made unless it is first assumed that China will honor the promises it has made 
in an international agreement. 'Tf the [current Hong Kong] government does not pro
ceed on this assumption," he says, "then it is worse than a lame duck.'" 

The debate over whether or not the pursuit of a societ/s stability and prosperity 
necessarily coincides with an increase in the welfare of the majority of its citizens, 
or whether respect for individual rights is a necessary element of a stable and prosper
ous society, is by no means limited to Hong Kong. Lacking a real democratic forum 
through which to voice their feelings on this subject. Hong Kong residents are 
nonetheless sending a strong message—not with their voices but with their feet as 
people continue to emigrate in growing numbers. To the one million people estimated 
to leave before 1997, the risks of participating in such a delicate experiment far outweigh 
the possible gains, and it will take much more than words on the part of the People's 
Republic of China to convince them otherwise. 
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Education Not Segregation 
by Joshua Sharfstein '91 

Joshua Sharfstein was awarded an Institute of Politics Political journalism Award for Opinion in spring 
1989 for the following editorial which first appeared in the Harvard Crimson on March 9, 1989. 

It is unacceptable for a predominantly white city government to limit the educa
tional opportunities of minority children by promoting segregation. But it is also wrong 
for minority advocacy groups to level this serious charge against legitimate proposals 
for educational reform. 

The recently adopted "controlled choice" student assignment plan in Boston is one 
such legitimate proposal, now under illegimate attack. Black members of the Boston 
School Committee and the Boston chapter of the National Association for the 
Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) alleged last week the plan is tantamount 
to resegregation and is not in the best interests of minority schoolchildren. They may 
file a lawsuit against the school system to block the proposal's implementation. 

Minority leaders' charges are simply untrue, and their lawsuit threatens to under
mine a plan which has been proven across the country to enhance parental choice 
and educational opportunity. These leaders have also unnecessarily divided Boston 
city politics along racial lines, creating an environment ill-suited for lasting educa
tional progress. 

This struggle began last December, when Boston Mayor Ray Flynn hired Harvard 
Professor Charles Willie and Michael Alves, a former head of the state desegregation 
office, to develop a more flexible desegregation scheme for the city. 

In contrast to the present court-ordered system in which parents have no input in 
choosing their children's school, Alves and Willie proposed "controlled choice," a plan 
which allows parents to select their children's schools so long as each school remains 
desegregated. Such a plan has been successfully implemented in Cambridge and 
Little Rock, Arkansas. 

Minority groups saw the impending debate over this proposal as an opportunity 
to air their grievances about the inadequacy of education funding and the poor condi
tion of city schools. 

John CBryant, a Black School Committee member, put it this way: "If you're talking 
about moving children, you're not talking about an educational activity. If you're talk
ing about giving people choice, you have to give them something to choose." 

These protests were politically astute. Flynn was forced to answer tough questions 
about the poor condition of city schools, as the press paid sigruficant attention to parents' 
claims that they were unsatisfied with the quality of their children's education. 

At no time during this debate, however, did any minority advocates question con-
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trolled choice's effectiveness as a desegregation scheme. But when it became dear about 
two weeks ago that the new plan would pass the School Committee without Flynn 
promising new funds, these leaders shifted the focus of their attack. They called con
trolled choice a "farce" and a Trojan Horse for re segregation. Now they seem ready 
to sacrifice controlled choice itself for additional exposure of their concerns. 

But this would be a grave mistake. Controlled choice should not be sacrificed for 
the long-term goal of higher quality education because it can help achieve this goal. 
By involving parents in the student assignment process, it creates active educational 
communities of teachers, parents and schools. 

What minority leaders also fail to realize is that controlled choice contains a power
ful political opportunity to press for more funds. Every year, when lists of which schools 
are chosen preferentially to others are published, debate over school funding will 
dominate city news. Every year, minority advocates will have concrete proof where 
resources need to be targeted, and have ammunition to demand concessions from 
the Mayor. 

As Willie argues, "One has to justify money and that's what this plan does." 
Trust is a rare commodity in Boston city politics. Hattie McKinnis, President of the 

Citywide Parents Council, said Black parents continue to harbor distrust towards Boston 
politics because of its reluctance to endorse desegregation 15 years ago. "There is a 
lot of fear it will go back to segregation, despite what the consultants say," she said. 

Minorities must overcome this fear. Controlled choice cannot lead to resegregation, 
and will serve to improve school quality and increase parental choice. It should not 
be an issue of whites versus Blacks. More than anything else, it is a question of quality 
education. 
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Internwork 
by Juliette Kayyem 

"Internwork" first appeared in The Washington Post on Sunday, August 21, 1988. Juliette Kayyem, 
a member of the Institute of Politics Student Advisory Committee and of the editorial staff of the Harvard 
Political Review, was a summer 1988 intern at the Brookings Institution. 

Summer. A time for rest and recreation. A time when the powerful and power-hungry 
take a few weeks off, head to a couple of conventions, maybe to Europe or back home 
to the continents. Washington, they say, is deserted. It won't start beating again till 
September. 

Nobody told us. 
By then, we'll be back in school. 
Us. You know who we are. We look and dress like younger versions of you. We strut 

with our special IDs and credentials. We've brought the average age of D.C. down 
to somewhere close to 19. Yes, we are the D.C. interns—that odd group of beings who 
willingly give up their summer leisure for 9-to-5 jobs on the Hill, in firms, at the think 
tanks. We don't get much credit, and most of us—though there are a few proud 
exceptions—don't get paid. The price of power is almost nothing. 

When we arrived in early June, our destiny was planned. This would be the sum
mer of power breakfasts, power lunches and power dinners. We would advise Aspin 
on the Bl; select a running mate for Dukakis; play a little tennis with Heinz; travel 
to the Middle East with Schultz against Noriega; solve the deficit; go to Atlanta and 
New Orleans; and maybe be invited to Hyannis. 

We would, in other words, make connections because connections, we've been told, 
are the key to success in our nation's capital. 

Reality hit home quickly. In the senators' offices we were soon answering phones. 
In the lobbying firms we were responding to mail. At the campaign headquarters we 
were filing and typing. We've succumbed to the heat, undone our ties, put on flats 
instead of heels. We've taken on nighttime work to pay for expensive Georgetown hous
ing. We live with four, five or six other friends in apartments built for two. We stay 
out late and wake up early. We read the morning newspaper with a slight hangover. 

Across D.C. we're doing what is known as "internwork." At least we have one claim 
to fame—we've created a new noun. Internwork is not a cohesive term. It is the ratio 
of hours spent doing secretarial work to researching, writing or some other substan
tive task. Students involved with long-term projects, for example, will have about a 
l-to-3 ratio. 

If you think this has all been one long complaint, rest assured, it is not. In fact, it's 

122 



Student Voices 

a defense. D.C. interns have got to be a unique phenomenon. No matter how un
natural, how odd all of this seems, it's the price we're willing to pay (if we're wrong, 
let us live indefirutely in our ignorant bliss). Like a medical intern, we put up with 
the bad hours, the odd working conditions, the cost. We're paying the price, our dues, 
for an "in" into Washington. 

Not the kind of "in" we had imagined. Not with senators and diplomats. No, it's 
the kind of "in" that lets us write an article for the Congressional Record on Nelson 
Mandela; the "in" that lets us study the fate of a "peace ship" stopped at the Nicaraguan 
border; the "in" that lets us work with civil servants and private citizens who have 
been here longer than the senators and diplomats, who have certain stakes in this 
system and who want us to help them; the "in" that has us house-sit for a legislative 
assistant and baby-sit for a research assistant; the "in" that lets us be surrounded by 
LAs and RAs and secretaries and reporters and, most of all, other interns who are 
as passionate about politics and D.C. as we are. 

Because, when it comes down to it, that is why we are here. We're passionate enough 
to live through the heat and the isolation and the phone calls and the letters. Our 
summer here didn't fulfill our appetite—it merely whetted it. And that's why, next 
year at this time, the average age of D.C. will be somewhere close to 19 again. 
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Survey: The ' 'GOV" Department 
and the lOP 
by Mark Alex Peterson and Theodore Scarborough, Jr. 

The survey report, "The Institute of Politics and Government Concentrators: Awareness, Participation, 
and Satisfaction with lOP Activities," dated March 23, 1989 and reprinted below, was prepared for Shirley 
Williams, Acting Director, Institute of Politics, by Harvard University's Department of Government Tutorial 
Office. Mark Alex Peterson is Head Tutor and Theodore Scarborough, ]r. was 1988-89 Assistant for Research 
at the tutorial office. 

In his foreword to the report, Mark Peterson explains that in order to correct a "...dearth of knowledge 
about our own concentrators, and to provide a forum in which they could inform us about a variety of 
concentration-related issues, we decided to conduct a fairly systematic and broad-ranging survey of 
undergraduate concentrators in the Government Department." 

Recognizing the commitment of the Institute of Politics to fostering undergraduate interest in public af
fairs, the tutorial office worked closely with the Institute in developing a questionnaire seeking information 
not only about concentrators but also about their knowledge of and involvement in Institute programs, 
especially forums, study groups and the Student Advisory Committee. 

This report explores Government Department concentrators' awareness and par
ticipation in the Institute of Politics (lOP) lectures and study groups. The affinity bet
ween the lOP and Government concentrators would appear to be a natural one and, 
given that a plurality of undergraduate concentrators at Harvard are in the Govern
ment Department, this report provides a picture of this important subgroup of lOP 
participants. As an example of this, about two out of five Government concentrators 
have participated in an lOP study group. Translated into actual numbers, at least 230 
Government concentrators have, at some point, participated in an lOP study group. 

Overview 
Most Government Department concentrators have not only heard of the lOP but 

have also attended a Forum. Ninety-nine percent of all Government concentrators have 
heard of the Institute of Politics and 74 percent have attended at least one Forum. The 
tendency to join an lOP study group is lower; only about two out of every five concen
trators have joined a study group. Government concentrators who have participated 
in an lOP study group appear quite satisfied. Moreover, the true test of satisfaction-
will the undergraduate participate in another lOP study group—reveals that most will 
participate in another group, which speaks highly of lOP abilities to keep attracting 
Government Department concentrators. Nearly ninety percent of Government con
centrators who attended a study group said that they would attend another one. 
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General Awareness of the Institute of Politics 
It is clear that nearly every government concentrator has at least heard of the 

Institute of Politics (99%), but how did they find out about it? Posters and friends ap
pear to be the most effective channels of information. Faculty announcements and 
mailings are clearly not the way undergraduates have come to hear about the lOP 
About 44 percent of those who have heard of the lOP said they did so through posters 
(24%) or friends (22%) whereas only 10 percent did so through mailings (8%) or facul
ty members (2%). 

Attendance at and Satisfaction with lOP Forums 
Nearly three out of every four Government concentrators (74%) have attended at 

least one lOP Forum and most all who did found it interesting—98 percent of govern
ment concentrators who attended a Forum found it either very interesting (68%) or 
somewhat interesting (30%). Furthermore, 97 percent said that they would attend 
another Forum at the lOP, which is perhaps the truest measure of satisfaction. 

At this point, one might want to know if any characteristics separate those concen
trators who attend lOP Forums from those who do not. Looking at the following 
characteristics of sex, ideological leanings, party identification, focus of undergraduate 
concentration, year in school, and political interest, no striking patterns reveal 
themselves. Government concentrators who attend Forums are likely to be slightly 
younger, more conservative, and more keenly interested in politics in general than 
the average government concentrator. Again, these are only weak tendencies and the 
more general picture is one of diversity. Government concentrators of all sorts-
Democrats and Republicans, men and women, and students specializing in American 
politics, political theory, comparative politics, and international relations all attend 
the Forums. If more male undergraduate concentrators attend Forums it is only because 
they outnumber women in the Department by almost three to one. 

More significantly, however, a person's organizational activity on campus and in 
politics is correlated with the tendency to attend an lOP Forum. The bivariate relation
ships are presented in table one and reveal a consistent pattern. The frequency with 
which one reads the newspaper and the op/ed pages is associated with the likelihood 
that a student will attend a Forum. Also, those who attend Forums are likely to be 
involved in political and campus organizations, and have worked on a political cam
paign, or for a politician or government agency. Although the bivariate correlations 
are moderate to weak they are statistically significant and reveal a consistent pattern 
found throughout this study: participation in lOP activities, whether a Forum or a 
study group, covaries with the amount to which a Government concentrator reads 
a newspaper and is involved in campus organizations or in political activities. 
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Table One: Bivariate Correlations Between Attending an lOP 
Forum and Eight Variables 

Variable Level of Association* 

Frequency with which one reads 
the newspaper 

Frequency with which one reads 
the op/ed pages 

Participation in political campaign 
Work for a government official or agency 
Member of political organization 
Member of campaign organization 

.22 (p < 

•22 (p < 
•19 (P< 
.13 ( p < 
.15 ( p < 
.12 ( p < 

.0001) 

.0001) 
.01) 
.03) 
.01) 
.04) 

*: Measures of association are Kendall Tau-c's or 
b's depending on the structure of the table. 

Attendance at and Satisfaction with lOP Study Groups 
In contrast to participation at lOP Forums, Government concentrators tend to par

ticipate in lOP study groups with less frequency. About 44 percent of all Government 
concentrators, or two out of five, have participated in a study group. Similar to find
ings on Forum attendance, those with a generally high interest in politics, the slightly 
younger (i.e., sophomores and juniors), and the slightly more ideologically conser
vative tend to participate in study groups. A slight gender gradient is present in lOP 
study group attendance, with men just slightly more likely to participate than women. 
In terms of the focus of undergraduate concentrators, those with an interest in American 
politics are not more likely to attend forum events yet, perhaps paradoxically, those 
with in an interest in comparative politics are more likely to do so. 

Similar to the findings on lOP Forum attendance. Government concentrators who 
are frequent readers of newspapers and participate in political and campus organiza
tions are also likely to attend an lOP study group. Taking part in a political campaign 
is the best bivariate correlate of study group participation (table 2). 

Table Two: Bivariate Correlations Between Attending an lOP 
Study Group and Eight Variables 

Variable Level of Association" 

Frequency with which one reads 
the newspaper 

Frequency with which one reads 
the op/ed pages 

Participation in political campaign 
Work for a government official or agency 
Member of political organization 
Member of campaign organization 

.23 (p < 

.16 (p< 

.25 (p< 

.15 ( p < 
•14 (p< 
.18 (p< 

.001) 

• 01) 
.002) 

.01) 

.02) 
.003) 

' : Measures of association are Kendall Tau-c's or 
b's depending on the structure of the table. 
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Satisfaction with lOP study groups among Government concentrators is generally 
high. First, 78 percent of those concentrators who joined a study group said that they 
attended always or frequently and only 20 percent said that they rarely did so. Se
cond, most concentrators rated their study group as either excellent (31%) or good 
(52%) for a total of 83 percent who were positive about their group. Third, and finally, 
89 percent said that they would attend another study group. In sum, then, all measures 
of satisfaction point to a widespread feeling that lOP study groups are positive 
experiences. 

Awareness of the Student Advisory Committee 
Seventy-one percent of all Government concentrators have heard about SAC and 

mostly through friends or personal involvement in lOP activities. Once again, mail
ings and faculty members have not generally contributed to concentrator awareness 
of SAC. 

Preferences for Public Seminars and Lectures 
The survey of undergraduate Government concentrators also asked the respondents 

what type of people they would like to hear speak. International figures and federal 
officials were the types sighted most frequently. Sixty-eight percent of the respondents 
mentioned that they would like to hear either an international figure (35%) or a federal 
official (33%). Political journalists came next, with 22 percent wanting to hear them 
speak. Only 9 percent of the respondents said they would like to hear a state or local 
official. 

Political Interest of Government Concentrators 
As one might suspect, the level of interest in politics is quite high among Govern

ment concentrators. Fifty-eight percent of Government concentrators say that they 
are very interested in politics and only 2 percent say that they are not very interested. 
Government concentrators are also highly likely to frequently discuss politics and state 
that they follow politics closely. Sixty-one percent of Government concentrators state 
that they frequently discuss politics and fully 86 percent say that they follow politics 
either very closely or fairly closely. 

One direct measure of how politically aware Government concentrators are is to 
ask them to name the US Representative and two Senators from their home state and 
from Massachusetts. Seventy-six percent could correctly name a Representative from 
their state and 88 percent could correctly name both Senators (table 3). These percen
tages are truly impressive if we consider that the respondents were asked not simply 
to choose their Representative and Senator from a list but, rather, to recall their names 
unaided. 

When asked to identify the US Representative for the district in which Harvard is 
located and the two Senators from Massachusetts, the Government concentrators still 
did well. Sixty-five percent correctly named Joe Kennedy as the representative for 
Harvard and 69 percent could correctly name both Senators. 
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Table Three: Percent of Respondents Who Could or Could Not 
Correctly Identify US Representative and Senator from 

Their Home State and in Massachusetts 

Correct 
Don't Know 
Incorrect 

Home State 
Representative+ 

76% 
20% 

4% 

Senator' 

88% 
7% 
4% 

Massachusetts 
Representative® 

65% 
32% 
3% 

Senator* 

69% 
24% 

7% 

+: Coded 'correct' if mentioned a Representative from their home state; because 
of the costs involved in matching respondents with their actual Representative we 
cannot know for sure if they actually did list the correct one. However, the high 
percentage of correct responses for Senators and Joe Kennedy suggests that the 
estimates of correct identification of the respondent's US Representative are not 
greatly exaggerated. 
' : Must correctly cite the names of both Senators. 
@: Joe Kennedy is the correct answer, references to any other Kennedy were 
coded as incorrect responses. 

Assistance for the survey project was provided by Eric H. Corwin, Jane Gray, Troy 
Heiden and Zoya Hurwitz, Department of Government Tutorial Office; Dick Thorn-
burgh, David R. Runkel, Nancy Dietz, Institute of Politics; Albert H. Cantril, former 
Fellow, Institute of Politics. 

The survey was funded by a grant from the University Development and Improve
ment Fund provided by Dean David Pilbeam and the Office of the Associate Dean 
for Undergraduate Education within the Faculty of Arts and Sciences. 
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133 Administration and Staff 
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AND SPECIAL PROJECTS 

174 Program for Newly-Elected Members of Congress 

177 1988 Presidential Campaign Decision Makers Conference 

179 Women in Congress Conference 

181 First Latin American Debt Conference 

183 Second Harvard Conference on New Initiatives on 
Latin American Debt 

187 Symposium on Urban Minority Economic Development 

189 THE FORUM 





Administration and 
Advisory Committees 

Administration and Staff 
Derek Curtis Bok, president, Harvard University 
Graham T. Allison, dean, John E Kennedy School of Government 
Dick Thomburgh, director-on-leave. Institute of Politics, fall 
Shirley Williams, acting director. Institute of Politics, spring 

Karri Copman, conference and development coordinator 
Nancy Dietz, student program coordinator; associate director, spring 
Theresa Donovan, associate director 
Ann B. Doyle, financial assistant 
Jennifer Durr, forum assistant, spring 
Katherine Eckroad, coordinator, Latin American Debt Conference 
Dennis Galvam, receptionist 
Jennifer Jordan, forum coordinator 
Atme Doyle Kenney, office and publications coordinator 
Julia Kilbourne, assistant, fellows and student programs, spring 
James B. McGann, assistant director for development, spring 
Kathleen McGourthy, staff assistant, summer 
Suzanne Meier, receptionist 
David Runkel, deputy director, fall 
Melanie Stuck!, secretary to the acting director, spring 
Ashley Whitehouse, forum assistant, fall 

Student Assistants 

G. Greg Anderson 
David Bulger 
David Grazman 
Rebecca MacKinnon 
Hilda Martinez 
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The Senior Advisory Committee

Ronald H. Brown·
John C. Culver
\tilton S. Gwirtzman
Edward \.f. Kennedy
John Kennedy
George C. Lodge
Robert S. \.fe, "amara
\-\anen Rudman
Shirle} \'Villiams

·C"'a1r

Ron BrLwn

The Faculty Advisory Committee

Francis M. Bator, Professor of Political Economv dnd Chairman of the Ph.D.
Committee of the Public Policy Program""
Samuel H. Beer, Faton Professor of the Science of GO\('rnmenl, Emeritus
Hale Champion, Lecturer in Public PoliC)
Robert ~. Coles, Professor of Psvchiatry and fediLal HumJnitlf"
Philip B. Heymann, Prote.....or of Law
Stanley H. Hoffmann, C Douglas Dillon P"Ofe...... r of the (iviluation of France
~1ark H. ~1oore, DamC"J & Rorence Guggenheim Prof" "'or of C-iminal Ju ...tice p')!icy
and tdndgement
Richard E. eustadt, Douglas Dillon Protessor of Public Administration
DanieJ Steiner, \'I(e rre~ldent and General Coun el to thp l m,er"lt~

Robert B. Stobaugh, Protessor of Busines'> Admm:stratlor

·Chalf
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Student Advisory Committee (SAC) 
Chair: Mike Labson, fall; Don Ridings, spring 
Vice Chair: Alex Slusky, fall; Sara Sievers, spring 

Committee Chairs: 
Communications: Alan Krischer, fall; Heejoon Park, spring 
Fellows; Kim Morgan, fall; Juliette Kayyem, spring 
Harvard Political Review: Karen Levy, fall; Jeff Glueck, spring 
Harvard Political Union: Stephan Klasen 
Internships: Kyra Armstrong, fall; Jocelyn Melcher, spring 
Political Drama: Dan Berger 
Political Journalism Awards: Bruce Goldberger 
Projects: Bruce Goldberger, fall; Kim Morgan, spring 
Research Awards: Alex Slusky 
Study Groups: Sara Sievers, fall; Bruce Goldberger, spring 
Visiting Fellows: Loryn Dunn 

1988-89 Members 

Annor Ackah '89 
Allen Adler '89 
Kyra Armstrong '89 
Dan Berger '89 
Brian Brooks '91 
Michael Camuez '91 
Gerry Cardinale '89 
Sandra Cheng '92 
Justin Daniels '89 
Shari Davis, KSG 
Bruce Deal, KSG 
Jamey Delaplane '89 
Loryn Dunn '90 
Charlie Dupree '89 
Chris Ford '89 
Adam Fratto '90 

Julie Fromholz '92 
James Gellert '90 
Joe Gentile '92 
Marty Gitlin, KSG/HLS 
Jeff Glueck '91 
Bruce Goldberger '91 
Dan Hoffman '91 
Rosie Hyson '91 
Juliette Kayyem '91 
Kathy Keough '89 
Stephan Klasen '91 
Alan Krischer '91 
John II Kwun '90 
Mike Labson '89 
Michael Levitt '90 
Karen Levy '89 
Andy Lindholm '92 

Jocelyn Melcher '92 
Doug Menges, HBS 
Jonathan Miller '89 
Mark Mindich '92 
Kim Morgan '91 
Heejoon Park '90 
Raul Perez '90 
Dave Rettig '89 
Don Ridings '90 
Art Rublin '89 
Sara Sievers '90 
Alex Slusky '89 
David Socolow '91 
Rob Speyer '91 
Susan Stayn '91 
Norman Williams '91 
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Student Study Groups 

Fall 1988 
"Immigration Law and Policy: The New Political Debate" 
Deborah Anker, lecturer, Harvard Law School; chairperson, committee on asylum 
and refugees, American Immigration Lawyers Association 

Guests: 
Rick Swartz, executive director. National Immigration, Refugee and Citizenship Forum 
Howard Berman, member. Subcommittee on Immigration, Refugees and International 
Law, U. S. House of Representatives 
Roger Conner, president. Federation for American Inmiigration Reform 
Charles Pappas, U. S. English Movement 
Frank Bean, director. Population Studies Center, Urban Institute 
Charles Kamaski, director, Policy Analysis Center, National Council of La RAZA 
Muriel Helberger, executive director, Massachusetts Immigrant and Refugee Advocacy 
Coalition 
Daniel Lam, director, Massachusetts Office for Refugees and Immigrants 

"Changing the 'Old B o / Network: Women and Minorities in Politics and the Workplace" 
Shirley Dennis, fellow. Institute of Politics; former director, Women's Bureau, U. S. 
Department of Labor; secretary of community affairs. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 

Guests: 
Barbara Hackman Franklin, president, Franklin Associates; former special assistant 
to President Nixon 
Gwendolyn S. King, executive vice president, Gogol and Associates, Inc. 
Haywood Patrick Swygert, vice president for administration. Temple University 
Elizabeth Toupin, associate dean/undergraduate studies, Tufts University 
Robert Tuttle, director of personnel. The White House 

"Politics of Black America: The Jackson Campaign and Beyond" 
Richard Hatcher, fellow. Institute of Politics; former Mayor of Gary, Indiana (1967-87) 
national chairman (1984) and vice chairman (1988), Jackson for President Campaign 

Guests: 
Carl Stokes, Judge, Municipal Court, former Mayor, Cleveland, Ohio; past president. 
National League of Cities 
Eddie WUIiams, president. Joint Center for Political Studies, Washington, DC. 

"Challenging the Status Quo: A Two Party South" 
Linwood Helton, fellow. Institute of Politics; chairman. Metropolitan Washington Air
ports Authority; first Republican Governor of Virginia (1970-74); former chairman. 
Republican Governors Association 
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Guests: 
John Charles Thomas, Justice, Supreme Court of Virginia 
Gordon K. Davies, director, State Council of Higher Education, Virginia 
Charles McDowell, syndicated political columnist, Richmond Times Dispatch 
John P. Sears, attorney; Republican political consultant 

"The Washington/Wall Street Connection" 
Stephen B. Kay, fellow, Business and Government Center, John F. Kennedy School 
of Government, adjunct fellow. Institute of Politics; former general partner, Goldman 
Sachs & Co. 

Guests: 
Judith Belash, vice president and associate general counsel, Goldman Sachs & Co 
Hairy Bair, vice president. Keystone Custodian Funds 
Gary Schwartz, partner. Black Hill Capital, Inc. 
Howard W. Pifer, III, managing director, Putnam, Hayes & Bartlett 
Arthur B. Specter, vice president, Goldman, Sachs & Co. 
Robert Granovsky, vice president, trading & arbitrage, Goldman, Sachs & Co. 
Robert R. Glauber, professor of business administration. Harvard Business School 
Barbara Waters, deputy general counsel. Executive Office of Economic Affairs, Com
monwealth of Massachusetts 
Thomas J. Shields, associate director. Bear Stearns Co., Inc 

"Nuts and Bolts of Campaign Communications" 
Brad Minnick, chief of staff, office of Stephen Pierce, minority leader, Massachusetts 
House of Representatives; former communications advisor. Republican National 
Committee 

Guests: 
Martha DiSario, press secretary, office of John H. Glenn, Jr., member, 
U. S. Senate (D-OH) 
Robert Ferri, manager of press relations. National Association of Securities Dealers, Inc. 
Kathryn Murray, director of coixununications. Republican National Committee 
Steve Singer, director of press relations, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Michael Vallante, political director. New England region. Republican National 
Committee 
David Welch, founder, Welch Communications; senior vice president. The Wirthlin 
Group 

"The Bork Battle: The Legislative Process at Work" 
Ralph Neas, fellow. Institute of Politics; executive director. Leadership Conference on 
Civil Rights; former chief legislative assistant, office of Dave Durenberger, member, 
U. S. Senate (R-MN) and Edward Brooke, former member, U. S. Senate (R-MA) 

Guests: 
Judy Lichtman, director. Women's Legal Defense Fund 
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Mimi Mager, national grassroots coordinator. Block Bork Coalition 
Jeffrey Blattner, counsel, Judiciary Committee, U. S. Senate 
Ethan Bronner, reporter. The Boston Globe 
Qalne Jones, deputy director/policy and planning, NAACP Legal Defense Fund; former 
fellow. Institute of Politics 
Michael Pertchuck, former chairman. Federal Trade Commission; president. The 
Advocacy Institute 

'̂Winning Elections: How to Gel the Voters to Do What You Want Them to Do" 
Matt Reese, fellow, Institute of Politics; chairman, Reese Communications; Democratic 
political consultant; former deputy chairman and director of operations. Democratic 
National Committee 

Guests: 
Donald Fowler, manager, 1988 Democratic Convention 
Frank Mankiewicz, vice president, Hill and Knowlton; political director, 1972 McGovem 
for President campaign 
Lyim Pounian, president and chief operating officer, Reese Communications 
William Schneider, resident fellow, American Enterprise Institute 
Robert F. Squier, Democratic political consultant 

"Covert Action: Intervention and U. S. Foreign Policy" 
Sherman Teichman, coordinator of public symposia. Tufts University 

Guests: 
Steve Cohen, author, Vietnam: Anthology and Guide to a Television History; program staff, 
'Tacing History and Ourselves" 
Steven Emerson, senior editor, U.S. News and World Report 
Steve Engelberg, national security correspondent, Washington bureau, The New York 
Times 
Franklin Lindsay, vice chair, Committee for Economic Development 
Tom Pblgar, special consultant on intelligence and covert action, U. S. Senate Select 
Committee on Iran/Contra; chief of station. South Vietnam, Central Intelligence Agency 
(1972-75) 
John Saxon, former special counsel, U.S. Senate Armed Services Committee 

"Law Enforcement as an Instrument of Public Policy" 
William Weld, partner. Hale and Dorr; former Assistant Attorney General, criminal 
division, U. S. Justice Department; U. S. Attorney, Massachusetts district 

Guests: 
Drew Arena, director, Office of International Affairs, U. S. Department of Justice 
John E. Markham, Assistant U. S. Attorney, Massachustts district 
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Jeremiah O'SuUivan, chief, organized crime strike force, U. S. Department of Justice 
Mark E. Robinson, former Acting Deputy Assistant Attorney General, criminal divi
sion, U. S. Department of Justice 

"Getting Inside When You're Outside: Women in Leadership" 
Harriett Woods, fellow. Institute of Politics; Lieutenant Governor of Missouri; 
Democratic nominee for U. S. Senate (1982 and 1986) 

Guests: 
Sarah Kovner, founder. Women's Bank of New York 
Kay Mills, editorial writer, The Los Angeles Times 
Linda Tarr-Whelan, president. National Center for Policy Alternatives 
Linda A. Fisher, M.D., chief medical officer, St. Louis County, Missouri 
Peggy Fisher, president, Roadway Tire Co. 
Marianne Spraggins, vice president. Prudential Bache 

Brown Bag Luncheon Discussion Series: "Countdown to Election Day: Getting to 270" 
David Runkel, deputy director. Institute of Politic; former national political reporter. 
The Philadelphia Bulletin 

No Guests 

"Current Affairs Dinner Table" 
Melissa Ludtke, correspondent. Time magazine, speech writer and issues director, 
1986 Joseph P. Kennedy for Congress campaign 
Guests: 
Marcy Murningham, president, Lighthouse Investment 
Michael McElroy, chairman. Department of Earth and Planetary Services, Harvard 
University 
Herman F. Eilts, director, international relations, Boston Uruversity; former U. S. Am
bassador to Egypt (1973-79) 
Rudiger Dombusch, professor of economics, Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

Spring 1989 
"Negotiation as a Tool in the Political Process" 
Eileen Babbitt, associate director, public disputes program, Program on Negotiation, 
Harvard Law School; senior associate, Endispute, Inc. 
Guests: 
Gail Bingham, vice president and director of dispute resolution. The Conservation 
Foundation, Washington, D.C. 
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Roger Fisher, director. Harvard Negotiation Project and Williston Professor of Law, 
Harvard Law School 
Chris Kirtz, director. Regulatory Negotiation Project, United Stales Environmental 
Protection Agency 
Lawrence Susskind, associate director. Project on Negotiation, Harvard Law School; 
professor of urban studies and planning, Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

"Health Care in the U.S.: The Enduring Crisis" 
David Blumenlhal, M.D., senior vice president and associate physician, Brigham and 
Women's Hospital; senior health advisor, 1988 Dukakis-Bentsen presidential campaign 

Guests: 
Donald Berwick, vice president/quality measurement. Harvard Community Health 
Plan 
Robert Blendon, chairman, Department of Health Policy and Management, Harvard 
School of Public Health 
Hale Champion, former chief of staff to Michael Dukakis, Governor of Massachusetts; 
executive dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government; Undersecretary, U. S. Depart
ment of Health and Human Services 
Rashi Fein, professor of economics, Department of Social Medicine and Health Policy, 
Harvard Medical School 
Thomas Herman, deputy issues director, 1988 Dukakis-Bentsen presidential campaign 
Tim Westmoreland, counsel, subcommittee on health and the environment, 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, U.S. House of Representatives 
Sheila Burke, chief of staff, office of Robert Dole, Republican leader. United States 
Senate 

"Current Soviet Affairs: The Perils of Perestroika" 
Kurt Campbell, assistant director, Center for Science and International Affairs and 
lecturer in public and international relations, John F. Kennedy School of Government 

Guests: 
James Blight, assistant director. Center for Science and International Affairs, John F. 
Kennedy School of Government 
Marshall Goldman, associate director, Russian Research Center, Harvard University 
Sergei Krushchev, son and editor of memoirs of former U. S. S. R. Premier 
Nikita Krushchev 
Serge Mikoyan, son of former U. S. S. R. First Deputy Premier Anastas Mikoyan 
Alan Sherr, Brown University 
Tim Lupfer, MAJ/USA, political-military planner/Army, Office of U. S. Joint Chiefs 
of Staff 
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"Fighting Drugs at Home and Abroad" 
John Coleman, special agent in charge/New England field division, Drug Enforce
ment Administration, U. S. Department of Justice 

Guests: 
Paul Brown, assistant special agent. New England field division, Drug Enforcement 
Administration, U. S. Department of Justice 
Terry Burke, chief of operations. Drug Enforcement Administration, U S. Department 
of Justice 
Sterling Johnson, Special Prosecutor for Narcotics, New York State 
Bancroft Littlefield, staff counsel, office of Edward M.Kennedy, member, U.S. Senate 
(D-MA); lecturer. Harvard Law School; former Assistant U. S. Attorney 
David Musto, M.D., Yale University 

"In the Public Interest: Leadership and Decision Making" 
Martha Layne Collins, fellow. Institute of Politics; former Governor and Lieutenant 
Governor of Kentucky; chair, 1984 Democratic National Convention; chief clerk, 
Kentucky Supreme Court 

Guests: 
Wally "Famous" Amos, entrepreneur and advocate. Literacy Volunteers of America 
William DeVries, M.D., artificial heart transplant surgeon 
Jim Hightowet, Commissioner of Agricultural, Texas 
Mary T. Meagher, winner of three Olympic gold medals 
James F. Neal, partner, Neal & Harwell, Nashville 
Thomas M. T. Niles, U. S. Ambassador to Canada 

"The Search for a Livable Planet" 
Dan Evans, fellow. Institute of Politics; former member, U. S. Senate (R-WA); 
Governor of Washington; chairman. Pacific Northwest Electric Power and Conserva
tion Planning Council 

Guests: 
Kenneth Piddington, director, environmental programs, The World Bank 
Robert Stavins, assistant professor of public policy, John F. Kennedy School of 
Government 
Doug Wheeler, executive vice president. The Conservation Foundation; former 
executive director, the Sierra Club 

'American Apartheid: The State of People with Disabilities" 
Ted Kennedy, Jr., civil rights advocate for people with physical and mental challenges 

Guests: 
David Baltimore, director. Whitehead Institute and professor of biology, Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology 
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Frederick Berry, Massachusetts State Senator 
Robert E. Cook, M.D., former dean, Johns Hopkins Medical School 
Alan Crockei; M.D., associate professor of pediatrics. Harvard Medical School 
Gunnar Dybwad, professor of human development, emeritus, Brandeis University 
Elsie Frank, president, Massachusetts Association of Older Americans, Inc. 
Akiva Goldsman, president, Tearsystems, Inc. 
Robert Greenwald, AIDS Action Committee 
Paul Heam, executive director. National Council on the Handicapped 
Thomas Nemey, Ph.D., executive director. National Society for Autism 
Kathy Rolfe, former chair, Massachusetts Governor's Committee on Employment of 
Persons with Disabilities 
David Smith, setuor poUtical advisor to Edward M. Kennedy, member, U. S. Senate 
(D-MA); former professor of economic and urban development, University of 
Massachusetts at Boston 
Dorothy Werlz, professor of ethics, Boston University 
Irving Zola, professor of sociology, Brandeis University 

'Tamily Politics: Changing Reahties, Changing Rules" 
Ann Lewis, fellow. Institute of Politics; former national director, Americans for 
Democratic Action; political director. Democratic National Committee 

Guests: 
Michael Barrett, Massachusetts State Senator 
Elsie Frank, president, Massachusetts Association for Older Americans 
Karlyn Keene, managing editor. Public Opinion magazine 
Sue Meisinger, vice president for government affairs, American Society for Personal 
Administrators 
Kate MicheIman,director, National Abortion Rights Action League 
Carol O'Cleireacain, economist, American Federation of State, County and Murucipal 
Employees 
James D. Weill, general counsel. Children's Defense Fund 
Paul Weyrich, president. Free Congress Foundation 

"Issues in Public Policy and Educational Reform: An Agenda for the 90's" 
Marina McCarthy, consultant, teacher and adirunistrator, 
Joseph McCarthy, executive assistant to the dean, John F. Kennedy School 
of Government 

Guests: 
Irwin Blumer, superintendent of schools, Newton, Massachusetts 
Mildred Collins Blackmun, director. Harvard Principals Center; former elementary 
school principal, Cambridge, Massachusetts 
Bruce S. Cooper, associate professor, Fordham University; president. Associates for 
Research in Private Education 
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Francis Duehay, member, Cambridge City Council; former Mayor of Cambridge; 
member, Cambridge School Committee; associate dean. School of Education, 
Harvard University 
Dan Evans, fellow. Institute of Politics; former member, U S. Senate (R-WA) and Gover
nor of Washington; founder and president. Evergreen State College 
Susan Moore Johnson, associate professor. Graduate School of Education, Harvard 
University 
Francis Keppel, senior lecturer on education and former dean. Graduate School of 
Education, Harvard University; U. S. Commissioner of Education (Kennedy 
administration) 
Richard Murnane, professor of economics and education, Graduate School of Educa
tion, Harvard University 
Theodore Sizer, professor of education. Brown University; chair. Coalition of Essen
tial Schools; former Dean, Graduate School of Education, Harvard University 
William Ubinas, principal, Blackstone School, Boston 
Jerome Winegar, principal, South Boston High School 

"Campaign Advertising: Getting a Bang Out of Big Bucks" 
Kathryn Murray, fellow, Institute of Politics; former director of communications, 
Republican National Committee 

Guests: 
Ed Blakely, vice president. Smith and Haroff, Inc. 
Linda Divall, founder and president, American View Point, Inc., 
Katie Hogue, president. Media Market, Inc. 
Sig Rogich, president, R & R Advertising; director of advertising, 1988 Bush presidential 
campaign 

"Setting the Political and Policy Agenda for African Americans" 
Ron Walters, fellow. Institute of Politics; professor of political science, Howard Univer
sity; consultant, 1984 & 1988 Jesse Jackson presidential campaigns 

Guests: 
Ron Daniels,, former chair. National Black Assembly 
Muriel Spence, director of policy analysis. Harvard University 
Walter Stafford, senior researcher. Community Service Society, New York City 
William Strickland, associate professor of political science, W.E.B. DuBois Depart
ment of Afro-American Studies, University of Massachusetts/Amherst; Massachusetts 
coordinator. National Rainbow Coalition 

"Keeping America's Edge: Governing in the Age of High Tech" 
S.B. Woo, fellow. Institute of Politics; former Lieutenant Governor of Delaware; pro
fessor of physics. University of Delaware; chairman. Governor's Task Force on High 
Technology 
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Guests: 
Lewis Branscomb, director, Science, Technology and Public Policy Program, John F. 
Kennedy School of Government; former vice president and chief scientist, IBM; 
member, President's Science Advisory Committee (1964-68) 
Dan Evans, fellow. Institute of Politics; former member. Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources, U. S. Senate; former Governor of Washington 
Michael Harkins, Secretary of State, Delaware 
David Lam, chairman and chief operating officer. Link Technologies; former presi
dent and chairman. The Asian-American Manufacturer's Association 
Shirley Williams, acting director, Institute of Politics; public service professor of 
electoral politics, John F. Kennedy School of Government; consultant on employment 
and technology, organization of Economic Cooperation and Development 

"Campaign Advance: The Road Warrior" 
Jim Denbo, Attorney; lead advance person, primary and general election campaigns 
of Jimmy Carter, Michael Dukakis, Geraldine Ferraro, Gary Hart and Walter Mondale 
Guests: 
Nicholas Friendly, marketing consultant; director of advance for former Vice Presi
dent Walter Mondale 
Craig Livingston, lead advance person, national campaigns of Michael Dukakis, 
Gerddine Ferraro, Albert Gore and Gary Hart 
Jim King, senior vice president for public affairs, Northeastern University; former 
special assistant to President Jimmy Carter and Edward M. Kennedy, member, U. S. 
Senate (D-MA) 
Paige Reefe, attorney. Cutler & Stanfield; former director of scheduling, office of Gary 
Hart, member, U. S. Senate (D-CO) 
Suzi Trees, lead advance person, 1988 Dukakis for president campaign 

Current Affairs Dinner Table 
Robert L. Turner, political columnist. The Boston Globe 

Guests: 
John de Villars, secretary of environmental affairs. Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Scott Harshbarger, District Attorney, Middlesex county; former Assistant Attorney 
General, Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Judith Kurland, director. Department of Health and Hospitals, City of Boston 
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Institute Suppers 
Institute suppers, scheduled twice each week in conjunction with the study group 

program, bring together for informal discourse study group leaders and their guests, 
current and former fellows and staff and representatives from the arenas of electoral 
politics, public affairs, the media, and academia. The agenda for supper includes a 
brief talk and discussion led by a study group guest speaker. 1988-89 guest speakers 
were: 

Fall 1988 

October 4: 

October 5: 

October 11: 

October 12: 

October 18: 

October 19: 
October 25: 

October 26: 

November 1: 

November 2: 

November 8: 

November 9: 
November 15: 

November 16: 

Spring 1989 

February 14: 

Rick Swartz, president. National Immigration, Refugee and 
Citizenship Forum 
Judith Belash, vice president and associate general counsel, 
Goldman, Sachs and Co., Inc. 
Howard Berman, member, U. S. House of Representatives 
(D-CA) 
Bill Hamilton, president, Hamilton, Frederick and Schneiders, 
political pollsters 
Kay Mills, author, A Place in the News: From the Women's 
Pages to the Front Pages; editorial page writer, The Los Angeles 
Times 
Bob Tuttle, director of personnel. The White House 
Carl Stokes, Judge, Municipal Court, former Mayor of Cleveland; 
past president. National League of Cities 
Charles McDowell, syndicated political columnist, the Richmond 
Times Dispatch 
Jeff Blattner, counsel, Committee on the Judiciary, United States 
Senate; legislative counsel to Edward M. Kennedy, member, U. S. 
Senate (D-MA) 
Frank Mankiewicz, executive vice president. Hill and Knowlton, 
Inc.; national political director, McGovern for president cam
paign; past president. National Public Radio 
Michael Pertschuk, president. The Advocacy Institute; former 
chairman. Federal Trade Commission 
Bob Squier and John Sears, political consultants 
Eddie Williams, president, Joint Center for Political Studies; 
member. Black Leadership Forum 
William Schneider, political analyst and resident fellow, 
American Enterprise Institute 

Graham T. Allison, dean, John F. Kennedy School of 
Government 
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February 15: Ann Lewis, fellow, Institute of Politics; former national director, 
Americans for Democratic Action; political director. Democratic 
National Committee 

February 21: David Blumenlhal, M. D., senior vice president, Brigham and 
Women's Hospital; former staff member, Subcommittee on 
Health and Scientific Research, U. S. Senate 

February 22: Robert Stavins, assistant professor of public policy, John F. 
Kennedy School of Government, and 
Dan Evans, fellow. Institute of Politic; former member, U S. 
Senate (R-WA) and Governor of Washington 

February 28: Linda Divall, founder and president, American Viewpoint, Inc.; 
senior advisor, 1988 Bush for President campaign. 

March 1: Kate Michelman, director. National Abortion Rights Action 
League. 

March 7: James B. King, senior vice president/public affairs. Northeastern 
University; former special assistant to President Jimmy Carter 
and Senator Edward M. Kennedy; former fellow. Institute of 
Politics 

March 8: Robert L. Turner, political columnist. The Boston Globe 
March 14: William Strickland, associate professor of political Science, 

W.E.B. DuBois Department of Afro-American Studies, University 
of Massachusetts/Amherst; Massachusetts coordinator. National 
Rainbow Coalition. 

March 15: David Ptelerson, Premier of Ontario, Canada. 
March 21: Theodore Sizer, professor of education. Brown University, chair, 

Coalition of Essential Schools; former dean. Graduate School of 
Education 

March 22: Scott Harshbarger, District Attorney, Middlesex County; former 
Assistant Attorney General for Massachusetts 

April 4: David Lam, chairman and chief operating officer, Link 
Technologies: former president and chairman, Asian-American 
Manufacturers Association 

April 5: Bruce Babbitt, Heffernan visiting fellow, Institute of Politics; 
former governor of Arizona, candidate, 1988 presidential election 

April 11: Tim Lupfei; MAJ/USA, political-military planner/Army, Office of 
U. S. Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
Kurt Campbell, assistant director. Center for International 
Affairs, John F. Kennedy School of Government 

April 12: Karlyn Keene, managing editor, Public Opinion magazine; former 
fellow. Institute of Politics 
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Summer Research Awards 

The Institute of Politics offers Summer Research Awards to Harvard undergraduates 
for fieldwork contributing to senior theses relating to American politics and public 
policy issues. 

1988 recipients and their topics were: 

Eli Attie '89 (Social Studies) "The United States Intervention in Grenada: Instrumen
tal Goals and Effects" 
Henry Fernandez '89 (Government) "Public Housing Desegregation and Federalism" 
Tira Fbran '89 (Social Anthropology) "The Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act and 
Its Effects on Native Businesses in Southeast Alaska" 
Felicia Kornbluh '89 (Social Studies) "Poverty Policy and Social Control in Mid49th 
Century Massachusetts" 
Lewison Lem Lee '89 (Government) "The Political Incorporation of Chinese in San 
Francisco City Government" 
Mitchell Orenstein '89 (Social Studies) "White House Media Strategy in the Reagan 
Administration 

Public Affairs Internships 

The Institute offers several programs for Harvard undergraduates in support of stu
dent participation in public sector internships and in public affairs, including: 

Information—provided in conjunction with the Harvard Office of Career 
Services—about internship and employment opportunities in American politics 
and public affairs 
The Summer Stipend Program—providing supplementary funds in support of 
public sector internships enabling undergraduates to accept unpaid or under
paid summer jobs in federal, state, and local government, political organiza
tions, and public affairs agencies 

The Sunmier-in-Washington Program—provides information and assistance for 
students seeking summer housing in the District of Columbia area and hosts 
a speakers series, intellectual, athletic and social activities for Harvard students 
working and living during the summer in Washington and its environs 

The Summer-in-Boston Program—provides a speakers series, social events and 
excursions to places of political interest for students and others studying, work
ing or living in the Boston area during the eight-week Harvard Summer School 
session 

Seminars and workshops—bringing together Institute Fellows, public sector pro
fessionals, intern supervisors and former interns for panel discussions on in-
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lemship availabihty, requirements, hiring practices and recruitment, skills need
ed, office protocol, opportunities for job enhancement and advancement and 
tips about summer living and resources available in the Washington, D. C. area 

The Extemship Program—enabling Harvard students, for one or more days dur
ing spring break week, to "shadow" and thus observe first hand the day-to day 
responsibilities of a professional in government, the media or a public sector 
agency 

Summer Stipends 

1988 summer stipend recipients and their employers were: 

John Russell Baughman '89: Common Cause magazine. Common Cause, Washington, D.C. 
Susanna Lynn Blunienthal '90: Committee for Economic Development, Washington D.C. 
Brandon Bradkin '89: American Enterprise Institute, Washington D.C. 
Eugenia M. Carris '90: Office of John Kerry, membei; U S. Senate (1>MA), Washington D.C. 
Harry A. Chernoff '89: New York Public Interest Group, New York City, New York 
Michael B. Cooper '91: Long Island Power Authority, Mineola, New York 
Denise Delgado '91: Office of Joseph J. DioGuardi, member, U. S. House of Represen
tatives (R-NY), White Plains, New York 
Deborah F. Dubin, '89: Governor's Office on Women's Issues, Boston, Massachusetts 
Michael L, Eilperin '90: Office of Mayor Loni Hancock, Berkeley, California 
Donald A. Fishman '91: Office of the Corporation Counsel, Washington 
Philip Fraissinet '91: Office of Jeff Bingaman, member, U. S. Senator (D-NM), 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 
Darcy Mackay Frank '89: American Enterprise Institute, Washington D.C. 
Werner Robert Geneiser '89: U. S. Department of State, Washington, D.C. 
Dan Granirer '89: United Nations Association, New York, New York 
Anne-Marie Guerra '89: Massachusetts Department of Public Health, Boston 
Nancy J. Guyott '90: Office of Carl Levin, member, U. S. Senate (D-MI), Grand Rapids, 
Michigan 
Sarah-Anne Henning '91: American Civil Liberties Union, Chicago, Illinois 
Elizabeth Erin Hughes '91: Japan Economic Institute, Washington D.C. 
Michael R. Kelsen '90: United Nations, New York, New York 
Susan Yi-Shu Lau '90: Office of Robert Dornan, member, U S. House of Represen
tatives, (R-CA), Washington D.C. 
Reed Maltzman '89: Congressional Research Service, Washington D.C 
Marc E, Mani '90: Greater Boston Legal Services, Boston, Massachusetts 
Charles E. Mautz '89: Office of Bob Smith, member, U. S. House of Representatives 
(R-OR), Washington D.C. 
Ruben Navarette, Jr. '89: Public Defender's Office, Fresno, California 
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Suzanne Nossel '91: Fairfield 2000, Stamford, Connecticut 
William H. Payson '90: Office of Robert Kasten, member, U. S. Senator (R-WI), 
Washington, D.C. 
Lori Rutter '89: Cambridge Human Rights Commission, Cambridge, Massachusetts 
Annlucien Quincy Senna '91: Office of Edward M. Kennedy, member, U. S. Senate 
(D-MA), Washington, D.C. 
Brian Trelslad '91: Office of BUI Bradley, member, U. S, Senate (D-NJ), Washington, D.C 
Darreld Ray Turner II '91: Office of Mike Synar, member, U. S. House of Represen
tatives (D-OK), Washington, D.C. 

Summer-in-Washington Program 

The 1988 Summer-in-Washington Program, coordinated by Tim Welsh '88, provid
ed, during April and May, general and specific information on summer housing in 
the District of Columbia area, and hosted, during June, July and August, the follow
ing events: 

Program Receptions, April 29 & May 11, 1988 (Institute of Politics) 
Picnic, June 12, 1988, with the Princeton, Smith, U/Michigan and U/Pennsylvania 
summer programs 
Tour of ABC News Washington bureau, June 23, 1988, followed by a discussion led 
by bureau chief George Watson 
Tour of John R Kennedy Center for the Perforining Arts, June 25, 1988 
Annual picnic with the Harvard Club, June 26,1988, hosted by Mr. and Mrs. Ravenal, 
(eastern shore of Maryland) 
Meeting and discussion, June 27, 1988, with Ben Bradlee, executive editor, The 
Washington Post 
Meeting and discussion, June 28,1988, with David S. Broder, political columnist. The 
Washington Post 
Meeting and discussion, July 5,1988, with Richard Perle, resident scholar, American 
Enterprise Institute; former assistant secretary for international security policy. Depart
ment of Defense (1981-1987) 
Softball: Harvard vs. Duke, July 6, 1988 (base of Washington Monument) 
Meeting and discussion, July 7,1988, with Maxine Isaacs, former press secretary for 
Vice President and presidential candidate Walter Mondale; former fellow. Institute 
of Politics 
Canoeing, July 9, 1988, with students from U/Michigan, U/Pennsylvania and Smith 
College (Potomac River) 
Football: Harvard vs. UCLA, July 10, 1988 (base of Washington Monument) 
Meeting and discussion on the legislative process and the Democratic primary elec
tion process, July 13, 1988, with Barney Frank, member, U. S. House of Represen
tatives (D-MA) 
Tour, July 16, 1988, Dumbarton Oaks Museum and Gardens 
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Tour and meeting, July 19, 1988, with First Secretary Mr. Orekhov at the Embassy 
of the U. S. S. R. 
Meeting and discussion on U.S. policy and the current situation in Central America, 
July 21,1988, with Elliott Abrams, assistant secretary for Inter-American Affairs, Depart
ment of State 
Party hosted by Summer-in-Washington Program, July 23, 1988 
Meeting and discussion on the Republican National Convention, July 26,1988, with 
Nancy Kassenbaum, member, U. S. Senate (R-KS) 
Meeting and discussion, July 28, 1988, with Anne Wexler, partner, Wexler, Reynolds 
and Fuller, lobbyists, former assistant for public liaison. The White House, (Carter 
administration) 
Screening of Israeli film, "Late Summer Blues," July 28, 1988 (Israeli Embassy) 
Beach Outing, July 30, 1988 (Rehobeth Beach, Delaware) 
Softball: Harvard vs. Yale, July 31, 1988 (base of Washington Monument) 
Meeting and discussion, August 2,1988, with John C Whitehead, deputy secretary. 
Department of State (Department of State) 
Meeting and discussion, August 3,1988, with Fred Grandy (R-IA), member, agriculture, 
education and labor committees and committee on children, youth and families, 
U. S. House of Representatives 
End-of'Summer Picnic, August 6,1988, hosted by Dave Runkel, deputy director. In
stitute of Politics 
Barbecue, August 7,1988 hosted by Mark Talisman, advisor. Summer in Washington 
Program; former fellow, Institute of Politics (Chevy Chase, Maryland) 
Cookout and Swimming Party for Harvard Class of 1992, August 13,1988, hosted by 
Thomas Q. Garvey, IV 

Summer-in-Boston Program 

The 1988 Summer-in-Boston Program, coordinated by Tab Stewart '88, hosted the 
following activities during the Harvard Summer School term: 

Introductory meeting and reception, July 1, 1988 (Forum) 
Tour of the John F. Kennedy Presidential Library and Museum, July 9,1988, with tour 
guide Shelley Summer, director of public relations, Kennedy Library 

"Elechon '88: Convention-al Wisdom," brown bag lunch and discussion series, July 
13, 20, 27, August 3 & 10, with Dick Thomburgh, director, and David Runkel, deputy 
director, Institute of Politics 

Tour of the Massachusetts State House, Boston, July 25, 1988 

"The Prospects for the Legalization of Drugs," July 28,1988, a debate, with Ellsworth 
Fersch, professor of law and psychology. Harvard Law and Medical Schools, and 
Reverend Earl Jackson, New Cornerstone Baptist Church, Roxbury, Massachusetts 
(KSG Room 150) 
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"The Hidden Life of a Revolutionary: An Insider's Guide to US.-Cuban Relations" 
July 26, 1988 (see The Forum) 

"The Prospects for Democracy in Chile," August 2, 1988, with Chilean Opposition 
student government leaders, Geraldo Munoz and Carolina Tohra, daughter of Jorge 
Tohra, Minister of Defense, Allende administration (Goodman Conference Room, 
Institute of Politics) 

"The Future of Covert Operations after the Iran/Contra Scandal and the Noriega 
Affair," August 4,1988, with Pfeter Zimmerman, associate dean, John F. Kennedy School 
of Government; former staff member. National Security Council (KSG Room 150) 
"The Character of the Candidates," August 10, 1988 (see The Forum) 

Fall Workshop 

A Public Sector Internship Workshop, held in Starr auditorium, Belfer Center, John 
F. Kennedy School of Government on December 6, 1988, offered insights and infor
mation by public sector professionals and a former student intern on topics of interest 
to potential interns, including strategies for locating public sector internship oppor
tunities, differences in federal versus state and local internships, expectations of 
employers and intern supervisors and office protocol. 

Panelists included: 

Richard Hatcher, fellow. Institute of Politics; former Mayor of Gary, Indiana 
Carla Mortensen, assistant director for government and public affairs, Office of Career 
Services, Harvard University 
Deborah Dubin '89, summer intern, Governor's Office on Women's Issues, Com
monwealth of Massachusetts 

Externships 

The Institute's Externship program provides undergraduates an opportunity to ac
company public sector professionals through a workday. In March 1989 the Extern-
ship hosts and students were: 

Elise Adde, director, ABC News, New York (Jim Gellert) 
Bill Blakemore, correspondent, ABC News, New York (Tod Gillman) 
Clifford Chanin, assistant press secretary. Office of Mayor Koch, New York (Mario 
Mancuso) 
Sam Donaldson, Anchor, "ABC Nightly News," Washington (Zachary Schrag) 
Marilyn Flood, executive director. Commission on the Status of Women, New York 
(Kathy Strobos) 
Richard Gaines, editor-in-chief, The Boston Phoenix, Boston (Leuyen Pam) 
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Edward M. Kennedy, member, U. S. Senate, Washington (Mary Jane Breinholt) 
Ted Koppel, host, "N'ighlUne," ABC NEWS, Washington (Sara Sievers) 
Christopher Lydon, anchor, "The Ten O'Clock News," WGBH-TV, Boston (Gordon 
Burnes) 
David A. Mazzone, U.S. District Court Judge, Boston (Joseph Montanez) 
Joe McNamara, assistant director. Community and Government Affairs, Port Authority 
of New York and New Jersey, New York (Ozan Gurel) 
Craig McDonald, director. Congress Watch, Washington (Lena Chen) 
Robert McFarland, vice president, NBC News, Washington (Susan Lawrence) 
Ruth Messinger, member. City Council, New York (Gon Ling Chow) 
John Nolan, producer, CBS News, Washington (Robert Connor) 
Francis M. Roache, commissioner, Boston Police Department (Krista Benn) 
Judy Woodruff, chief Washington correspondent, "MacNeil/Lehrer NewsHour," 
Washington (Kim Morgan) 
Jim Wright, Speaker, U. S. House of Representatives, Washington (Christian Ryan) 
Susan Zirinsky, producer, "CBS Evening News," Washington (Bonnie Huang) 

Heffernan Visiting Fellows 

The Dennis B. and Elizabeth B. Heffernan Visiting Fellows program brings promi
nent public men and women to Harvard for brief visits designed to provide maximum 
contact with the Harvard community and with undergraduate students in particular. 

Spring 1989 Visiting Fellows were: 

Bruce Babbitt, former Governor of Arizona and 1988 Democratic presidential can
didate. Activites during the Governor's visit (April 4-5, 1989) included lunch with 
members of the Student Advisory Committee, a guest appearance as speaker at an 
Institute of Politcs supper, participation in a Department of Government course on 
American party politics, receptions with undergraduates and Kennedy School alum
ni, a meeting with students and fellows at the Center for International Affairs, and 
an address in the Forum on "The Death of Idealism." 

Lowell Weicker, former member, U. S. Senate (R-Connecticut). Activities during the 
Senator's visit (April 25-26, 1989) included a discussion with students and members 
of the Harvard community on "The Federal Agenda Concerning People with 
Disabilities," dinner with the Student Advisory Committee, meetings with represen
tatives of student organizations including American Civil Liberties Union and the 
Republican Club, a brown bag lunch for undergraduates and Kennedy School students, 
and a presentation in a Department of Government course on "The Courts and Public 
Policy." 
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Harvard Political Review 

The Harvard Political Review, a journal of political analysis, is published by the 
Student Advisory Committee of the Institute of Politics. 1988-89 officers and staff were: 

Mike Anderson, advertising coordinator, spring '89 
Preetinder Bhaiara, contributing staff, spring '89 
Chloe Breyer, contributing staff, spring '89, fall '88; production manager, 1/89 
Tom Chavez, contributing staff, 1/89, fall '88 
Cristina Diaz, contributing staff, spring '89, 1/89, fall '88 
Laura Dickinson, contributing staff, 1/89 
J. Eigerman, contributing staff, spring '89 
Christopher A. fbrd, contributing staff, spring '89, 1/89, fall '88 
Robert Frost, advertising coordinator, spring '89 
Jeffrey Glueck, editor-in-chief, spring '89; cover story editor, 1/89, fall '88 
Francisco Gonzalez, contributing staff, 1/89, fall '88 
Evan Grayer, advertising coordinator, spring '89 
James Grosjean, departments editor, spring '89; comp. director, 1/89, fall '88 
Cherie Harder, managing editor, spring '89; outside submissions editor, 1/89, fall '88 
Chris Harris, contributing staff, spring '89 
Malcolm Harrison, contributing staff, spring '89 
David Hsu, contributing staff, 1/89, fall '88 
Andrea Hungerford, cover story editor, spring '89; contributing staff, 1/89, fall '88 
Juliette Kayyem, outside submissions editor, spring '89, 1/89; fall '88 
Stephan Klasen, contributing staff 5/89; assistant managing editor, 4/89,1/89, fall '88 
Peter Klibanoff, contributing staff, spring '89; managing editor, 1/89, fall '88 
Jose Knoell, publisher, spring '89; contributing staff, 1/89, fall '88 
Peter Kozinets, cover story editor, spring '89; circulation manager, 1/89, fall '88 
Karen Levy, contributing staff, spring '89; publisher, fall '88, 1/89 
Alex Luchenitser, contributing staff, fall '88,1/89; assistant managing editor, spring '89 
Jonathan Miller, contributing staff, fall '88, 1/89, spring '89 
Francesca Morgan, copy editor, fall '88, 1/89 
Matthew Newman, contributing staff, 1/89 
Steve Papkin, book reviews editor, fall '88, 1/89; contributing staff, spring '89 
Wesley Paul, contributing staff, fall '88, 1/89; advertising coordinator, spring '89 
Cathy Petti, contributing staff, spring '89 
Rosemary Quigley, contributing staff, spring '89 
David Rettig, contributing staff, fall '88, 1/89, spring '89 
Maxwell Rovner, editor-in-chief, fall '88, 1/89; editor, emeritus, spring '89 
Sheryl Sandberg, contributing staff, spring '89 
Janine Schiavi, contributing staff, fall '88, 1/89 
Joe Secondine, contributing staff, 1/89; circulation manager, spring '89 
Lisa Stulberg, contributing staff, 1/89; copy editor, spring '89 
Bill Vesterman, business manager, fall '88, 1/89 
Norman Williams, departments editor, fall '88, 1/89 
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Four issues of the HPR were pubUshed during the 1988-89 academic year. Articles 
included: 

VOLUME 16/NUMBER 1: November 1988 
Cover: Crisis in the Courts 
"Justice Delayed/' James Grosjean and Andrea Hungerford 
"Mitigating Litigation/' Stephan Klasen 
"Courting Disaster/' Cristina Diaz and Jeffrey Glueck 
"How Far Will It Go?/' Alex Luchenitser 

Features: 
Interview with Richard Thornburgh 
Interview with Edwin Meese 
Interview with Dennis Healey 
Vital Statistics 

Departments: 
"Slowing the Revolving Door/' Norman Williams 
"Squatting in Iniquity/' Christopher A. Ford 

Book Reviews: 
'Two Generations of Buckley Politics/' Steve Papkin 

VOLUME 16/NUMBER 2: JANUARY 1989 
Cover: The Next Agenda 
"Confronting the Defense Dilemma/' Alex Luchenitser 
"Controlling Entitlements/' Karen Levy 
"Facing an Uphill Battle/' Peter Kozinets 
"Education and the Budget Squeeze/' Andrea Hungerford 

Features: 
Interview with Frank Fahrenkopf 
Interview with Ron Brown 
Interview with David Barrett 
Vital Statistics 

Departments: 
"Pushing Too Far/' Jeffrey Glueck and Cherie Harder 

Book Reviews: 
"Demythologizing the Urban Machine/' Steve Papkin 

VOLUME 16/NUMBER 3: APRIL 1989 
Cover: Our Generation: Who We Are, What We Believe In 
"Wither Liberalism?/' Andrea Hungerford 
"Talkin' About Our Generation/' Lisa Stulberg 
'An Interview with Ronald Reagan/' Jeffrey Glueck and Cherie Harder 
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"A Comeback for Activism/' Jonathan Miller 
"Securing Reagan's Revolution," Stockton Reeves 

Features: 
Vital Statistics: Profile of a Generation; Harvard Versus the Nation 

Opinion: 
"Beyond the New Frontier/' Senator Edward M. Kennedy 
"Disenfranchised by Choice?/' Peter Kozinets 
"Hanging By A Thread/' Malcolm Harrison 

Book Reviews: 
"The Crusaders of 1968/' Christopher A. Ford 

VOLUME 16/NUMBER 4: MAY 1989 
Cover: The Emerging Global Agenda 
"Peace and Perestroika/' Pfeter Kozinets 
"Lifting The Burden of Debt," Alex Luchenitser 
"The Human Agenda," Preetinder Bharara 
"Preservation and Politics/' Malcolm Harrison 

Features: 
Interview with Dan Evans, "The Search for a Livable Planet" 
"The Death of Idealism/' former Governor Bruce Babbitt, Peter Kozinets 

Opinion: 
"Glasnost Before Perestroika/' J. Eigerman 
"Fortress Europe?/' Chris Harris 
"Walking the Tightrope/' David Weller 

Student Projects 
During academic year 1988-89, the Projects Committee continued its sponsorship 

of educational programs including a conference for undergraduate women leaders, 
luncheon with Soviet exchange students, a breakfast series with Harvard professors, 
and panel discussions in the Forum of Public Affairs on campaign finance, economic 
competition, trade issues, Watergate, and the courts. 

Projects included: 

Conference for undergraduate women on 'Xiving As Leaders: The College Experience 
for Women/' September 8-13,1988, co-sponsored with the Women's Leadership Pro
ject. Guest speakers included: 
Matina Homer, president, Radcliffe College 
Rosabeth Moss Kanter, professor. Harvard Business School 
Evelyn Murphy, Lieutenant Governor of Massachusetts, former fellow. Institute of 
Politics 
Susan Zirinsky, producer, CBS News 
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"Personal Perspectives on Politics", September 22, 1988, a panel discussion, with 
the fall 1988 fellows of the Institute of Politics, including 
Shirley Dennis, former director. Women's Bureau, U. S. Department of Labor; secretary 
of community affairs, Pennsylvania 
Richard G. Hatcher, 1988 vice chair, 1984 national chair, Jackson for President cam
paigns; former Mayor, Gary, Indiana 
A. Linwood Helton, Jr., former Governor of Virginia; chair. Republican Governor's 
Association 
Ralph Neas, executive director. Leadership Conference on Civil Rights 
Matt Reese, chair, Reese Communications, former deputy chair, director of operations, 
Democratic National Committee 
Harriett Woods, Lieutenant Governor of Missouri 
Larry DiCara, Esq., DiCara, Selig & Holt (moderator) 

Screening of television coverage of first 1988 Presidential Election Debate between 
candidates Geoige Bush and Michael Dukakis, September 25,1988, followed by a recep
tion with representatives of Harvard-Radcliffe Students for Bush and Students for 
Dukakis (Town Hall, Belfer Center) 

C-'88 "Campaign Finance: Money and Politics," October 17,1988, a panel discussion, 
with 
Bernadette Budde, vice president, Business-Industry Political Action Committee 
Robert Farmer, treasurer, 1988 Dukakis for President campaign 
Brooks Jackson, author. Honest Graft: Big Money and the American Political Process; in
vestigative reporter, The VJall Street Journal 
Thomas Josefiak, chair. Federal Election Commission 
Philip S. Smith, executive director. Republican National Finance Committee 
L. Sandy Maisel, professor of government, Colby College (moderator) 

Luncheon with visiting Soviet students from Kiev University, October 27,1988, par
ticipants in an exchange program at the Center for International Affairs, Harvard 
University 

A Straw Poll, November 1, 1988. More than 2,500 Harvard students responded to 
questions on election-related issues including their preference between presidential 
candidates George Bush and Michael Dukakis. 

Screening of "Among Brothers," documentary film about the 1986 New Orleans 
mayoral election, December 1,1988, followed by a discussion led by Paul Steklei; pro
ducer of the critically acclaimed PBS series. Eyes on the Prize 

"Watergate: A15 Year Perspective," December 7,1988, a panel discussion examining 
changes in the relationship between Congress and the Executive branch since Watergate, 
with 

Robert Drinan, S.J., former member. Judiciary Commit tee , U. S. House of 
Representative s 
Hays Corey, chief congressional correspondent. Time magazine 
Richard Kleindienst, former U. S. Attorney General (Nixon administration) 
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Fred Thompson, minority counsel, U S . Senate Watergate committee 
Roger Fbrtcr, professor of government and business, John F. Kennedy School of Govern
ment (moderator) 

"Personal Perspectives on Politics" February 1, 1989, a panel discussion with the 
spring 1989 Fellows of the Institute of Politics, including 
Martha Layne Collins, former Governor of Kentucky 
Dan Evans, former member, U.S. Senate (R-WA); Governor of Washington 
Ann Lewis, former national director, Americans for Democratic Action 
Kathryn Murray, former director of communications. Republican National Committee 
Ron Walters, professor of political science, Howard University; founder TransAfrica; 
former senior policy advisor to Jesse Jackson 
S.B. Woo, physicist; former Lieutenant Governor of Delaware 
Shirley Williams, acting director. Institute of Politics (moderator) 

"Economic Competition: Is America Still in the Race?," March 15,1989, a panel discus
sion, co-sponsored by the Corporate Leadership and Ethics Forum, Harvard Business 
School, with 
Jerry Jazinowski, executive vice president, Association of Manufacturers 
Robert Reich, author. Tale of New America and The Next American Frontier; lecturer in 
public policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Gilbert Williamson, President, NRC 
Richard Cavanagh, executive dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government; senior 
partner, McKinsey & Co. (moderator) 

"Watergate: The Press and the Presidency After 15 Years," March 20, 1989, a panel 
discussion, with 
Carl Bernstein, investigative reporter. The Washington Post; co-author. All the President's 
Men 
James S. Doyle, vice president/editorial. Times Journal, Inc.; former special assistant, 
Watergate special prosecutors Archibald Cox and Leon Jaworski 
Brian Healy, producer, NBC News; director of Watergate coverage for NBC News 
Marvin Kalb, director, Joan Shorenstein Barone Center on the Press, Politics and Public 
Policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government; former chief diplomatic correspon
dent, CBS and NBC News 
James St. Clair, partner. Hale & Dorr; former special counsel to President Nixon 
Edward M. Fouhy, executive producer, 1988 presidential campaign debates; former 
network news producer and director, ABC, CBS, NBC (moderator) 

"The Death of Idealism," April 5,1989, a public address, by Bruce Babbitt, visiting 
fellow. Institute of Politics; 1988 presidential candidate; former Governor of Arizona 

"1992 and Euro-American Economic Relations" April 6, 1989, a public address, by 
Sir Roy Denman, Ambassador, delegation of the European Commmunities Commis
sion to the United States, co-sponsored by the European Association, followed by a 
panel discussion with respondents 
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Amitai Etzioni, visiting professor. Harvard Business School 
Karen BUiott House, vice president for international affairs, Dow Jones 
Michael Laver, professor of political science, Galway University, Ireland 
Shirley Williams, acting director. Institute of Politics; consultant on employment and 
technology. Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development, (moderator) 

"Trade in the Next Century: Pacific Partners or Predators," April 12, 1989; a panel 
discussion, with 
Martha Layne Collins, fellow. Institute of Politics; former Governor of Kentucky 
Eiichi One, commerce minister. Embassy of Japan 
Kirk Patterson, Tufts University 
Ezra Vogel, author, Japan as Number One; chairman. East Asian Studies Department, 
Harvard University 
Crocker Snow Jr., editor-in-chief, World Paper (moderator) 

'Tolitics, Partisanship and the Courts," April 18, 1989; a panel discussion, with 
Doug Bandow, senior fellow, Cato Institute, Washington, D.C. 
Ralph Lancaster Jr., member, Standing Committee on the Federal Judiciary, American 
Bar Association 
Stephen Markman, Assistant Attorney General, U. S. Department of Justice 
Estelle Rogers, former national director. Federation of Women Lawyers 
Stephen Wermiel, Supreme Court correspondent. The Wall Street Journal 
Ralph Neas, fellow. Institute of Politics; executive director. Leadership Conference on 
Civil Rights (moderator) 

Luncheon discussion on "Challenges for Hispanics in the '90," April 25,1989, with 
Bill Richardson, member, U. S. House of Representatives (D-NM), co-sponsored by 
LaRaza (Goodman conference room. Institute of Politics) 

Harvard Political Union 
During 1988-89, the Harvard Political Union, a student debating forum sponsored 

by the Student Advisory Committee, organized the following debates: 

Harvard Presidential Debate, Students for Bush vs. Students for Dukakis, October 
24,1988, with a panel of questioners from four Harvard student newpapers, the Crim
son, Independent, Salient and Perspective. 

Minorities in Politics, 'Is there a future for minorities in the present political system?," 
February 17, 1989 

"Literary Freedom versus Religious Sensitivity: The Rushdie Affair," March 22,1989 

"Should Harvard have ROTC on campus?," May 3, 1989 

Voter Registration 
The Student Advisory Committee sponsored two voter registration drives in 1988, 

one in the spring for the primaries and another in the fall for the general election. 
The committee assisted more than 3,000 students as well as members of the Harvard 
and Cambridge communities to register and/or obtain absentee ballots. 
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Political Drama 
Since fall 1981, the Student Advisory Committee has sponsored productions of 

political drama in the Forum of Public Affairs of the John F. Kennedy School of Govern
ment. Four performances of the 1988-89 production. Disability: A Comedy, were 
presented on November 17-20,1988. Proceeds were donated to the Boston Center for 
Independent Living, a non-profit organization which assists people with disabilities. 

The play, which was nominated for a Pulitzer Prize, was written by Ron Whyle, 
directed by Jennifer Harris '90 and produced by Dan Bei^er '89 of the Student Ad
visory Committee. The cast and production crew included: 

Cast: 
Larry T.J. Mitchell 
Mom Carrie Kaufman 
Dad Rob Spadoni 
Jayne Jennifer Lack 

Production Crew: 
Director Jennifer Harris 
Assistant Director Nils Jergensen 
Executive Producer Dan Berger 
Co-Producer Layla Vol! 
Technical Director Jeremy Blumenthal 
Assistant Producer Olentha Von Redden 
Set Designer Jed Weintrob 
Lighting Designer Brendan Cahoon 
Stage Manager Henry DeHart 
Poster Designer Judy Melinek 

Inci 'V l̂man 

Political Journalism Awards 
On April 17, 1989 the Student Advisory Committee announced the winners of its 

fourth annual political journalism awards. 

Opinion: Joshua Sharfstein '91, for an editorial, "Education Not Segregation," 
Harvard Crimson, March 9, 1989. 

Reporting: Rebecca MacKinnon '91, for "Hong Kong's Uncertain Future," Harvard 
International Review (November/December 1988, and 
Joshua Sharfstein '91, for "Controlled Choice in Boston: The New Desegregation Pro
posal," Harvard Crimson, February 10, 1989. 

The panel of judges, which reviewed 36 entries, included: 
Joelle Attinger, Eastern bureau chief. Time magazine 
Martin Linsky, lecturer in public policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government; former 
assistant director. Institute of Politics; editor. The Real Paper 
Mark Starr, Boston bureau chief, Newsweek magazine 
Robert L. Turner, political columnist. The Boston Globe 
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The Fellows Program 

The program for fellows is central to the dual commitment of the Institute to en
courage student interest and competence in public life and to foster more effective 
interaction and sharing of resources between the political and academic communities. 

Institute fellowships are designed to offer individuals in politics and government— 
particularly those described as "in-andouters"—an opportunity for a period of reassess
ment and personal enrichment. Fellows also become involved in other programs at 
the Institute, at the Kennedy School of Government and at the University. The pro
gram places significant emphasis on the contribution fellows make to the Institute 
and to the Harvard undergraduate community during the term of residence. 

The work of the fellows program is assisted by two advisory committees, the Panel 
on Fellowships and the Fellows Alumni Advisory Committee. 

Panel on Fellowships 
Lawrence S. DiCara, Esq. 
Archie Epps 
Susan Estrich 
Dan Fenn 
Lance M. Liebman* 
Richard J. Light 
Michael Lipsky 
Ernest R. May 
Nicholas T. Mitropoulos 
Richard E. Neustadt 
Don K. Price 
John Shattuck 

Students/fall 
Mike Labson 
Alex Slusky 
Sara Sievers 
Kim Morgan 

Students/spring 
Don Ridings 
Sara Sievers 
Juliette Kayyem 
Bruce Goldberg 
*Chair 
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Fellow's Alumni Advisory Committee 
Julia Chang Bloch 
Robert Bradford 
Alvin J. Bronstein* 
Bernard R. Gifford 
Stephen H. Hess 
Patricia Keefer 
David Keene 
Evelyn Murphy 
Martin F. Nolan 
Philip J. Rutledge 
Mark E. Talisman 
Chase Untermeyer 
*Chair 
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1988-89 Institute Fellows 
Fall 

Shirley M. Dennis, advocate on issues relating to working women; former director. 
Women's Bureau, U. S. Department of Labor (Reagan Administration); first American 
president, Working Party on the Role of Women in the Economy; former secretary, 
Pennsylvania Department of Community Affairs and chair, Pennsylvania Housing 
Finance Agency; former chair. National Leadership Conference of Women in State 
Government and member. National Council for a Black Econonuc Agenda. 

Ms. Dennis led a study group entitled "Changing the Old Boy Network: Women 
and Minorities in Politics and the Workplace." During her term as a fellow, she met 
with student groups to discuss women's work issues and also regularly attended several 
Harvard University classes in subjects reflecting her many and varied interests. 

Richard G. Hatcher, national vice chair (1988) and chair (1984), Jesse Jackson for Presi
dent campaigns; Mayor of Gary, Indiana (1967-1987); former president, U. S. Con
ference of Mayors, National Conference of Democratic Mayors, National Conference 
of Black Mayors; chair. Operation P.U.S.H.; former vice chair. National Democratic 
Party; member. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations and National 
Commission on Education (Carter Administration). 

Mr. Hatcher led a study group entitled 'Tolitics of Black America: The Jackson Cam
paign and Beyond." His fellowship project involved planning the Symposium on 
Urban Minority Economic Development which was held at the Institute of Politics 
on March 9-10, 1989. He also assisted with the planning for an intercollegiate con
ference, "Why We Can't Wait: The Future of Blacks in America/' held at Harvard Univer
sity on February 2-5,1989, sponsored by the Harvard-Radcliffe Black Students Associa
tion in conjunction with the Institute of Politics. (See Seminars, Conferences and Special 
Projects) 

Linwood Helton, Attorney; Governor of Virginia (1970-1974); chairman, Council of 
the White Burkett Miller Center of Public Affairs, University of Virginia; chairman. 
Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority; former chairman. Republican Gover
nor's Association; president, U. S. Supreme Court Historical Society. 

Mr. Holton led a study group entitled "Challenging the Status Quo: The Two-Party 
South." His many fellowship activities included returning to Harvard Law School, 
forty years after he earned his law degree, to study in a class on race and civil rights. 

Ralph G. Neas, executive director. Leadership Conference on Civil Rights (1981-present) 
in which capacity he led national campaigns in support of enactment of the 1988 Fair 
Housing Amendments Act, the 1988 Civil Rights Restoration Act, the 1982 Voting Rights 
Act Extension and the defeat of the nominations of Robert Bork to the Supreme Court 
(1987) and William Bradford Reynolds as associate Attorney General (1985); former 
chief legislative assistant to former Senators Dave Durenberger (1979-80) and Edward 
Brooke (1973-78). 
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Mr. Neas led a study group entitled 'The Bork Battle: The Legislative Process at 
Work." While at the Institute, he spoke extensively to student groups on lobbying and 
on his experiences as a Senate staff member and began preliminary work on a retrospec
tive of the lobbying effort in the Bork case. 

Matthew A. Reese, political consultant; chair, Reese Communications Companies, 
Inc. (1966-present); past president, American Association of Political Consultants; 
member. International Association of Political Consultants and advisory board, Har-
riman Communications Center; former deputy chairman and director of operations, 
Democratic National Committee. Mr. Reese coordinated President Johnson's 1964 
national voter registration and get-out-the-vote drives and the volunteer campaign 
which contributed to the West Virginia primary victory of John F. Kennedy, as well 
as numerous political campaigns since 1960. 

Mr. Reese led a study group entitled, "Winning Elections: How to Get the Voters 
to Do What You Want Them to Do." While a fellow, he planned and conducted a one-
day workshop for Harvard students interested in becoming involved in and planning 
strategies for a state-wide election campaign. 

Harriett Woods, Lieutenant Governor of Missouri (1984-88); Democratic nominee for 
US. Senate (1982 and 1986); member, executive committee. National Conference of 
Lieutenant Governors, board of directors, Democrat's for the '80s, Women's Political 
Caucus; former director. National League of Cities. 

Ms. Woods led a study group entitled "Getting Inside While You're Outside: Women 
in Leadership." For her independent research project, she developed a proposal using 
the University of Missouri as a model to facilitate action on issues of housing and 
homelessness. 

Spring 

Martha Layne Collins, former Governor (1983-87) and Lieutenant Governor (1979-83) 
of Kentucky; chair, 1984 Democratic National Convention; chair, National Governors 
Task Force on Drugs and Substance Abuse; Southern Growth Policies Board; chief 
clerk, Kentucky Supreme Court. 

Ms. Collins led a study group entitled, "In the Public Interest: Leadership and Deci
sion Making." Her fellowship project involved independent research on issues of in
ternational trade and economic development. 

Dan Evans, engineer; member, U. S. Senate (1983-89); former chairman, Pacific North
west Electric Power and Conservation Planning Council; founder and president. 
Evergreen State College; Governor of Washington; member, Washington State House 
of Representatives; keynote speaker, 1968 Republican National Convention. 

Mr. Evan led a study group entitled, 'The Search for a Livable Planet." For his pro
ject of independent research, he began work on a memoir of his many years in politics 
and public life. 

Ann E Lewis, political strategist and national affairs columnist, Ms. magazine; senior 
advisor, Jackson for President campaign; former national director, Americans for 
Democratic Action (1985-87); political director. Democratic National Committee; staff 
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and campaign assistant to U. S. Congresswoman Barbara Milkulski. 
Ms. Lewis led a study group entitled, 'Tamily Politics; Changing Realities, Chang

ing Rules." Her independent study project focused on using the political process to 
expand human rights and on strategies to encourage participation by and to elect the 
best possible candidates in order to achieve true representative government. 

Kathryn Murray, director of political communications. Republican National Commit
tee (1987-89); deputy manager for communications, 1988 Republican National Con
vention; former director, political communications/advertising, RNC; vice president, 
Hal Larson etc., San Francisco, political and public affairs television and radio adver
tising firm; video producer. Legal Services Corporation; editor and supervisor, com
munications division, National Republican Congressional Committee. 

Ms. Murray led a study group entitled, "Campaign Advertising: Getting a Bang Out 
of Big Bucks." While at the Institute, she began a review of advertising in the 1988 
presidential campaign. 

Ron Walters, professor of political science, Howard University (1979-present); deputy 
manager for issues (1984), consultant for platform and convention operations (1988), 
Jesse Jackson for President campaigns; former consultant. Special Committee Against 
Apartheid, United Nations; founder, former chairman, member of the board, 
TransAfrica; secretary. National Black Leadership Roundtable. 

Mr. Walters led a study group entitled, "Setting the Political and Policy Agenda for 
African-Americans." His fellowship project was to continue work on a book in pro
gress. The Process of Black Agenda Setting. 

S.B. Woo, Lieutenant Governor of Delaware (1985-1989); 1988 Democratic nominee 
for U.S. Senate; professor of physics and former trustee. University of Delaware; 
member-at-large, executive committee. National Conference of Lieutenant Governors; 
co-chairman. Governor's International Trade Council; chairman. Governor's Task Force 
on High Technology; former member, board of directors. Organization of 
Chine se-America ns. 

Mr. Woo led a study group entitled, "Keeping America's Edge; Governing in the 
Age of High Tech." While at the Institute, he researched and wrote about America's 
need to regain, and strategies for achieving, technological superiority as the key to 
CO m petitive n es s. 
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Fellows Luncheon Speakers 
Weekly luncheons with members of the Harvard community and other distinguish

ed guests have become a tradition of the Fellows program. Guests this year included: 

Fall 

Graham T. Allison, dean of the faculty and Don K. Price Professor of Politics, 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Francis M. Bator, Ford Foundation Professor of International Political Economy, 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Carl M. Brauer, project director. Center for Business and Government, John F. 
Kennedy School of Government 
francis X. Hartmarm, executive director. Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Manage
ment, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Roger B. Porter, professor of business and government, John F. Kennedy School of 
Government 
Robert B. Reich, lecturer in public policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Lunch with the Nieman Fellows 

Spring 

Marvin Kalb, director, Joan Shorenstein Barone Center on the Press, Politics and Public 
Policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Ezra Vogel, professor of sociology, Harvard University 
Paul Ylvisakei^ Charles William Hiot Professor of Education, Graduate School of Educa
tion, Harvard University 
John Shattuck, vice president for government, community and public affairs and lec
turer on law. Harvard Law School 
Mary Jo Bane, director. Center for Health and Human Resources Policy, John F. 
I^nnedy School of Government 
Alvin Poussaint, M.D., associate professor of psychiatry. Harvard University; associate 
dean of student affairs. Judge Baker Guidance Center 
Jeffrey Sonnenfeld, associate professor of business administration. Harvard Business 
School 
Graham Allison, dean of the faculty and Don K. Price Professor of Politics, John F. 
Kennedy School of Government 
Diana Eck, professor of comparative religion and Indian studies. Harvard Divinity 
School 
Robert Murray, director, national security programs and lecturer in public policy, 
John F. Kennedy School of Goverrunent 
Lunch with the Nieman Fello\̂ % 
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Research Grants Summary 
The Institute of Politics, acting as project sponsor, completed, continued or started 

four research projects, supported by five grants totaling $404,202. 

Pro] ect/co mplete d: 

Donor: 
Contribution: 
Status: 

New Communications Technologies, Public Policy 
and Democratic Values 
The Markle Foundation 
$237,820 
The Electronic Commonwealth: The Impact of New 
Media Technologies on Democratic Politics {Basic Books, 
Fall 1988) 

Pro j ect/c ontinu ing: 
Donor: 
Contribution: 
Status: 

Public Opinion Polls and Federal Policymaking 
CBS Foundation Inc. 
$100,000 
Research results to be presented at December 1989 
meeting of the Faculty Study Group 

Project/continuing: 
Donors: 

Combined Contributions: 
Status: 

Support of Book "Experiencing Power" 
Alfred P. Sloan Foundation 
Smith Richardson Foundation Inc. 
$42,100 
Surviving Power (The Free Press, forthcoming 
November 1989) 

Project/started: 
Donor: 
Contribution: 
Status: 

Center for the Study of Elected Politicians 
Carnegie Corporation of New York 
$25,000 
Research papers commissioned to be presented at 
December 1989 project meeting 

The above ir^formation was culled from the newly developed Institute Gifts and Grants 
Spreadsheet. The spreadsheet facilitates the tracking of progress of research as well 
as well as assuring that the Institute fulfills its reporting requirements to the donor. 
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and Special Projects 

Since 1972 the Institute of Politics has conducted its biennial Program for Newly 
Elected Members of Congress (most recently held in December 1988), and since 1975 
the Institute has conducted its biennial Seminar on Transition and Leadership for 
Newly-Elected Mayors (most recently held in November 1989). These two conferences, 
the mainstays of the Institute's conference schedule, have as their goal to prepare the 
newly-elected official (Member of the U.S. Congress or big city mayor) for the deci
sions ahead as he or she assumes office. 

These conferences are conducted with a practical approach to substantive, managerial, 
and procedural issues. Sessions are led by faculty from Harvard and other univer
sities, experienced government practitioners, as well as independent analysts and jour
nalists, and examine such issues as budget process, AIDS, environment and health 
care issues. 

In December of 1988, the Institute hosted twenty-seven Members of Congress and 
five recently elected Members of the British Parliament for a six-day program. Initiated 
by Dick Thornburgh, this marked the first time Members of Parliament were included 
as participants in this program. 

The Newly-Elected Members of Congress Program is co-sponsored by the Commit
tee on House Administration of the U.S. House of Representatives. This conference 
was made possible through the generous support of Sears, Roebuck and Company 
and the Tisch Family Foundation. 

Also during academic year 1988-89, the Institute conducted its fifth quadrennial con
ference bringing together major decision makers from the campaign organizations of 
each of the 1988 presidential candidates to review their performance and their percep
tions of the campaign. The conference transcript, edited by David R. Runkel, was 
published in Campaign for President: The Managers Look at '88, in June 1989 by Auburn 
House Publishing Company. 
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Program for Newly-Elected 
Members of Congress 
December 8-14, 1988 
Participants: 
Bob Clement 
Jerry F. Costello 
Christopher Cox 
Eliot Engel 
Eni E H. Faleomavavaega 
Paul E. Gillmor 
Porter Goss 
Melton D. "Mel" Hancock 
Craig T. James 
Harry A. Johnston, II 
Ben Jones 
Greg H. Laughlin 
Nita Lowey 
Ronald K. Machtley 
Jim McCrery 
James A. McDermott 
Michael R. McNulty 
Richard E. Neal 
Frank Pallone, Jr. 
Mike Parker 
Donald M. Payne 
Lewis F. Payne, Jr. 
Glenn Poshard 
George E. Sangmeister 
Christopher Shays 
Larkin I. Smith 
John Tanner 
Jolene Unsoeld 

(D) Tennessee - 5th district 
(D) Illinois - 21st district 
(R) California - 40th district 
(D) New York - 19th district 
(D) American Samoa - A.L. 
(R) Ohio - 5th district 
(R) Florida - 13th district 
(R) Missouri - 7th district 
(R) Florida - 4th district 
(D) Florida - 14th district 
(D) Georgia - 4th district 
(D) Texas - 14th district 
(D) New York - 20th district 
(R) Rhode Island - 1st district 
(R) Louisiana - 4th district 
(D) Washington - 7th district 
(D) New York - 23rd district 
(D) Massachusetts - 2nd district 
(D) New Jersey - 3rd district 
(D) Mississippi - 4th district 
(D) New Jersey - 10th district 
(D) Virginia - 5th district 
(D) Illinois - 22nd district 
(D) Illinois - 4th district 
(R) Connecticut - 4th district 
(R) Mississippi - 5th district 
(D) Tennessee - 8th district 
(D) Washington - 3rd district 

Members of Parliament of Great Britain: 
Paul Boateng 
Timothy Boswell 
David Curry 
Nigel Griffiths 
Ian C. Taylor 

Labour - Brent South 
Conservative - Daventry 
Conservative - Skipton and Ripon 
Labour - Edinburgh South 
Conservative - Esher 
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Seminars, Conferences and Special Projects 

Session Topics and Faculty were: 
"The National Economy: An Overview" - Francis M. Bator, Martin Feldslein, 
Lawrence Summers 
"Budget Issues" - Alice M. Rivlin 
"Social Security and Entitlements" - Robert Ball, Alicia Munnell 
"Medicare/Long-term Health Care" - David Blumenthal, M.D., Arnold Relman, M.D. 
"Problems of Urban America" - Richard Hatcher, Donna Owens, Richard Starr 
"Problems of Rural America" - Cooper Evans, Ray Marshall 
"AIDS" - Antonia C. Novello, Marc Roberts 
"Congress and the Courts" - Abner Mikva, Laurence Tribe 
"American Competitiveness/Trade - Robert Reich, Shirley Williams 
"US/USSR Relations" - Graham Allison, Marshall Goldman, Joseph S. Nye, Jr. 
"Defense and Arms Control" - Albert Camesale, William Kaufmann, Robert Murray, 
William Schneider 
'The Intelligence Community" - Ernest R. May 
"Criminal Justice System" - Dick Thornburgh 
"Environment" - William Ruckelshaus 
"Central America" - Jorge Dominguez, Susan Kaufman-Purcell, Robert Leiken 
"Sub-Saharan Africa" - Kurt Campbell, Robert Rotberg 
"The Middle East" - WiUiam Quandl, Geoffrey Kemp 
"Budget Process and Deficit Reduction Exercise" - Susan Irving, Allan Schick, 
James M. Verdier 
"Congress and the Media" - Sara Fritz, Charles McDowell 

Faculty: 
Graham Allison, Dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Robert Ball, National Academy of Social Insurance 
Francis M. Bator, Ford Foundation Professor of International Political Economy, 
John F. Kennedy School of Government (moderator) 
David Blumenthal, M.D,, Senior Vice President, Brigham and Womens Hospital 
Kurt Campbell, Lecturer in Public Policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Albert Carnesale, Academic Dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Jorge Dominguez, Professor of Government, Harvard University 
Cooper Evans, former Member of Congress 
Martin Feldstein, George F. Baker Professor of Economics, Harvard University 
Sara Fritz, The Los Angeles Times 
Marshall Goldman, Associate Director, Russian Research Center, Harvard University 
Richard Hatcher, former Mayor of Gary, Indiana; Fellow, Institute of Politics 
Susan Irving, Lecturer in Public Policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
William Kaufmann, Lecturer in Public Policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Susan Kaufman-Purcell, Director, Latin America Project, Council on Foreign Relations 
Geoffrey Kemp, Senior Associate, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace 
Robert Leiken, Fellow, Center for International Affairs, Harvard University 
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Ernest R. May, Charles Warren Professor of American History, John F. Kennedy 
School of Government 
Ray Marshall, LBJ School of Public Affairs; former Secretary of Labor 
Charles McDowell, The Richmond Times-Dispatch 
Abner Mikva, U.S. Court of Appeals, District of Columbia Circuit 
Alicia Munnell, Senior Vice President and Director of Research, Federal Reserve 
Bank of Boston 
Robert Murray, Director, National Security Programs, John F. Kennedy School 
of Government 
Antonia C. Novello, National Institutes of Health 
Joseph S. Nye, Jr., Director, Center for Science and International Affairs, John F. 
Kennedy School of Government 
Donna Owens, Mayor of Toledo, Ohio 
William Quandt, Senior Fellow, The Brookings Institution 
Robert Reich, Lecturer in Public Policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Arnold Relman, M.D. Editor-in-Chief, New England Journal of Medicine 
Alice M. Rivlin, Director of Economic Studies, The Brookings Institution 
Cokie Roberts, National Public Radio 
Marc Roberts, Professor of Political Economy and Health Policy, John F. Kennedy 
School of Government 
Robert Rotberg, Academic Vice President for Arts and Technology, Tufts University 
William Ruckelshaus, former Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency 
Allan Schick, American Enterprise Institute; Urban Institute 
William Schneider, International Planning Service, Inc. Arlington, Virginia 
Richard Starr, Economics Research Associates, Chicago, Illinois 
Lawrence Summers, Nathaniel Ropes Professor of Political Economy, 
Harvard University 
Dick Thornburgh, U. S. Attorney General 
Laurence Tribe, Ralph S. Tyler, Jr. Professor of Constitutional Law, Harvard Law School 
James M. Verdier, Lecturer in Public Policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Shirley Williams, Public Service Professor of Electoral Politics, John F. Kennedy 
School of Government 

Luncheon and Dinner Speakers: 
Derek C. Bok, President, Harvard University 
Lauro Cavazos, U. S. Secretary of Education 
Bill Frenzel, Member, U. S. House of Representatives 
Thomas P. "Tip" O'Neill, former Speaker, U. S. House of Representatives 
Pat Roberts, Member, U. S. House of Representatives 
Donald Rumsfeld, National Economic Commission 
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Curriculum Development: 
Albert Camesale, Susan Irving, Marc Roberts, Jim Verdier 
Richard Haass, Lecturer in Public Policy, John F Kennedy School of Government 
Edith Stokey, Lecturer in Public Policy and Secretary of the School, John F. Kennedy 
School of Government 

Conference Coordination 
Karri Copman, Conference and Development Coordinator, Institute of Politics 
David R. Runkel, Deputy Director, Institute of Politics 

1988 Presidential Campaign 
Decision Makers Conference 
December 2-4, 1988 
Participants: 
Roger Ailes, Bush campaign 
Lee Atwater, Bush campaign 
Robert Beckel, Consultant 
Paul Brountas, Dukakis campaign 
Ronald H. Brown, Jackson campaign 
William Carrick, Gephardt campaign 
Susan Casey, Hart campaign 
John Corrigan, Dukakis campaign 
E.J. Dionne, The New York Times 
Frederick DuVal, Babbitt campaign 
Larry Eichel, The Philadelphia Inquirer 
Susan Estrich, Dukakis campaign 
Frank Fahrenkopf, Republican National Committee 
Howard Fineman, Newsweek 
Edward Fouhy, Commission on Presidential Debates 
David Gergen, U.S. New and World Report 
Richard Hatcher, Jackson campaign 
Allan B. Hubbard, DuPont campaign 
William Lacy, Dole campaign 
Dan Mariaschin, Haig campaign 
J. Frederick Martin, Gore campaign 
Terry Michael, Simon campaign 
Martin F. Nolan, The Boston Globe 
R. Marc Nuttle, Robertson campaign 
Marty Plisser, CBS 
A. Matthew Reese, political consultant 
Timothy Ridley, Biden campaign 
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Edward Rodgers, Bush campaign 
Edward Rollins, Kemp campaign 
Paul Taylor, The Washington Post 
Linda Werthheimer, National Public Radio 
Judy Woodruff, MacNeil-Lehrer NewsHour 

Graham T. Allison, Dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Milton Gwirtzman, Senior Advisory Committee, Institute of Politics 
David Runkel, Deputy Director, Institute of Politics 
Shirley Williams, John F. Kennedy School of Government 

Session topics and moderators were: 
"Strategies" Brief presentations by each campaign - Martin Nolan 
"The Press as Character Cops" - Robert Beckel, Paul Taylor 
"The Message, Advertising, Sound Bites, Reporting Polls" - Edward Fouhy, 
Judy Woodruff 
"Fundraising" - Robert Beckel, Larry Eichel 
"Campaign Organization" - Howard Fineman, Matt Reese 
"Election Campaign Strategy, Conventions, Vice Presidential Choices, Debates" -
E. J. Dionne, David Gergen 

Conference Coordination 
Karri Copman, Conference and Development Coordinator, Institute of Politics 
J. Greg Anderson, David Grazman, student assistants. Institute of Politics 

Among the new initiatives during 1988-89, the Institute of Politics conducted its first 
conference for incumbent Congresswomen. Co-sponsored by the Center for Leader
ship Studies, the Women in Congress conference was organized to provide the Con
gresswomen with an opportunity to meet in an academic environment to consider 
issues of leadership and public policy. Two case studies were presented, focusing on 
the experiences of women in legislative leadership. The curriculum was planned in 
consultation with the Congresswomen. This cor\ference was such a success that a 
second one is already being planned for 1990. 

In direct response to a proposal in 1987 by the Women's Advisory Committee of the 
Institute, the Strategic Leadership '90 conference held in October 1989 for women seek
ing higher elective office at the local, state and federal level, in the 1990 campaign cy
cle. The Institute organized, in conjunction with the Women's Campaign Research 
Fund, a conference which combined the study of major issues of substance with ses
sions on essential political skills like fundraising and dealing with the media. Fifty-
one women politicians from all over the country assembled at the Institute for the 
three-day conference. The report of the Strategic Leadership '90 conference will be 
listed in Proceedings 1989-90. 

178 



Seminars, Conferences and Special Projects 

Women in Congress Conference 
April 6-9, 1989 
Participants - U. S. House 
Llndy Boggs 
Caidiss Collins 
Marcy Kaptur 
Barbara B. Kennelly 
Lynn Martin 
Constance Morella 
Nancy Pelosi 
Patricia Saiki 
Ciaudine Schneider 
Jolene Unsoeld 

of Representatives 
(D) Louisiana 
(D) Illinois 
(D) Ohio 
(D) Connecticut 
(R) Illinois 
(R) Maryland 
(D) California 
(R) Hawaii 
(R) Rhode Island 
(D) Washington 

Session Topics and Faculty: 
"Introductions and Agenda Setting" - Shirley Williams 
"Press, Privacy and Gender" - Ellen Hume, Martin Linsky 
"Case Studies on Leadership: Lynn Martin and Vera Katz" - Robin Ely, Martin Linsky 
"Living and Working in a Male-Dominated Society" - Shirley Williams 
"Europe 1992" - Shirley WUliams 
"Asia: Issues and Approaches 1989-1993" - Jeffrey Frankel 
"Defense and Glasnost" - Graham T. Allison, Albert Carnesale 
"Closure: Toward a Legislative Agenda" 

Workshops - Session I 
"Poverty and Welfare" and "Child Care and Family Policy" - David Ellwood, 
Mary Jo Bane 
"Health: Issues in Access and Finance" - Joseph Newhouse 
"Science and Technology: 1990s and Beyond" - Lewis Branscomb, Harvey Brooks 

Workshops—Session II 
"Economic Issues: International and Domestic" - Susan Collins, Kathryn Dominguez, 
Lawrence Summers 
"Issues of an Aging Population" - Mark Schlesinger 
"Environmental Issues for the Coming Decades" - William Clark 
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Faculty 
Graham T. Allison, Dean and Don K. Price Professor of Politics 
Mary Jo Bane, Director, Center for Health and Human Resources Policy and Professor 
of Public Policy 
Lewis M. Branscomb, Director, Science, Technology and Public Policy Program and 
Albert Pratt Public Service Professor 
Harvey Brooks, Benjamin Peirce Professor of Technology and Public Policy 
Albert Carnesale, Academic Dean and Lucius N. Littauer Professor of Public Policy 
and Administration 
William Clark, Senior Research Associate, Science, Technology, and Public Policy 
Program 
Susan Collins, Assistant Professor of Economics, Harvard University 
Kathryn Dominguez, Assistant Professor of Public Policy 
David T. Ellwood, Professor of Public Policy 
Robin Ely, Assistant Professsor of Public Policy 
Jeffrey Frankel, Visiting Professor of Public Policy 
Ellen Hume, Executive Director, Joan Shorenstein Barone Center on the Press, Politics 
and Public Policy 
Martin Linsky, Lecturer in Public Policy 
Joseph Newhouse, Director, Division of Health Policy Research and Education and 
John D. MacArthur Professor of Health Policy and Management 
Mark Schlesinger, Lecturer in Public Policy 
Shirley Williams, Acting Director, Institute of Politics and Public Service Professor 
of Electoral Politics 

[John E Kennedy School of Government ur\less otherwise noted] 

Curriculum Development 
Martin Linsky, Shirley l^Uiams 
Susan Irving, Lecturer in Public Policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Steven G. Lakis, Director, Center for Leadership Studies 

Conference Coordination 
Institute of Politics 
Karri Copman 
Susan Irving 
Martin Linsky 
Shirley Williams 

Center for Leadership Studies 
Stephen G. Lakis 
Rose Swan 
Marcia B. Vander Voort 
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The Institute also sponsored conferences on outstanding public issues. 
Two conferences were directed to the impact of the debt burden on Latin America's 

struggling young democracies. Initiated by Dick Thomburgh and administered by Dave 
Runkel, the first conference on Latin American debt issues took place in September 
of 1988. A second conference took place in May of 1989, which like the first, brought 
together representatives of the U.S. commercial banks and representatives of Latin 
American governments, and also included representatives of the international finan
cial institutions, the U.S. Government, the Federal Reserve Bank and certain foreign 
creditor banks and governments. 

The final report of the conference (which appears in its entirety in Readings/Inter
national Conflict and Compromise of this edition of Proceedings) was widely 
disseminated, in an exercise funded by the Ford Foundation. The report was distributed 
to conference participants, Latin American presidents, finance ministers from both 
debtor and creditor governments, legislators in both houses of Congress, key policy 
makers, domestic and foreign commercial bankers, international finance institutions 
and leading academics and was highly commended by many who received it. In addi
tion to the grant by the Ford Foundation, this conference was made possible through 
the generous support of the Sloan Foundation, the World Peace Foundation, American 
Express Company, and the Bank of Nova Scotia. 

In another conference conducted on critical public issues, urban minority economic 
development was addressed by African-American businessmen and women and 
government and community leaders. The coriference was organized by Richard Hat
cher, four times mayor of Gary, Indiana and a Fall 1988 Institute of Politics Fellow, 
to discuss new enterprise creation in black communities and to present his proposal 
for a "Black Common Market," a self-help program patterned on some of the prin
ciples, practices and institutions of the European Economic Community. The conference 
was made possible through the generous support of Cummins Engine Foundation, 
Xerox Corporation, the Business and Government Center of Kennedy School of Govern
ment and the Rockefeller Foundation. 

First Latin American Debt Conference 
September 22-23, 1988 
Participants: 
Argentina Alberto Ferrari Etcheverry, Under-Secretary for 

Latin American Affairs 
Arturo O'Connell, Foreign Affairs Advisor to the Ministry 
Enrique Garcia Vazquez, Financial Advisor to the President 

Brazil Marcilio Marques-Moreira, Ambassador to the United States 

Costa Rica Sylvia Saborio, Representative to the Multilateral 
Financial Institutions 
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Ecuador 

International 

Organizations 

Harvard U. 

Mexico 
Spain 
United States 

Uruguay 

Venezuela 

Jamil Mahauad, Senator 
Abelardo Pachano, President of the Monetary Council 
Andres Vallejo, Minister of Domestic Affairs 
Enrique Iglesias, President, Inter-American Development 
Bank 

Graham T. Allison, Dean, John F. Kennedy School of 
Government 
Derek C. Bok, President, Harvard University 
Roger Fisher, Director, Harvard Negotiation Project and 
Samuel Williston Professor of Law, Harvard Law School 
Jeffrey D. Sachs, Professor of Economics, Harvard University 
Francisco Suarez, Under-Secretary of Treasury and Public Credit 

Jose Sevilla, Delegate to the Organization of American States 

Lawrence Brainard, Senior Vice-President, Bankers Trust 
Dominique Clavel, Senior Vice-President, Chase Manhattan Bank 
James Leach, Member, U. S. House of Representatives 
William R. Rhodes, Group Executive, Citicorp 
James D. Robinson III, Chairman and Chief Executive 
Officer, American Express 
Joan Spero, Senior Vice-President, American Express 
Ricardo Lombardo, Member of Congress 

Gustavo Cisneros, President and Chief Executive Officer, 
Organizacion Diego Cisneros 
Carlos Andres Pferez, Senator and former President 
Pedro Tinoco, President, Banco Latino 

Conference Sessions and Moderators: 
Welcoming Remarks - Derek C. Bok 
Opening Address - Carlos Andres Perez 
"Current Status of the Debt Problem: An Emerging Consensus" 
"Some Unresolved Substantive Questions" - Jeffrey D. Sachs 
Dinner Discussion - Graham T. Allison 
After Dinner Discussion - James D. Robinson III 
"Where Do We Go From Here" - Jeffrey D. Sachs, Roger Fisher 

Roger Fisher 

Advisors and Observers: 
Paul Cramer, Conflict Management Fund 
Wayne Davis, Negotiation Project, Harvard Law School 
Jorge Dominguez, Professor of Government, Harvard University 
Reinaldo Figueredo, Chief of Staff to Carlos Andres Perez 
Mark Gordon, Negotiation Project, Harvard Law School 
Felipe Larrain, Harvard University 
George Lodge, Harvard Business School 
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Robert Pastor, Emory University 
Sonia Perez, Inter-American Development Bank 
Jose Antonio Rios, Organizacion Diego Cisneros 
Miguel Rodriguez, Economic Advisor to Carlos Andres Perez 
Bruce Scott, Harvard Business School 

Second Harvard Conference on 
New Initiatives on Latin American Debt 
May 15-16, 1989 
Co-chairs: Raymond Vernon, Shirley Williams 

Participants: 

Government 

Argentina 

Bolivia 

Brazil 

Canada 

Costa Rica 

Ecuador 

Japan 

Mexico 

United Kingdom 

United States 

Daniel Marx, Office of the Financial Representative 

Fernando lUanes, Minister of Energy 

Marcilio Marques Moreira, Ambassador to the United States 
Mailson Nobrega, Minister of Finance 

Soe Lin, Chief, International Debt Management and Analysis, 
Department of Finance 

Eduardo Lizano, Governor, Central Bank 
Fernando Naranfo, Minister of Finance 
Sylvia Saborio, Minister Counselor, Embassy of Costa Rica 

Luis Jacome, Advisor, Monetary Council 
Andres Vallejo, Minister of Domestic Affairs 

Takashi Eguchi, Senior Advisor, Ministry of Finance 
Koji Yamazaki, Executive Director, International Monetary 
Fund 

Angel Gurria, Under Secretary of Finance 

Andrew Kilpatrick, H. M. Treasury 

Thomas J. Berger, Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
International Monetary Affairs, Department of Treasury 
Tim Deal, Director, International Economic Affairs, 
National Security Council 
Walter Fauntroy, Member, U S. House of Representatives 
James Leach, Member, U. S. House of Representatives 
Paul Sarbanes, Member, U S. Senate 
Edwin Truman, Staff Director, United States Federal Reserve 
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Uruguay Ricardo Lombardo, Alternate Executive Director, 
International Monetary Fund 
Ricardo Zerbino, Minister of Economy and Finance 

Venezuela Marta Lutzinger, Legal Advisor, Ministry of Finance 

Banks and International Monetary Organizations 

Andrew Barlels, Vice President, American Express 
Lawrence Brainard, Senior Vice President, Bankers Trust Company 
Michael Dooley, Chief, External Adjustment Division, International Monetary Fund 
Henry Frothingham, Director of International Capital Markets, Bank of Boston 
Mike de Graffenried, Vice President, Citicorp 
Margaret Daly Hayes, External Relations Advisor, Inter-American Development Bank 
Ishrat Husain, Division Chief, Debt and International Finance Division, World Bank 
Charles Kovacs, Vice President, Chase Manhattan Bank 
Pfeter Nicholson, Senior Vice President, Bank of Nova Scotia 
Moeen Qureshi, Senior Vice President, World Bank 
Arjun Sengupta, Special Advisor to the Managing Director, 
International Monetary Fund 
John Stavropoulos, Executive Vice President, First National Bank of Chicago 
Maxwell Watson, Advisor, Exchange and Trade Relations Department, 
International Monetary Fund 

Academics 
Richard Cooper, Department of Economics 
Rudiger Dombusch, Department of Economics, Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Roger Fisher, Project on Negotiation, Harvard Law School 
Albert Fishlow, Department of Economics, Princeton University 
Peter Kenen, Department of Economics, Princeton University 
Jeffrey Sachs, Department of Economics, Harvard University 
Victor Urquidi, Past President, El Colegio de Mexico 
Raymond Vernon, Center for Business and Government, John F. Kennedy School 
of Government 
Shirley Williams, Acting Director, Institute of Politics 
Rapporteur - Wayne Davis 

Advisors and Observers 
Richard Bloomfield, World Peace Foundation 
Sylvia Charpentier, Central Bank of Costa Rica 
Rosa Dalcin, Advisor to Minister Mailson Nobrega of Brazil 
Hugo Daurieux, Mason Fellow, Harvard University 
Francisco Diaz, Mason Fellow, Harvard University 
Fred Kaufman, Harvard University 
Felipe Larrain, Harvard University 
Richard Lee, Bank of Nova Scotia 
David Lipton, United Nations Development Program 
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George Lodge, Harvard Business School 
Jamil Mahauad, Mason Fellow, Harvard University 
Raul Rodriguez, Mason Fellow, Harvard University 
Gus Steward, Harvard University 
Eduardo Suarez, Mason Fellow, Harvard University 
Richard Wiley, World Peace Foundation 

Latin American Debt Conferences Steering Committee: 
Wayne Davis, Project on Negotiation, Harvard Law School (May) 
Marcia Grant, Director, Mason Fellows Program, Harvard University 
Beatrice Rangel, Deputy Chief of Staff to Carlos Andres Perez 
David Runkel, Deputy Director, Institute of Politics (September) 
Jeffrey Sachs, Professor of Economics, Harvard University 
Harvey L. Schwartz, Advisor to Carlos Andres Perez 
Raymond Vernon, professor. Center for Business and Government, John F. Kennedy 
School of Government 
Shirley Williams, moderator (May); Acting Director, Institute of Politics (May) 

Conference Sessions and Introducers 
"The Latin American Debt Problem: The New Approach" - James Leach, 
Mailson Nobrega, Ricardo Zerbino, Moeen Qureshi 

Issues for Creditors 
"Debt Reduction, New Money and Enhancements" - Lawrence Brainard, 
Peter Nicholson 
"Incentives for Participation" - Jeffrey Sachs 

Issues for Debtors: 
"Conditionality" - Marcilio Marques Moreira 
"Social Policy" - Marta Lutzinger 
"How to Make the Brady Plan Work: A Roundtable Discussion" - Paul Sarbanes, 
Angel Gurria, Fernando Illanes, Koji Yamazaki 
Dinner Speaker - Thomas J. Berger 

"Next Steps on Latin American Debt" - Richard Cooper, Victor Urquidi, 
Rudiger Dombusch, Albert Fishlow 
"Next Steps on Implementation" - Roger Fisher 
Closing Remarks - Raymond Vernon, Shirley Williams 

Conference Coordination, Institute of Politics 
Katherine Eckroad, Conference Coordinator 
Dennis Galvan, Julia Kilboume, Staff Assistants 
James McGann, Assistant Director for Development 
Hilda Martinez, Kristin Williams, Student Assistants 
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Symposium on Urban 
Minority Economic Development 
March 9-10, 1989 
Participants: 
Ted Adams, President and Chief Executive Officer, United Industries, Washington, D.C 
Kenneth Blackwell, Member, City Council and former Mayor of Cincinnati 
Bruce Boiling, Member, Boston City Council 
Patrick Carter, Partner, A.V. Consultants, New York City 
Jackie Cheeks, Assistant to the Executive Director, U. S. Conference of Mayors 
Dr. Ramona Edelin, President and Chief Executive Officer, National Urban Coalition 
Randall Eley, President and Chief Executive Officer, Edgar Lomax, Inc., Virginia 
Saundra Graham, Member, Massachusetts State Legislature 
James Holland, Director, Gary Public Transportation Corporation, Gary, Indiana 
Byron Lewis, President and Chief Executive Officer, Uniworld Group, New York City 
Edward Lewis, Publisher Essence Magazine; Chief Executive Officer, 
Essence Communications, New York City 
Mindy Lewis, Program Officer, Cummins Engine Foundation, Columbus, Indiana 
Raymond McGaugh, Attorney; Associate, Burke, Wilson & Mcllvaine, Chicago 
Cirilo McSwccn, Director, Independence National Bank, Chicago 
Harriett Michel, President, National Minority Supplier Development Council, NC 
Parren Mitchell, former Member, U.S. House of Representatives from Maryland 
Ernest "Dutch" Morial, former Mayor of New Orleans 
Eugene "Gus" Newport, Director, Roxbury Community Development Program, 
Boston; former Mayor of Berkeley, California 
David Richardson, President, National Association of Black State Legislators 
Rev. Ed Riddick, Research Director, Operation P.U.S.H., Chicago 
Thomas Skinner, President, Tom Skinner and Associates, New York City 
Felicia Flowers Smith, Investment Banker, Blount, Ellis and Loewi, Chicago 
Dr. William Washington, Physician; Businessman, Gary, Indiana 
Maxine Waters, Deputy Majority Leader, California State Assembly, Los Angeles 
Ray Wild, President, Wild and Associates, Chicago 

Session Topics and Moderators: 
Opening Dinner Speaker - Tom Skinner 
"Role of the Public Sector in the 'Common Market'" - Kenneth Blackwell, 
Bruce Boiling, Jackie Cheeks, James Holland, Maxine Waters 
"Role of the Private Sector in the 'Common Market' " - Ted Adams, Patrick Carter, 
Byron Lewis, Cirilo McSween, Harriett Michel 
Luncheon Address, "A New Economic Arrangement," Parren Mitchell 
"Role of the Community in the 'Common Market' " - Ramona Edelin, "Gus" Newport, 
Ed Riddick, Thomas Skinner 
Closing Remarks - Richard Hatcher 
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The Institute of Politics administers all formal programs held in the ARCO Forum 
of Public Affairs, a multi-tiered amphitheater located in the heart of the Littauer building 
of the John F. Kennedy School of Government. As Senator Edward M. Kennedy remark
ed in his address at the dedication of the School in 1978, the Forum serves 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." 

1988-89 Forum events included many national presidential "Campaign '88" events, 
indicated below by C~88. 

C-88 screening of television coverage of Democratic National Convention, 
July 18-21, 1988 

"The Hidden Life of a Revolutionary: An Insider's Guide to U.S.-Cuban Relations," 
July 26,1988, a public address by Jose Luis Llovio-Menendez, Whitney H. Shepard-
son Fellow, Council on Foreign Relations, New York; former chief advisor. Ministry 
of Finance, Cuba, co-sponsored by the 1988 Summer-in-Boston Program of the 
Institute of Politics 

C-88 "The Character of the Candidates," August 10,1988, a public address by Gail 
Sheehy, author. Character: America's Search for Leadership, with respondents 
Ronald A. Heifetz, M.D., lecturer in public policy and leadership, John F. Kennedy 
School of Government; clinical instructor in psychiatry. Harvard Medical School, and 
Martin F. Nolan, editorial page editor. The Boston Globe 

C-88 screening of television coverage of Republican National Convention, 
August 15-18, 1988 

"Personal Perspectives on Politics," September 22,1988, a panel discussion, with the 
fall 1988 Fellows of the Institute of Politics, co-sponsored by the Student Advisory Com
mittee of the Institute of Politics (see Student Program, Special Projects) 

C-88 "Asking America: National Security & Campaign '88," September 26, 1988, a 
panel discussion, co-sponsored by the Americans Talk Security Project, Winchester, 
Massachusetts, with 
John Marttila, co-founder, Marttila & Kiley; polling consultants, Dukakis for 
President campaign 
Fred Steeper, senior vice president. Market Opinion Research, polling consultants, 
Bush for President campaign 
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Daniel \knkelovich, founder, The Daniel Yankelovich Group 
Alan E Kay, founder, Americans Talk Security Project (moderator) 

The Politics of Disability: Views on a Growing Electorate," October 3, 1988, a panel 
discussion, co-sponsored by the National Organization on Disability and Project In
clusion, John R Kennedy School of Government, with 
Jerry Covell, student organizer, Gallaudet University 
Louis Genevie, research director, Louis Harris and Associates, Inc. 
Harlan Hahn, professor of political science, University of Southern California 
Mary Jane Owen, MSW, director. Disability Focus, Inc. 
Alan Reich, president. National Organization on Disability, Washington, D. C. 
Ginny Thornburgh, coordinator. Programs for Persons with Disabilities, Harvard 
University (moderator) 

C-88 screening of television coverage of Vice-Presidential Candidates' Debate, 
October 5, 1988 

C-88 "The Future Economic Agenda: Bush v. Dukakis," October 12,1988, a debate, 
with Robert Kuttner, contributor, the New Republic; columnist. The Boston Globe, former 
fellow. Institute of Politics; Lawrence Lindsey, associate professor. Department of 
Economics, Harvard University 
Richard Zeckhauser, professor of political economy, John F. Kennedy School of Govern
ment (moderator) 

C-88 screening of television coverage of Presidential candidates' debate, October 13,1988 

C-88 "Campaign Finance: Money and Politics," October 17,1988, a panel discussion, 
co-sponsored by the Student Advisory Committee (see Student Program, Special 
Projects) 

C-88 "The Future Ibreign Policy Agenda: Bush v Dukakis" October 26,1988, a debate, 
with Richard Haass, lecturer in public policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government; 
foreign policy advisor, 1988 Bush for President campaign; Joseph S. Nye, Jr., director. 
Center for Science and International Affairs, John F. Kennedy School of Government; 
foreign policy advisor, 1988 Dukakis for President campaign; Marvin Kalb, director, 
Joan Shorenstein Barone Center on the Press, Politics and Public Policy, John F. Ken
nedy School of Government (moderator) 

C-88 "Tales from Campaigns Past," October 27, 1988, a panel discussion, with 
Kathy Bushkin, editorial director, U. S. World and News Report; press secretary, 1984 
Hart for President campaign 
Les Francis, president, Francis, McGinnis & Rees, Inc.; national staff director, 1980 
Carter/Mondale presidential campaign 
David Gergen, editor-at-large, U. S. News and World Report; former director of com
munications, Reagan administration; speech writer, 1980 Reagan for President campaign 
Richard Mastrangelo, vice president and general counsel. Associated Industries of 
Massachusetts; deputy director, 1976 Ford for President campaign 
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Ed Rollins, senior vice president, Robinson, Lake, Leren, Montgomery, Washington, 
D.C.; national director, 1984 Reagan/Bush presidential campaign 
Chris Matthews, author. Hardball; Washington bureau chief, San Francisco Examiner; 
former speechwriter for President Jimmy Carter (moderator) 

"The Children's Agenda for the Next Administration," October 31, 1988, a public ad
dress, co-sponsored by the Center for Health and Human Resources Policy, John R 
Kennedy School of Government, by George Miller, Member, U.S. House of Represen
tatives (D-CA), with respondent William Julius Wilson, author. The Truly Disadvan
taged; Lucy Flower Distinguished Service Professor of Sociology and Public Policy, 
University of Chicago, and Mary Jo Bane, director. Center for Health and Human 
Resources Policy, John K Kennedy School of Government (moderator) 

"Israel at the Polls," November 1,1988, screening of television coverage of the results 
of the Knesset election, live via satellite from Israel, preceded by a panel discussion, 
co-sponsored by Combined Jewish Philanthropies of Greater Boston, with 
Martin Pcretz, publisher and editor-in-chief, The New Republic 
Itzhak Oren, Consul General of Israel to the U. S. 
Nadav Safran, Murray A. Albertson Professor of Middle Eastern Studies, Harvard 
University 
Martin Linsky, lecturer in public policy, John R Kennedy School of Government 
(moderator) 

'The Great Upset of '48," November 3, 1988, screening of PBS documentary on the 
victory of Harry S. Truman over Thomas E. Dewey in the 1948 presidential election 

"Technology and Politics: Has the Political Game Become a Video Game?" November 
7, 1988, a panel discussion, with the co-authors of The Electronic Commonwealth: The 
Impact of New Media Technologies on Democratic Politics: 
Jeffrey Abramson, associate professor of politics, Brandeis University 
Christopher Arterton, dean. Graduate School of Political anagemenl, New York 
Gary Orren, associate director, Joan Shorenstein Barone Center on the Press, Politics 
and Public Policy; professor of public policy, John R I^nnedy School of Government 
and Edward M. Fouhy, executive producer, 1988 presidential campaign debates; former 
fellow. Institute of Politics; network news producer and director, ABC, CBS, NBC 
(moderator) 

C-88 ''Election Night in the Forum," November 8,1988, screening of early television 
coverage of election results with commentary by Institute of Politics fellows: 
Shirley Dennis, former director, Women's Bureau, U.S. Department of Labor, Reagan 
administration 
A. Linwood Helton, Jr., former Governor of Virginia 
Ralph Neas, executive director, Leadership Conference on Civil Rights 
Matt Reese, chairman, Reese Communications; Democratic political consultant, and 
with Will Durst, comedian; David Runkel, deputy director. Institute of Politics 
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C-88 "What Happened? Campaign '88 Results," November 9,1988, a panel discus
sion, with 
John P. Sears, consultant to Republican political campaigns 
Bob Squier, consultant to Democratic political campaigns 
A. Linwood Holton, Jr. and Matt Reese, fellows. Institute of Politics (moderators) 

"JFK: In His Own Words," November 14, 1988, screening of HBO cable television 
documentary containing rare film footage and audio tapes of President John F. Kennedy 

Disability: A Comedy, November 17-21, 1988, political drama, co-sponsored by the 
Student Advisory Committee (see Student Program, Special Projects) 

"Two Lives, One Russia," November 21,1988, a public address, by Nicholas Daniloff, 
fellow, Joan Shorenstein Barone Center on the Press, Politics and Public Policy, John 
F. Kennedy School of Government; contributing editor, U.S. News & World Report, co-
sponsored by the Shorenstein Barone Center 
Marvin Kalb, director, Shorenstein Barone Center (moderator) 

"Should the US. Build Bridges To Cuba? A Cuban-American Dialogue," November 
29,1988, a panel discussion, co-sponsored by the Kennedy School Hispanic Student 
Caucus, with 
Francisco Aruca, President, Mar Azul Charters Inc.; member. National Democratic 
Business Council 
Enrique Baloyra, associate dean and professor. School of Advanced International 
Studies, University of Miami 
Luis Lauredo, co-chair. National Hispanic Democrats 
Wayne Smith, adjunct professor of Latin American studies. School of Advanced 
International Studies, University of Miami; former chief of mission, U. S. Interest 
Section, Havana, Cuba 
Albert Camesale, academic dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government (moderator) 

"A Debate Over Housing Remedies: The Example of Yonkers," November 30, 1988, 
a panel discussion with; 
Linda Chavez, radio and television commentator; White House director of public liaison, 
Reagan administration 
Nathan Glazer, author. The Lonely Crowd, professor of education and social structure. 
Harvard University 
John A. Pftwell, chief counsel, American Civil Liberties Union 
Michael H. Sussman, counsel for NAACP, a plaintiff in the Yonkers housing case 
Yale Rabin, visiting scholar, Massachusetts Institute of Technology (moderator) 

1988 Brittanica Award Lecture, "The Great Econonuc System: Capitalism and Socialism 
in Transition," December 6,1988, by John Kenneth Galbrailh, Paul M. Warburg Pro
fessor of Economics, Emeritus, Harvard University, with introduction by Graham T. 
Allison, dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government 

"Watergate: A15 Year Perspective," December 7,1988, a panel discussion, co-sponsored 
by the Student Advisory Committee (see Student Program, Special Projects) 
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"The Attack on Reason," December 8,1988, an address by Allan Bloom, author, The 
Closing of the American Mind; professor of political philosophy. University of Chicago, 
co-sponsored by the Program for Constitutional Government, Center for American 
Political Studies, Harvard University, with respondents 
Stanley Cavell, Walter H. Cabot Professor of Asthetics and the General Theory of Value, 
Harvard University 
Henry Rosovsky, Levds P. and Linda L. Geyser University Professor, Harvard University 
Harvey Mansfield, professor of government, Harvard University (moderator) 

"Women in the Media: Now What and So What," December 13,1988, a panel discus
sion, with 
Dorothy Gilliam, reporter. The Washington Post 
Soma Golden, national editor. The New York Times 
Kay Mills, author, A Place in the News: From the Women's Pages to the Front Page; colum
nist. The Los Angeles Times 
Martin F. Nolan, editorial page editor, The Boston Globe 
Ellen Hume, executive director, Joan Shorenstein Barone Center on the Press, Politics 
and Public Policy, John E Kennedy School of Government; former White House cor
respondent. The Wall Street Journal (moderator) 

"Personal Perspectives on Politics" February 1,1989, a panel discussion with the spring 
1989 Fellows of the Institute of Politics, co-sponsored by the Student Advisory 
Committee (see Student Program, Special Projects) 

Four sessions of a conference, February 2-4,1989, co-sponsored by the inter-collegiate 
council committee, Harvard-Radcliffe Black Student Association, including 

"Why We Can't Wait: The Future of Blacks in America," keynote address by 
William Gray, chair, democratic caucus, U. S. House of Representatives (D-PA) 

"Blacks in the American Underclass," a panel discussion, with 
Glenn Loury, professor of public policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Sylvester Monroe, Los Angeles correspondent. Time magazine 
Muriel M. Spence, director of policy analysis. Office of Government, Community 
and Public Affairs, Harvard University (moderator) 

"Black America and Black Africa: The Role of Black Americans in Improving 
U.S. Policy to Black Africa," a public address, by Willard R. Johnson, professor 
of political science, Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

"Savior or Curse: Is the American Public Education System Meeting the Needs 
of Blacks?" a public address, by Donald M. Stewart, president. College Board; 
past president, Spelman College, Atlanta, Georgia 

"Press Coverage of Northern Ireland" February 13, 1989; a panel discussion, co-
sponsored by the Joan Shorenstein Barone Center on the Press, Politics and Public 
Policy with Kevin Cullen, reporter, The Boston Globe 
Godfrey Hodgson, television correspondent. Great Britain 
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Joseph P. Kennedy, member, U.S. House of Representatives (D-MA) 
Andrew Sullivan, columnist, London Daily Telegraph 
Jo Thomas, former Northern Ireland correspondent. The New York Times 
Marvin Kalb, director, Shorenstein Barone Center (moderator) 

"On the Brink: A Soviet Re-examination of the Cuban Missile Crisis," February 15, 
1989, a panel discussion with 
Graham T. Allison, dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Sergei Krushchev, son and editor of memoirs of former U. S. S. R. premier 
Nikita Khrushchev 
Sergo Mikoyan, son of former U.S.S.R. First Deputy Premier Anastas Mikoyan 
Joseph S. Nye, Jr., director. Center for Science and International Affairs, John F. 
Kennedy School of Government (moderator) 

"The Politics of the Family" February 16, 1989; a panel discussion with 
T. Barry Brazelton, M.D., clinical professor of pediatrics, Boston Children's Hospital 
Diana Meehan, M.D., director. Institute of Study of Women and Men, University of 
Southern California 
Patricia Schroeder, member, U.S. House of Representives (D-CO) 
Carole Simpson, Washington correspondent, ABC News 
Ann Lewis, fellow, Institute of Politics; former national director, Americans for 
Democratic Action (moderator) 

Keynote address, AWARE week (Actively Working Against Racism & Ethnocentricism), 
"Racism Among the Well-intentioned," February 21,1989, by John Dovidio, professor, 
Colgate University, with introduction by Derek Bok, president. Harvard University 

Screening of "Lean on Me," Joe Clark story of Eastside High School, Patterson, New 
Jersey, February 28, 1989, at Harvard Square Theater, co-sponsored by the Institute 
of Politics, the Case Program and the Black Student Caucus, John F. Kennedy School 
of Government 

"Economic Competition: Is America Still in the Race?," March 15,1989, a panel discus
sion, co-sponsored by the Corporate Leadership and Ethics Forum, Harvard Business 
School and the Student Advisory Committee, Institute of Politics (see Student 
Program, Special Projects) 

Presentation of the 1988 Dively Award for Leadership in Corporate Public Initiative 
and annual Dively Award lecture, "AIDS: Meeting Tomorrow's Challenge," March 16, 
1989, by Robert D. Haas, president and chief executive officer, Levi Strauss & Co., 
co-sponsored by the Business and Government Center, John F. Kennedy School of 
Government 

"Watergate: The Press and the Presidency After 15 Years" March 20,1989, a panel discus
sion, co-sponsored by the Student Advisory Committee, Institute of Politics 
(see Student Program, Special Projects) 
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Jerry Wurf Memorial Lecture, "The Changing Role of Unions and Competitiveness," 
March 22,1989, by Donald Ephlin, international vice president and director. General 
Motors division. United Auto Workers, co-sponsored by the Center for Health and 
Human Resources Policy and the Business and Government Center, John F. Kennedy 
School of Government 

'Tanic, Disaster & Deadlines: Three MUe Island After 10 Years" March 23,1989, a panel 
discussion, with 
Harold Denton, Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Robert Gillette, correspondent. The Los Angeles Times 
Bettina Gregory, correspondent, ABC News 
Richard L. Thomburgh, U. S. Attorney General; former Governor of Pennsylvania 
William Lanouette, fellow, Wilson Center, Smithsonian Institution (moderator) 

"The Death of Idealism," April 5,1989, a public address, by Bruce Babbitt, co-sponsored 
by the Student Advisory Committee, Institute of Politics (see Student Program, Special 
Projects) 

"1992 and Euro-American Economic Relations," April 6,1989, a public address by Sir 
Roy Denman, Ambassador, delegation of the European Commmunities Commission 
to the United States, co-sponsored by the European Association and the Student 
Advisory Committee, Institute of Politics (see Student Program, Special Projects) 

"Trade in the Next Century: Pacific Partners or Predators," April 12,1989; a panel discus
sion, co-sponsored by the Student Advisory Committee (see Student Programs/Special 
Projects) 

1989 Godkin Lecture, "Public Health and Private Lives" April 14,1989, by C. Everett 
Koop, Surgeon General of the United States, co-sponsored by the Institute for the 
Study of Smoking Behavior and Policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government 

'Tolitics, Partisanship and the Courts," April 18,1989; a panel discussion, co-sponsored 
by the Student Advisory Committee, Institute of Politics (see Student Program, Special 
Projects) 

"A Progessive Vision for America" April 25,1989, a public address by Jesse Jackson, 
1988 presidential candidate; founder. Rainbow Coalition 

An original musical comedy, "A Funny Thing in the Forum," May 3, 1989, satire of 
life at the John F. Kennedy School of Government, written and performed by 
Kennedy School students with cameo appearances by faculty members, co-sponsored 
by the Kennedy School Student Government 

"Reproduction, Technology and Public Policy," May 4, 1989, a panel discussion, co-
sponsored by Radcliffe College and the John F. Kennedy School of Government, with 
Elizabeth Bartholel, professor of law, Harvard University 
Nancy Gertner, attorney, Silverglate, Gertner, Fine, Good and Mizer 
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Nadine Taub, director, project on reproductive laws for the 1990s, Rutgers University 
Law School 
Ruth Hubbard, professor of biology. Harvard University (moderator) 

'T)ealing with Drugs: Punishment, Permission and Public Policy," May 8,1989; a panel 
discussion, with 
Arnold Trebach, M.D., president. Drug Policy Foundation 
Lester Grinspoon, M.D., associate professor of Psychiatry, Harvard Medical School 
Marvin Snyde^ M.D., director, pre-dinical research. National Institute on Drug Abuse 
Mark Kleiman, lecturer in public policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
(moderator) 

Presentation by the Oliver Cox Lecture Series, "African-American Summit 1989: An 
Agenda for the Future," May 11, 1989, a panel discussion, with 
Ramona Edelin, president. National Urban Coalition 
Louis Elisa, president, Boston NAACP 
Richard Hatcher, fall 1988 fellow. Institute of Politics; former Mayor of Gary, Indiana 
Rod McCowan, MPP'90 degree candidate, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Ronald Walters, fellow. Institute of Politics; founder, TransAfrica; former senior 
advisor to Jesse Jackson (moderator) 

"Lesson Learned From Armenia; Responding to National Disaster," May 15, 1989, a 
panel discussion, co-sponsored by the John F. Kennedy School of Governnrent, with 
Dr. Claude Cadoux, trauma victims division. International Search and Rescue Team 
William Garvelink, assistant director, office of foreign disaster assistance for Africa 
and Europe, U. S. Department of State 
John Hammock, director, Boston chapter, OXFAM-America 
Caroline Hebard, trainer, canine corps division. International Search and Rescue Team 
Marvin Kalb, director, Joan Shorennstein Barone Center on the Press, Politics and 
Public Policy (moderator) 

"The First 100 Days: Prudence or Paralysis?," May 12,1989, a debate with Chris Edley 
Jr., professor of law, Harvard Law School; former national issues director, 1988 Dukakis 
for President campaign; Roger Porter, economic and domestic policy assistant to Presi
dent Bush; Chris Black, national political reporter. The Boston Globe (moderator) 

"A Good Start," May 19, 1989, a public address, by John H. Sununu, Chief of Staff, 
The White House 

"Passing the Torch to Future Generations: JFK's Vision of Public Service," May 25,1989, 
a panel discussion honoring the life of President John F. Kennedy, with 
Ellen Hume, executive director, Joan Shorenstein Barone Center on the Press, Politics 
and and Public Policy 
Edward M. Ketmedy, member, U. S. Senate (D-MA), brother of President Kennedy 
John Kennedy, son of President Kennedy 
Martin Luther King, III, son of Martin Luther King, Jr. 
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