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ldschrnidt,
Crisis of Straruss Divided
Dear Sir:
Dinesh DSouza is a young man of
great talent, energy, and ambition.
He attended an eight-week summer
program at Claremont McKenna
College shortly after his graduation
f r o m D a r t m o u t h , a n d I have
watched his meteoric career ever
since, with pride in the fact that I
have been one of his teachers. I have
read, usually with pleasure and admiration, nearly everything he has
published.
In “The Legacy of Leo Strauss”
(Spring 1987), however, he has simply outrun his strength. He writes,
“In the bicentennial year of the
American Constitution, it is time for
serious men and women to come to
terms with Leo Strauss.” But Mr.
D’Souza’s article, however serious its
intention, is not so in its execution.
There is no excuse to write of “Socrates inaugurating philosophy” some
centuries after Thales had done so,
or of Lincoln objecting to “a state’s
right to choose” slavery-when Lincoln endorsed a proposed constitutional amendment in 1861 guaranteeing that right in perpetuity.
Mr. D’Souza asks in his subtitle,
“Is America the Good Society that
the Ancient Philosophers Sought?”
Now this might be a good topic for
discussion in a year-long graduate
seminar in political philosophy. Athens, in the age of Periclean democracy, had a population of about
300,000. Of these, perhaps 30,000
were full citizens, and democratic
“equality” applied only to them. Yet
Aristotle thought that 10,000 citizens was too large a number for the

proper cultivation of civic virtue.
Mr. D’Souza writes that “Strauss
was greatly attracted to the American regime because of its closeness
to the moderation and lawfulness of
Aristotle’s favored ‘mixed regime.’ ”
Yet how can a regime of less than
10,000 “equals” be compared to one
of 240 million? In a famous aphorism, Aristotle declared, “Whatever
the law does not permit, it forbids.”
Such a conception of law would today apply only to a totalitarian state.
Not even the Soviet Union would
defend it in theory, however much
they might put such a concept into
practice. Certainly such an attempt
at the complete regulation of human
behavior could hardly foster “moderation” in any modem state. Today,
limited government-of
the kind
whose principles are set forth in
John Locke’s Second Treatise of
Civil Government-is much more
akin to the spirit of “moderation,”
rightly understood, than any ancient
model.
In the Introduction to The City
and Man Strauss wrote that:
The relative success of modem political hilosophy has
brought into feing a kind of
society wholly unknown to
the classics, a kind of society
to which the classical princiles as stated and elaborated
y! the classics are not immediOnly we livcan possibly find a
the problems of today.
Mr. D’Souza writes that:
Strauss’ best known work is

Natural Right and History.
. . .In it, Strauss identifies rephilosophic life with min less
attachment to tradition and
authority. Strauss sees Socrates
inaugurating philosophy by
challenging the “primeval
identification of the good with
the ancestral.”

B

As I have already noted, Socrates did
not “inaugurate” philosophy. The
interval that separates Socrates from
Thales may be compared to that
which separates Leo Strauss from
Machiavelli. Socrates may be said to
have inaugurated political philosophy, in virtue of a change in philosophy itself.
Pre-Socratic philosophers drew
the distinction between the natural
and the conventional. But pre-Socratic philosophy denied that there
was any ground, natural or divine,
for justice or the common good.
The gods themselves were human
inventions-of the poet-and morality had no other foundation than
opinion. The only natural good was
the pleasant.
Pre-Socratic philosophy led to the
contemptuous withdrawal of philosophers from any moral or political
concerns. But it also led-in the persons of the Sophists and their pupils-to the praise of the tyrannical
life. The philosophers sought to
maximize the balance of pleasure
over pain, by minimizing pain. The
tyrants could maximize that balance
differently, by making sure that their
pleasures were at the expense of everyone else. Both tyranny and philosophy were “according to nature,”
but morality was not.
It was at this juncture that Socra-
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tes made his entry. Socrates denied
that the good and the pleasant were
one and the same. In arguing that
suffering injustice was a lesser evil
than doing injustice, he was defending pre-philosophic morality from
the corrosion of that philosophy
that had destroyed the gods, and put
no sanction for morality in its place.
Mr. D’Souza misses the whole point
of Socrates’ encounter with the
Sophists.
Mr. D’Souza also misses the point
of my differences with the so-called
Straussians. If he had read with any
attention my article, “The Legacy of
Leo Strauss,” in the Winter 1983 issue of the Clarernont Review of
Books, and my exchange with
Thomas Pangle in the Spring 1984
issue of the same journal, he would
have seen that our fundamental difference did not concern American
patriotism, but the nature of the
change in philosophy wrought by
Socrates. In a nutshell, Mr. Pangle
thinks that Socrates learned from
Aristophanes the importance of concealing the amorality of philosophic
activity. In short, Socratic philosophy differed from pre-Socratic philosophy, only to the extent that the
former now wore a fig leaf. The distinction between the good and the
pleasant belonged, not to philosophy itself, but to its fig leaf. Morality
remained an illusion of fools. Elsewhere, Mr. Pangle has made clear
that “the laws of nature and of nature’s God” have no more moral significance than they would have had
for Heraclitus-or for Pangle’s Socrates.
D’Souza writes:
Strauss argues that the prehiloso hic approach-emgodie$ f o r example, in
Homer and Hesiod-is
vulnerable because it has no basis
for distinguishing between
good traditions and bad traditions. Furthermore, its frequent appeal to revelation
poses the problem of different
people having different epiphanies, or different oracles giving contradictory advice; how
are people to arbitrate the disputes which inevitablr arise
over whose theology is to prevail?
90

Now Homer and Hesiod were not
“pre-philosophic.” But the Bible, as
the supreme example of revelation,
is. According to Strauss, moreover,
the Bible is fully aware of itself, as
the alternative to unassisted human
reason, as offering a guide to the
great question of how to distinguish
between good traditions and bad
traditions. Limitations of space forbid me to quote Strauss’ eloquent
testimonials on this matter.
Let me only conclude by saying
that Mr. D’Souza here echoes
Pangle, who simply assimilates Biblical revelation to a species of Greek
poetry, and fails to distinguish pagan
pantheism from Hebrew monotheism. This depreciation of the Bible
underlies Walter Berns’s insistence
that the Founding Fathers could not
have been Christians, and that the
natural rights philosophy of the
founding is “incompatible with revealed religion.” That is why Mr.
Berns has denounced me as “this
pest of a priest” for daring to have
asked for evidence to support such
extraordinary assertions-something he has been unable to do.
Meanwhile, my friends (and enemies) may rest assured that I am no
more a priest today than on the occasion of my bar mitzvah in 1931.
Harry V. Jaffa
Professor of Political Science
Claremont McKenna College
Claremont, CA
Dinesh D’Souza replies:
My article was about political philosophy. Strauss’ predominant concern was political philosophy. In
context, it is obvious that this is
what Socrates inaugurated. True,
Thales before him asserted that everything in the universe derived from
water. This may be philosophy-it
posits a universal, however absurdbut it tells us nothing about the way
men ought to live in society. The
Sophists and others took up the political question, but even though
they are part of the “pre-Socratic”
school many of them were contemporaries of Socrates. Thus the term
pre-Socratic is a ‘term of classification more than chronology.
Mr. Jaffa understands very well
that Socrates, while he defended the
existence of standards of right and

wrong, can hardly be said to have
defended “pre-philosophic morality” as a whole. For instance, the traditional view stipulated sharply differing roles for men and women,
while Socrates was a feminist of
sorts. Further, Socrates denied the
grounding of morality in tradition
and authority; indeed he wanted to
banish the transmitters of that morality, the poets, from his ideal republic. None of my other remarks
about Socrates are inconsistent with
what Mr. Jaffa says, which is hardly
surprising, since I got much of my
information from Mr. Jaffa and his
students.
I wish I had more space in my
article to discuss the important issue
of reason and revelation in Strauss’
thought. Basically, Strauss held that
Biblical revelation and classical reason were in agreement on the existence of universal morality and even
on much of its specific content.
There is indissoluble tension, however, in the source of that morality
and the means used to arrive at it.
What I did discuss in my piece was
the application of differing understandings of Strauss on this point to
the American situation. In a policy
magazine this seemed to be appropriate.

Block That Welfare State
Dear Sir:
The ideas in Stuart M. Butler’s
“Power to the People: A Conservative Vision of Welfare” (Spring 1987)
are clearly superior to those underlying the Great Society that he criticizes. Were they to be incorporated
into public policy, the lot of the poor
would be vastly improved.
And yet I cannot give these views
my whole-hearted endorsement. Mr.
Butler states quite correctly that
“One mark of a civilized society is
that individuals feel a moral obligation to help their neighbors in distress.” But if the welfare system is
run by government, its funding will
result from a coercive tax system.
People will be forced to contribute,
forced to uphold their moral obligations. But surely a basic premise of
civilization is that force should be
reserved for violations of fegaf ob-
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ligations. State-run welfare, even of
the “conservative” variety, is thus
equivalent to legislating morality,
surely a dubious proposition. This
applies to “jailing” young fathers
who refuse to support their children,
and, even worse, imposing these obligations upon the grandparents.
Free-market advocates such as Richard Epstein ( T a k i n g s ) , R o b e r t
Nozick (Anarchy, State and Utopia), and Murray Rothbard (The
Ethics of Liberty) have eloquently
attacked the legitimacy of a state
that forces its citizens to “do good”
for others. I hope that Mr. Butler
will indicate why he rejects their
analysis.
Also, while Mr. Butler offers a
radical departure from the status
quo that is based on 1960s liberalism, it is hardly radical enough by
even present-day conservative standards. For example, why this unseemly applause for the “growing
public housing tenant management
movement”? Why not, instead, borrow a leaf from Margaret Thatcher,
and dismantle this ill-conceived public housing program?
Let me offer an alternative to Mr.
Butler’s “conservative” welfare
scheme, one that I hope will be attractive to him and to conservatives
of all stripes. First, stop government
creation of poverty in the first place.
As Walter Williams shows in The
State Against Blacks, and as The
Heritage Foundation has uncovered
in hundreds of separate studies, government, through its tariffs, minimum wages, labor regulations, rent
controls, welfare system, farm and
energy programs, bailouts and subsidies to large corporations, etc.,
causes poverty. If the state would
only cease its improper interference
with the market, it could, at one fell
swoop, stop poverty cold.
Let us rely on private charity to
bring aid to those few people who
still remain poor even after the
tender ministrations of government
are removed. The Salvation Army,
the churches, Mormon self-help
groups, the Rotary, the Lions, the
Elks, etc., all far more effectively
deal with poverty than do the minions of the state. Nor do these charitable mediating institutions force
anyone to contribute. If the state can
Fall 1987

somehow be induced to stop impoverishing us all, and if tax moneys
now spent on welfare can be returned to the people, then privare
charitable contributions would be
more than sufficient to do the job.
This proposal will not be acceptable

obvious commitment to painting
conservatism with a more compassionate face, it is important to remember that the most “compassionate” economy is one that is fully
employed and growing, and that almost any form of formalized welfare

isses the point of
Straussians,

to o u r left-wing intellectual
friends-something
Mr. Butler
seems to be unduly concerned
about-but it is the only workable
solution compatible with our philosophical beliefs.
Walter Block
Senior Economist
The Fraser Institute
Vancouver, Canada

Dear Sir:
I agree with Mr. Butler’s basic thesis of the need for a much more decentralized welfare system in which
states can experiment with what
works best, and are given more incentive to do what is both right and
cost-effective by reducing the federal share of costs.
However, I cannot agree with his
insistence on a national framework
and set of goals within which the
states can maneuver. Not only does
this downplay the overwhelming
need for total decentralization of
this system, but it assumes that we all
now know what ought to be done.
The fact that both adult and child
poverty have declined most in those
states (Texas, Florida, Georgia, Alabama, South Carolina) whose welfare systems have universally been
condemned (even implicitly by Butler) as inadequate should make us
very humble about setting national
“guidelines.”
Indeed, there is abundant evidence that nations with modest welfare systems have done far better in
reducing relative poverty than those
with advanced systems.
SO, while I welcome Mr. Butler’s

system, decentralized or not, tends
to reduce both employment and
growth.
Welfare, by definition, reduces
real compassion, and while it may be
a necessary and lesser evil, it is still an
evil.
Warren T. Brookes
Nationally Syndicated Columnist
Detroit News
Detroit, MI
Dear Sir:
Mr. Butler correctly argues that
the failure of the Great Society to
eliminate poverty ,is matched by the
failure of conservatives to convince
the public of the fallacies of the welfare programs and, most importantly, of the value of conservative
alternatives.
But he ignores the important
benefits of decentralization in his solution. Even though he lauds the
benefits initially, he rejects them for
what appears to be political expediency. To declare that the welfare solution must be on a national rather
than a local level is heresy. What
happened to the “limited government” aspect of the conservative vision?
Why not let the states handle the
problem? Why must a more centralized government be there to provide
a “certain amount of coercive
power” to ensure that the lowerlevel political entities “abide by national objectives”? Is not the major
benefit .of decentralization that of
having the many different entities
experimenting and searching and
eventually finding the optimum so-
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lution rather than having one central
authority determine an assuredly
suboptimum solution but one to
which all must conform regardless
of the political, geographical, sociological or economic differences
among the many states?
Of course, there was a time when
national coercion was necessary to
assure minorities their needs would
not be ignored. But, surely with the
passage and appropriate implementation of the civil rights laws, political impotence of the classes of society that are of interest here is
essentially a thing of the past. I disagree with Butler that “ . . .it is still
not possible to depend on the states
and communities to live up to their
obligations. . . ” It would appear
that he has adopted the vision of
those breathing the air of power and
elitism inside the D.C. beltway
rather than the vision of conservatives nationwide. There is no logical
reason other then the unwitting continuation of welfarism to have “national coercion” as the driving force.
Paul M. Fenech
Associate Professor of Business
St. Edward’s University
Austin, TX
Dear Sir:
Mr. Butler ably recounts some aspects of the current system that confound the efforts of welfare clients
to move to more permanent self-sufficiency. Any meaningful welfare reform has to dismantle these barriers.
The alternatives Mr. Butler advocates, however, will do little to alleviate poverty. Although Butler’s suggestions are interesting contributions
to the debate, they are largely unsupported by empirical evidence or programmatic experience, nor do they
address the more fundamental factors affecting the swells and shrinkages in this nation’s population.
Neither the poor, nor that subset
of the poor who receive public assistance, are a homogenous or easily
characterized group. Public assistance recipients differ greatly in
terms of their labor force experience, educational background, and
services needs. Many recipients need
very little help in attaining self-sufficiency. Others, who remain on the
rolls much longer and drive up pro92

gram costs, require more help to develop skills that most of us take for
granted and that most employers require, if they are to be successful in
achieving economic self-sufficiency.
For this reason, Mr. Butler’s suggestion that we rely on a narrowly defined program of work requirements
seems ill-advised. This approach
would address only that portion of
the recipients whose needs are related to lack of work experience or
lack of job-search skills.
Our conviction that work requirements are no panacea is based on
our own experience, which has
taught us that a broader approach is
needed for the majority of recipients. Such an approach-a variety of
programs to meet different client
situations, an emphasis on educational attainment and skill development, a strong job development effort, and a recognition that support
services are essential for persons entering low-wage jobs with few benefits-is embodied in New York‘s
newly implemented programs aimed
at public assistance recipients.
Mr. Butler would call our programs “workfare imitations.” He
warns conservatives that programs
like ours are little more than an excuse to spend more money. To the
contrary, investing in comprehensive
programming provides a greater
opportunity for long-term savings by
shortening the length of time that
recipients remain dependent on welfare and by reducing the likelihood
that recipients will return to welfare
once they have left.
Comprehensive programming can
be undertaken in a way that
strengthens rather than weakens the
welfare recipient’s sense of obligation. We in New York have never
believed that welfare is a “something
for nothing” proposition. But let us
be clear about what we mean by
“mutual obligations.” First, most recipients of public assistance are children. N o one is talking about requiring children to work. But those
children who are in school, like
school children everywhere, have an
obligation to prepare themselves for
adulthood. Second, adult recipients
of support have an obligation to do
everything in their power to become
economically self-sufficient. This in-

cludes getting an education and the
training necessary for a job, looking
for work, and working hard to remain employed. Third, the families
of these recipients and the government have responsibilities as well.
Parents, even absent parents, must
take financial and moral responsibility for their children. And government must maintain a dynamic economy that provides jobs for those
who want to work, a first-class educational system, and protection
against discrimination.
Mr. Butler argues that, in addition
to restoring the sense of mutual obligation, an effective welfare reform
proposal must address the issues of
decentralization and personal empowerment. Under Mr. Butler’s decentralization plan, primary fiscal
responsiblity for anti-poverty programs would be shifted from the
federal government to states and localities. The federal government
would retain responsibility for transferring money from rich states to
poor states and for providing mandates for achievement of national
welfare goals. States would be encouraged to apply for waivers to develop new and innovative programs
at their own expense.
How this three-part strategy
would work is not clear. For example, how would the federal government transfer money from richer to
poorer states and target these funds
to reducing poverty and welfare dependency without assuming a major
financial role? How would the federal government enforce mandates
without incentives? Through the use
of sanctions? Even if we accept Mr.
Butler’s argument that a new liberalism has penetrated formerly reactionary state and local governments,
it is not clear that the states with the
most severe problems or those that
have experienced sudden problems
caused by forces beyond their control, such as market decline or massive immigration, could meet these
mandates without financial support.
In developing his decentralization
strategy, Mr. Butler seems to have
confused centralization and inflexibility. Centralization is not by nature
bad. Few would argue for a decentralized national defense policy, for
example. Rather, it is the inflexibility
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that so often accompanies centralized policies that presents the problems.
The current welfare system is centrally funded, but much of the
responsibility for administering the
program resides with states and
municipalities. In many ways, the
current system is fairly flexible. For
example, each state determines its
own standard of need, which allows
grant levels to be set in accordance
with local living standards and costs.
As Mr. Butler correctly points out,
the current system is too inflexible
with regard to the development of
new and innovative programming,
but we do not need a solution as
extreme as his to correct this problem. Increased flexibility in programming can be accomplished by
expediting or reforming waiver procedures without creating incentives
to increase program inequity.
Mr. Butler argues for increasing
the use of vouchers to empower the
poor. Either cash or vouchers would
provide the market power he advocates. We already provide cash in the
form of public assistance grants and
vouchers through food stamps and,
one might argue, Medicaid. But cash
in the limited amounts and vouchers
work best in markets where the
goods in demand are in plentiful
enough supply to be available at reasonable prices. This is not the situation in the case of some of the commodities p o o r people need,
particularly housing. In New York
City, for example, so little housing is
available that it is unlikely housing
vouchers could be used. Other cities,
including some in the housing
voucher experiment, face similar
problems. Vouchering would also be
useless as a replacement for some of
the services now provided to poor
households. It is unlikely, for example, that vouchers could be used to
purchase a job in an economically
depressed labor market.
The problem with the agenda that
Mr. Butler puts forth is that it is primarily concerned with problems
caused by the welfare system itself.
There is little evidence that the welfare system is the primary cause of
poverty. Far more evidence suggests
that the problems the poor face are
rooted in other factors that make it

difficult to function effectively in
the labor market.
This does not mean that the current system does not need reform.
Removing work disincentives from
the welfare system, demanding that
absent parents take responsibility for
their children, and empowering the
poor are strategies that should be
pursued. But in our zeal to reform
welfare, we should not lose sight of
an important aspect of the larger so-

that are undergirded by national
standards regarding essential needs.
But poorer states like Alabama will
need federal assistance to meet the
national standard and to make benefits available to two-parent as well as
one-parent families.
I am somewhat Concerned that
welfare reform may be mandated
with no additional funding for daycare, job training, and other supportive services. Alabama’s welfare re-

cia1 and economic picture. The poor
face limited alternatives. For this reason, we should pursue strategies that
are consistent with another principle
that operates in our society: the principle of opportunity.
Cesar A. Perales
Commissioner
Department of Social Services
State of New York

cipients require significant services
to attain, and hold, reliable, longterm jobs. Our welfare caseload
consists predominantly of families
headed by single mothers, who are
typically undereducated and unskilled, and have no work history.
These recipients will need considerable training and support if they are
to escape poverty.
I generally agree with the arguments presented by Mr. Butler and I
look forward to the creation of a less
centralized, more humane, and more
rational welfare system.
Governor Guy Hunt
State of Alabama

Dear Sir:
Mr. Butler’s article offered a thorough and convincing analysis of the
current welfare system and the failure of Great Society programs to
eradicate poverty in America.
A major problem of the current
system is rigidity and over-centralization, which does little to help people
escape dependency. We must rekindle the notion that welfare recipients
have an obligation to their children,
to themselves, and to society, to
work toward self-sufficiency.
At present, Alabama has one of
the lowest welfare benefit levels in
the nation. We do not have the
AFDC-UP program for two-parent
families nor do we have a General
Assistance program. This limitation
tends to discourage the formation of
two-parent families.
Mr. Butler argues for decentralized, simplified welfare programs

Dear Sir:
Adult and Family Services, Oregon’s welfare department, has studied the concepts of workfare and
vouchers for several years. We concluded that neither would meet the
needs of our state.
The mission of Adult and Family
Services is to help families become
self-sufficient, and to provide basic
financial support to those families
until they can become self-supporting. Because we do not see welfare
as serving a permanent class of poor
people we reject the voucher system
for services. A method of payment
that sets welfare recipients apart
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from the rest of society does not
positively contribute to self-sufficiency.
While I agree that local communities often do “know what’s best,” I
cannot accept that national problems are always best solved by local
governments. Poverty is a national
problem that should be a national
concern.
Governor Neil Goldschmidt
State of Oregon

to be put into place, with its emphasis on decentralization, mutual obligation and self-reliance, it gradually
would improve the climate for the
ideas of Epstein, Nozick, and
Rothbard. It is not that I reject the
analysis of these scholars, as Dr.
Block contends, nor that I believe
such ideas can never prevail, but simply that in the current political climate we need a less direct strategy.
Warren Brookes disputes the need

Many accounts of supply-side economics
emphasize writers and journalists who, though
certainly eloquent advocates of the cause, lived
hundreds of miles away from the daily battles
on which the fate of supply-side economics
rested.
-Paul Craig Roberts

tions in the nature and causes of
poverty require as much local discretion as possible. Similarly, I have no
fundamental disagreement with
Commissioner Perales’ comprehensive description of the nature of mutual obligation. My argument was
that past policy did not tend to reflect such a view. I also have to agree
that vouchers can only work where
the market operates effectively in responding to consumer demand. So I
am not surprised that he feels that
vouchers could not address the
housing problems of New York:
when a city destroys the housing
market with rent controls it is hardly
likely to respond!
One thing we can all agree upon,
of course, is that the key to reducing
poverty is a strong and growing
economy. Any dispute we may have
about welfare is minor compared
with our shared view that to the extent that misplaced welfare policy
undermines economic expansion, it
is a threat to the poor.

Supply-side Omissions
Stuart M. Butler replies:
I have enough libertarian blood
left in my veins to take very seriously
the concerns raised by Walter Block
and Warren Brookes. Yet I feel that
the only way out of America’s welfare mess is to recognize first the
conservative principles that policy is
the art of the possible, and that policy must be tailored to fit the time
and place.
So while I have an instinctive attraction to Dr. Block’s analysis and
prescription, I cannot help but recall
the occasion when I stopped for directions at an out-of-way gas station
in Michigan. Pondering my destination, the attendant shrugged and remarked, “The problem is, you
shouldn’t be starting from here.” I
leave it to the readers of Policy Review to decide whether I am unduly
concerned about the need to defuse
left-wing opposition to conservative
welfare reform proposals, but I do
believe that although Dr. Block’s
proposal has much to commend it,
and should be a central feature of
the intellectual debate, as a political
proposal, it is a non-starter at the
moment. If the plan I propose were
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for a national framework for welfare
policy. Here the dispute may be
more apparent than real. In fact, I do
not argue that we now know what
ought to be done, and that states and
private institutions should be required to shape up. Indeed, as I
ended the article, “a ‘conservative
Great Society’ with dozens of new
programs and requirements, reflecting a confident belief that all the answers are known, is a contradiction
in terms.” My point was that there is
a broad national consensus about
certain objectives of policy-adequate shelter and food for all citizens, for instance-although there
are widely differing views as to how
these goals should be accomplished.
Thus the national guidelines I wrote
of would not specify methods or
outlays, only objectives.
Commissioner Perales raises several important points, but in some
cases these are simply straw men. He
is right, for instance, to dismiss the
notion that the poor are a “homogen o u s o r easily characterized
group”-but I did not suggest they
are. Indeed, one of my arguments for
decentralization is that wide varia-

Dear Sir:
Thanks for Gordon Jackson’s supportive article on supply-side economics (“All Supply-Siders Now?,”
Summer 1987). As an insider in the
revolution, I would like to correct a
couple of historical points. Jack
Kemp, the political spokesman for
supply-side economics, seldom fares
well in accounts of the movement’s
history. Following established practice, Mr. Jackson reduces Representative Jack Kemp to “another convert” of Jude Wanniski. This is
patently untrue. Representative
Kernp recruited me in 1975 to help
him put together a supply-side tax
program. He was dismayed that policymakers had moved away from
John E Kennedy’s tax-cutting initiative and were relying instead on increases in government spending to
stimulate the economy. Kemp told
me that if I needed any help to contact Norman Ture, who had been
working on supply-side approaches
to taxation since 1960.
Kemp advocated marginal tax rate
cuts in signed op-ed articles in 1975,
a year before he first met Jude
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Wanniski. What Kemp got from
Wanniski was not the program of
cutting tax rates, but aggressive marketing of the Laffer Curve, which
finessed the problem of cutting
spending. Kemp wanted to crowd
out public sector growth with private sector growth, but cutting
spending during the transition period was difficult for the Republican
Party. The Laffer Curve let Republicans avoid the charge that they were
trying to cut benefits for the poor in
order to cut taxes for the rich.
Wanniski contributed most of the
movement’s early publicity. All of it
was not helpful with professional
economists, but it was probably the
first time that the efforts of a congressional minority became a national cause c&bre. Wanniski certainly focused attention on the issue
and helped to prevent the establishment from ignoring us.
Kemp had no legislative forum
from which to advance the issue.
The campaign for tax rate reduction
had to be fought through the congressional committee process-often against Republican staff-and
against the econometric models that
informed the Congressional Budget
Office’s recommendations to Congress. The opposition to supply-side
was never prepared to roll over dead
because of an editorial in the Wall
Street Journal, and could produce
plenty of editorials of its own in the
Washington Post and the New York
Times. Supply-side prevailed because it outpointed the Keynesians
in an analytical, empirical, and political contest. The battle was won in
autumn 1978 when the Democratcontrolled Senate threw out the Carter tax reform plan to raise taxes and
passed the Nunn amendment (“son
of Kemp-Roth”), which cut tax rates
and limited the growth of federal
spending. House Democrats voted
to support the Nunn amendment in
conference, but the Carter administration killed it with the threat of
veto. Nevertheless, in place of Car-

ter’s plan to raise taxes, we got a cut
in the capital gains tax rate.
Many accounts of supply-side
economics emphasize writers and
journalists who, though certainly eloquent advocates of the cause, lived
hundreds of miles away from the
daily battles on which the fate of
supply-side economics rested. This
process of reifying the movement is
unfair to real people such as Steve
Entin, John Rousselot, and Senator
Orrin Hatch who made supply-side a
reality by helping to strategize and
win its economic and political battles within the congressional policy
process.
Professor Paul Craig Roberts
Center for Strategic and
International Studies
Washington, DC

Editor‘s note:
In “Ten Years of Policy Review”
(Summer 1987), a line was inadvertently omitted from the excerpt of
Milton Friedman’s 1978 article,
“The Limitations of Tax Limitations.” The correct excerpt is:
There is an important point
that needs to be stressed to
those who regard themselves
as fiscal conservatives. By concentrating on the wrong thing,
the deficit, instead of the right
thing, total government spending, fiscal conservatives have
been the unwitting hand-maidens of the big s enders. The
t ical historica process is
t at the spenders put through
laws which increase government spending. A deficit
emerges. The fiscal conservatives scratch their heads and
say, “My God, that’s terrible;
we have got to do something
about that deficit.” So they cooperate with the big spenders
in gettint taxes imposed. As
soon as t e new taxes are imposed and passed, the big
s enders are off again, and
t en there is another burst in
government spending and another deficit.
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After nearly half a century in exile,
American Evangelicals and Fundamentalists have returned to the political
arena. Piety and Politics includes a wide
range of perspectives on this growing
religious and political development.
Contributors include Carl F.B. Henry,
Nathan Glazer, Jerry Falwell, George F.
Will, George Marsden, Ronald Nash,
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“Forget nuclear freezers and yuppies.
The emergence of the evangelical voting
block is the most important political
development of the 1980s, and Neuhaus
and Cromartie tell everything you need
to know about it. This is the most
complete analysis 1 have seen anywhere
on the evangelical movement-and the
best.”
-FRED BARNES
Senior Editor, The New Republic

“More light and less heat on evangelicals
and fundamentalists is what the reader
will get from Piety and Politics, the
most comprehensive and useful work on
the subject.”
-RABBI JOSHUA 0. HABERMAN
Foundation For Jewish Studies

“This book represents the best collection
to date of timely essays on the theme of
fundamentalists and politics . . . It is a
superb collection indeed.”
-NATHAN HATCH
University of Notre Dame
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We Don’t Just
Report The News.
Where else can you read..
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PAUL LAXALT

“The War Against Soviet
Colonialism.” A blueprint for
the Reagan doctrine, by the
leader of Angola’s freedom
fighters. “From Moo I
learned how to fight and win
a guerrilla war. I also
learned how not to run a
country.”

“My Conversations with Ferdinand Marcos.” An insider
account by the American
Senator who helped change
modern Philippine history.
Laxalt provides previously
unreported information on
the dramatic events that catapulted Corazon Aquino to
power.

JESSE HELMS

CHARLTON HESTON
“A Conservative in Hollywood.” Heston exposes
producers and screenwriters
as McGovern-style radicals
”far to the left of the population as a whole.” His article contains frank and funny
comments about sex, God,
and politics on the American
screen.
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“America’s Covenant With
Israel.” For the first time Senator Helms explains his
astonishing change of heart
about Israel. His moving firstperson article combines theology with political strategy
to argue that Christians
should stand with the Jews to
defend the promised land
from Soviet expansionism.
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