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Abstract

Neocontradictions: The Politics and Ideology
of American Welfare State Decline

by

Darren Barany

Adviser: Stanley Aronowitz

This study historically investigates the circumstances — economidcalplénd
ideological — out of which the American political culture would shift to the right and
become hostile to welfare. Itis in part a genealogy of contemporafigrevetform
discourse, which is comprised by the synthesis of varied and contradictopproemis of
conservative philosophy about family, work, responsibility, and the role of government.
This study also contextualizes that discourse within the development of a ctimeerva
politico-ideological apparatus. Today’s conservative movement in the Unatas $ the
fusion of other sub-strands of conservatism and has successfully defined thet@eram
of acceptable discourse around the issue of welfare. It has developed a larde pool o
resources, become adept in the arena of activist and electoral politics, bsilt a va
infrastructure for the production and deployment of ideas, and establisheldeatresi
presence in the everyday lives of Americans. Therefore a study ob#iereof the
American welfare state must trace the development of these ideas anditischye
which they became policy orthodoxy.

Argued here is that the conservative movement’s success in affeetiiagev

reform can be attributed to two factors. Firstly, it can be attributdgetoonsolidation



and organization of libertarian and traditionalist conservatism and to therynafst
ideological production by a conservative politico-ideological apparatus ioy pol
planning network. Secondly, it can be attributed to the emergence of variedveting
ideas on work, family, equality, and personal responsibility as a new pgolsgnsus
which was itself a consequence of important transformations in social and econom
conditions. The post-war conservative movement has been dynamic and has managed its
own ideological tensions by continually refining its argument and perfecsimgethods
of framing issues. It has contributed to altering the political culturelation to the
welfare state and related issues The subjection of welfare stgtampsoto ongoing
critique has enabled the social safety net to become vulnerable to refoichshave
gradually altered them to be more consistent with the shifting requiremehts of t

economic system and elite preferences.
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PART |

-Chapter 1: Introduction-

Neocontradictions

“Neocontradictions” is a term meant to provocatively highlight the ideological
contradictions and political struggles which became apparent in the development of the
conservative movement in the United States, in many ways embodied by the palitic
scholarly work of the neoconservatives. These contradictions, along with some
commonalities, were evident in the disparate conservative literatur@amdentary on
the topics of equality, distributive justice, work, and economic and political liberty. The
term is also meant to signify that this study is a development upon the obserghtions
systems theorists who have observed that the welfare state is a conyadidtdynamic
part of late capitalist society, especially the in the work of Jamesr@@&, Jirgen
Habermas, lan Gough, and Claus Offe. The term is an explicit referende’® Of
collection of essays titled;ontradictions of the Welfare Statés the conservative
attack on welfare, which spanned decades, brought about the end of welfare enttitleme
in the US, different circumstances have exposed new contradictions of thee@meri

welfare state.

Framing the Debate: From Under-serving to “Undeserving”
“If you can work, you’'ve got to go to work,” said Bill Clinton in October 1991

when he accepted his party’s nomination for president (Clinton 1992:645). Also part of



this “new covenant,” he declared, was “ending welfare as we know itit¢@li

1992:645). In 1996, President Clinton authorized the first major regressive legislati
change to welfare in the United States since the enactment of the NewhBé&drsonal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA). During the
presidential administrations of Ronald Reagan and George H. W. Bush, it would have
been hard to imagine that such a regressive shift in domestic anti-povertyvpamlicly
soon occur during the presidency of a so called moderate DemocraenSjigges prior,

in the fall of 1975, Irving Kristol signaled a warning to the corporate elite in an
influential essay against “elitist” liberal reforms. He cautttieat to ward off the total
appropriation “of their decision-making powers” by the state, “they muatecee
constituency...which will candidly intervene in the ‘political game’ of indegroup
politics” (Kristol 1975:228). This call to arms would be heeded. What follows is an
investigation into the circumstances — economic, political, and ideological — ottabf w
the American political culture would shift to the right and become hostile fare#l In
order to develop an understanding of how welfare programs came to be seen as the
problem rather than as a solution in addressing pervasive poverty and inequhbhty i
United States it is imperative to trace the genealogy of how a setadf (the synthesis of
which would come constitute the contemporary conservative movement) about family,
work, responsibility, and the role of government came to be prominent. Today’'s

conservative movement in the United States is the fusion of other sub-strands of

! It should be noted here that the term “welfarell i used in this study to refer mainly to casinsfers
and other “entitlement” programs for the poor (AGDC). While it is not intended to refer to all
programs which might be considered welfare stabgnams, it may be possible that some of the amsalysi
which follows can apply to numerous other such pots and even the role of government generally.



conservatism and has successfully defined the parameters of accdsednese around
the issue of welfare. It has developed a large pool of resources, become adept in the
arena of activist and electoral politics, built a vast infrastructure fqurtbguction and
deployment of ideas, and established a resilient presence in the everysiay live
Americans (Lakoff 2002; Post 1998). Therefore a study of the erosion of the American
welfare state must trace the development of these ideas and the meanshitheyhic
became situated as axiomatic.

For this reason, this dissertation investigates the rise of the ituallec
conservative movement in the United States and its effective ideologigaaicemtio win
the hearts and minds of much of the country and to penetrate the arena of pofitics
particular interest then will be the erosion of the American welfare atat the end of it
“as we know it” in the context of the rise of this movement. | ask the follovesegarch
qguestion: How did a relatively scattered, disorganized, and divided conservative
movement come together and successfully influence (I argue significtoly
parameters of acceptable dialogue around the American welfare stagefhclitdes for
example the change in focus from structural economic concerns to those of t@havior
pathology (a contribution of the early neoconservatives in their critique ofrejeifad
the reframing of welfare economically in terms consistent with thegagres of
American business. Integral to understanding this process is the followimfgsse-
guestions. What were the predominant strands of conservative thought, the synthesis of
which came to constitute these parameters (i.e. conservative ideologyfare)feHow

were these ideas put into political practice around the issue of welfaha? Wwafe the



circumstances within which these ideas were able to take hold, giving tise\i¢elfare
Reform Act of 19967 | argue that the success of this movement in rolling backewelfa
state programs can be attributed to two factors. Firstly, through the cdatisoliand
organization of different components of conservative thought (mainly classical
liberalisnf and traditionalism) and the mastery of ideological production to accomplish
its objectives. The fusion of libertarian and traditionalist/ religious corssrvaas
been an integral feature of the contemporary conservative movement’s sncuasgsist
constructing an aura of apparent consensus on the surface of its deep seated\istorica
rooted contradictions but also its prolific ability to shape discourse and through
structuring ideology (Crawford 1980; Gottfried 1987; Lind 1996; Williams 1997).
Secondly, these ideas took hold because of important transformations in social and
economic conditions. Amidst changing economic and social factors, the post-war
conservative movement has been dynamic and has managed its own ideologjizas te
by continually refining its argument and perfecting its methods of framsug$s(Lakoff
2002; Smith 1991).

The neoconservatives have been at the heart of the critique of welfardéom
mid-1960s and were essential in reframing anti-welfare discourse. Tipey he

transform the vernacular of policy analysis critical of welfare gtedgrams from a

2 Given the usage of the term “libertarian” to désethis position in the US, the study will confotenthis
terminological convention. The most recent variariibertarian thought is commonly referred to as
neoliberalism. It's renaissance gained prominemoend the time that Margaret Thatcher became Prime
Minister of England (1979-1990) and also with tmegidency of Ronald Reagan (1981-1988) in the dnite
States. Thatcher worked closely with Keith Josepstart the Centre for Policy Studies, which walsiak
tank heavily influenced by the ideas of econonmiiition Friedman, Friedrich von Hayek, and Ludwigwo
Mises, all of whom were major influences on negaliiem. It has operated under the rubric of
“Thatcherism” and “supply-side” economics.



largely economistic language rooted ilamssez-fairendividualist political philosophy to
a clinical and managerial critique which emphasized individual behavior defesead
“family disorganization.” The neoconservative label had been first used toldeacri
particular set of ex-Trotskyites and ex-liberals, especially titengyiand activism of
Sydney Hook, Irving Kristol, Daniel Bell, Nathan Glazer, and Daniel Raltficynihan
among others. The early or proto-neoconservatives were ex-radicals and liberals who
had expressed “a mood and a fashion rather than a deeply felt political stamsm” (C
[1973] 1974:4). As Coser ([1973] 1974) described them, “They are liberals who got cold
feet in the late 1960s. ...They have now made it, and having made it they are abncerne
with the maintenance of an order that has been good to them.” However, the term has
come to be used as a general expression for a reactionary defenseoiharder and
to describe a political position which advocates a foreign policy based on ingmeyiali
negative position toward the welfare state, and a desire for the restoratiaaditibnal
or “family values” (Bronner 2004). This definition of neoconservatism is consistént w
that of this study, but will be further elaborated as a complex and varialoeideas
(depending on who is expressing them and for what) — an amalgamation of other
conservative ideas which became salient at a particular historical gindthe erosion
of the American welfare state was just one outcome of this convergence.

Considering the principal, contradictory elements of conservatisrmarage

requires a careful analysis of the historically determined socaiaes$ in which they

% For a comprehensive discussion of this group hadarly popular use of the term, see Steinfel® 197
the bibliography.



were developed as reactions. Historicdlyssez-fairdibertarianism was a reaction to
traditional conservatism, their conflict embodied in the tension between theopiijosf
the Enlightenment (with its privileging of individual rights and freedomsagjairbitrary
power) and what Max Weber called traditional authority (Clark 1991; W&B&9]

1958; [1899] 1978). Though these two factions of conservative thought created a lasting
and successful political coalition, these two positions are essentially intbiapa
Friedrich von Hayek (1969), who3ée Road to Serfdoim cited by leading conservative
scholars as a chief inspiration and is credited by many as the text wipel ratiate

the reincarnation of libertarian ideas in the United States, expressedrimess of
coalescing with traditionalist conservatives and wrote of the lack of harbetween
libertarianism and traditionalism. In particular, he was leery of toadilist
conservatism’s paternalism and authoritarian tendencies, but he understood that a
coalescence with this strand of conservative thought would be strategicalhaaph@us
(von Hayek 1969). To clarify, traditionalist conservatism during the post war ipethies
US was often anti-democratic and was characterized by a fear of theddaty In

brief, for the traditionalists, morality should be the guiding principle of goventnand
government had an important role to play in regulating personal moral conduct. The key
political questions in this camp are religious and moral (Brennan 1995, 2003, Nash
1998). Libertarianism also had some strains of disparagement toward tles feagsthe
later writings of Albert Jay Nock, and Ludwig von Mises), but its rhefaicely
emphasized individual liberty and anti-statism. For this wing of consenyahe key

political questions are economic. As philosophical individualists, they charasez-



faire economics, private liberty, limited government and anti-collectivism as the
cornerstones of a free society. These tenets amount to what Karl Redamyicome to
describe as the stark utopia of the self-adjusted market (Polanyi 2001).

With a conservative movement whose various factions did not quite see eye-to-
eye on fundamental issues, it would be reasonable to presume the same about its view
toward social welfare programs. In fact, there were divisions within timéndat strands
of conservative thought, and even within the business community through the late 1960s,
regarding the responsibility of the state to provide a safety net for itsveedy and the
extent to which it should continue to placate organized labor. Of course no movement
consists of a complete consensus on any one issue, but opposition to “collectivism” in the
form of global communism and the welfare state would come to be an importanhissue
the US on which the individual factions of conservatism would reach common ground. It
would also be reasonable to consider the welfare state (like all social phenasana)
complex whole composed of multiple contradictory parts (Abramovitz 1996; Gough
1979; Marcuse 1964; Offe 1987). The contradictory role of the welfare state has been
cited often. From the perspective of capital, while the welfare state praudesnteed
incomes and other provisions for the least fortunate outside the context of the labor
market and seemingly obstructs labor discipline, it also helps mitigatealfgnamt
effects of capitalism and thus is important for its legitimation and thus comtinudut
another way, and from the perspective of the individual, while welfare state peogram

provide social services such as health care, social security, social wagesiosdand



training, and housing, they also represent the regulation of private activities biate
(Abramovitz 1996; Gough 1979; Marcuse 1964; Offe 1987).

A project which is looking at a dynamic political and ideological movement
disseminating ideas about intricate and conflicting economic, social, andabolitic
processes must address the work and contributions of earlier and influential praponents
Structural economic conditions are paramount, but the relentless ideologubatjorn
by the conservative intellectual movement and its embattled, last standtaisapos
(illustrated in Kristol's quote) was instrumental in its ascendance. \Wialpolitics and
ideology of free-market and traditionalist conservatism are contraglithay are also
consistent in some ways. Conservative historian George H. Nash (1995) sitsatve
among many of the figures in each faction, there is an emphasis on the powes of idea
driving human history and on absolutism and universality. He argues that a possible
explanation for this emphasis is the lack of popularity of conservative ideas imcAme
society during the time leading up to the New Deal and through World War 1l. Tterefor
a belief in the power of ideas was necessary “in the face of an often hogiittnenent”
(Nash 1998:28).

We see universalist and absolutist themes expressed in the otherwise divergent
thinkers, Richard M. Weaver and Hayek’s mentor and teacher, Ludwig von Mises. For
example, both of them substantively privileged private property as a matabiggt.

While the metaphysical order proposed by these thinkers varied, they angadkéd
and unconditional system of principles. Weaver’'s btadas Have Consequengésst

published in 1948, “in the opinion of many [became] fities et origodof the



contemporary conservative movement” (Nash 1998:33). Representing an eangy post
traditionalist view and emphasizing a fierce absolutism regarding mameaiges, he
regarded nominalism and relativism as liberal ideas which were respowosibteting
short of the decline of the West (Weaver [1948] 1984). Private property was “the last
metaphysical right remaining to us,” language was to be saved and purified from
nominalistic semantics, and redistribution was akin to the tyranny of “tpogal that
every man should be king” (Weaver [1948] 1984:148, 43). The libertarians were also
quite doctrinaire. Their unbending conceptualization of economic laws and awe of
market processes comprised nothing less than a metaphysical framewoek’'sHay
framework was slightly less severe than that of his Austrian School predes;eSarl
Menger and Ludwig von Mises, but he shared their belief in universal marleet law
Mises (1984:19), in a critique of historicism, illustrates his unconditional andtin fac
trans-historical view of economic laws as universal and immutable.

The Austrian economists unconditionally rejected the logical

relativism implied in the teachings of the Prussian Histbrica

School. As against the declarations of Schmoller and his

followers, they maintained that there is a body of economic

theorems that are valid for all human action irrespective of time

and place, the national and racial characteristics of the aatwts

their religious, philosophical, and ethical ideologies.
Among these economic theorems is the assumption that meddling with the market, e.g.

through welfare state programs, represents the pathway to socialisnditionathe



argued that incentives to work and save are removed when people are given a social
wage. The giving of benefits to the most needy, for von Mises, simply reproduced
further pauperism and dependence (Mises 1962a, 1981).

The libertarian renascence did not enjoy immediate popularity durin@$hegr
period, neither was it the outcome of the expression of a set of monolithic ideas. The
was much disagreement among its leading intellectuals, demonstratez] hytimes,
dramatically contrastive ideas of Friedrich von Hayek, Henry Haztitt Murray
Rothbard. However, its synthesis with components of traditionalist consenaattsm
later the ideas of a group of anti-communist ex-radicals who were broughterftdd
(conservative luminaries like Frank Meyer and James Burnham, an®é&ate Bell and
Irving Kristol) would later help come to shape thinking about work, family, and public
versus private obligation. These narratives would later comprise part ofitige rul
ideology of how poverty is considered generally and is addressed on a policylitievel.
this historico-ideological conjuncture by which the rightward shift in Aoaésipolitical
culture would be facilitated and constitutddowever, prior to this shift was a period
when the ideas of limited government and unregulated markets would fall on many deaf
ears. Butin the late 1940s and early 1950s, periodicalkllikean EventstheAmerican
Mercury, and especiallfhe Freemarmrovided for libertarians “a regular forum for
hitherto dispersed writers” (Nash 1998:22he Freeman’seappearance in October of
1952 (which was originally founded by Albert Jay Nock in the 1920s and had undergone
a series of incarnations up to that point) suggested that the shortage ofdibédtas by

mid century was coming to an end (Nash 1998).

10



The cold war and the current of anti- and ex-communists into the conservative
fold and the influence of anti-communism was effective in resolving some ofdieris
inherent in the conservative movement. These included the contradiction between
traditional hierarchy and individual liberty, between the isolationism of theb®ddirian
right and the call for intervention internationally to combat the perceived thrgkutaf
communism, and between rhetoric of limited government and the large, coerciaeymilit
industrial complex necessary to protect the US from the Soviet Empire (Nash 1998)
Since the Soviet Union represented a godless society dominated by central pianning
made for a convenient boogeyman for all facets of the conservative causengVaryi
levels of optimism caused some dissent among conservative intellectuafssrotdow
to deal with this perceived threat, but there was little disagreement thiatehewas
real. A perceived immanent threat is often useful at generating consensusyBuckl
ambivalence regarding the clashing objectives of the conservative movement is
informative in this respect. Nash (1998:112) observed that in the first half of a 1952
essay, Buckley made references critical of the “Leviathan Statd,in the latter half of
the same essay, he concedes that acquiescence to big government would be sequired t
defeat the “menace to our freedom” that the Soviet Union represented.

This rough consensus was further solidified through the foundiNgdnal
Reviem(NR)magazine largely through the efforts of Buckley and William Rusher. It
would be difficult to overstate Buckley’s influence among conservatives frenpdhniod
onward. Brad Miner’s (1996:3&oncise Conservative Encyclopedals him “the most

admired and influential conservative of the last fifty years.” Buckley, dmet ot

11



conservatives, saw the movement as disorganized and in need of direction and unity.
Despite signs that the left was moving toward the center and losing focub€e=gdtof

the New Deal era, successful presidential campaign of Eisenhower cavidggcold war
anti-communism among “liberals”) Buckley’s fusionist conservatisrs guaarrelsome

and aggressive. He saw a need to create a journal to counter the numerous penodicals
the left at that time. He did not want this new publication to simply appeal to the base
with clichés but rather to also resonate with scholars and intellectuals (1988).NR

was launched in November of 1955, and this was a defining moment for the conservative
movement as we know it. This move by Buckley was not simply for the purpose of
creating a platform from which the left could be attacked but to unite a fractious
American conservatism (Brennan 1995, Nash 1998). Traditionalists, libagaand
anti-communists were all represented on the masthead and contributed regularly
pages. In his 1984 bookhe Rise of the RighiVilliam Rusher (Buckley’'s long-time
associate and publisher R from 1957-1988) praised Buckley as “history’s answer” to
the question of who could unite the right, the man “who...could bring the prickly
components of the right together and induce it to speak with a single voice” (Goodman
1984: 18).

As the 1950s came to an end, fear-based narratives and behavioral explanations
for poverty were acquiring analytic credibility from the work of the proto-
neoconservative critics of social programs in the 1960s and were gainitngapol
momentum through the corresponding softening of the ideological and politichbleft t

their ascendance reflected. Politically, the largely grassrootsreatige base which

12



supported the Barry Goldwater movement, along with the great popularity lod ik,
The Conscience of a Conservatitielped to further discredit social welfare programs.
This predominantly white base was discomforted and resentful from gaingimauigh
the direct action politics of the civil rights and black freedom struggles. Thealoli
potential of this group, wary of the economic, social, and political, changesdtet w
taking place, was well expressed by Nixon’s reference to them dsra ta@gjority”
during a time of progressive political movements and social upheaval. The effibrits
conservative cultural formation during a time more notorious for the activitibe of
countercultural left would prove to be important for future conservative political
achievements and victories.

Goldwater publishe@onscience of a Conservative1960, and was able to
reinvigorate the conservative movement politically. By the 1960 GOP convention, he
became the New Right’s political leader. According to Brennan (1995:140):

“Through the efforts of ... Goldwater and William F. Buckley, Jr.,

conservatism shed some of its stodgy, old-fashioned character and

became more sophisticated, attractive, and dynamic. Right-

wingers of the 1960s came across as educated, resolute individuals,

not as lunatics.”

The book advocated a fiercely aggressive foreign policy strategy drumming @b flea
global communist menace represented by the Soviet Union. The power of unions was
portrayed by Goldwater as an infringement on the rights of individual workerak® m

decisions for themselves. He viewed the labor movement as a form of sociatisam a

13



short step away from communism, and he felt that employers should not be encumbered
with the demands of organized workers (Goldwater 1960; Brennan 2003). Goldwater
(1960) mainly presented welfare programs in a manner consistent wiibhettarlan

critiqgues being published iHuman EventandNational Review.However, the success

and broad distribution of his book opened-up to the public conservative and free-market
ideas about social spending and taxes. The conservative political movement was now
being represented by an activist politician who appealed to a conservasgeogts

base, taking the Old Right's message and incorporating a moral facet andliogmpe
justification for increased militarism (Brennan 1995, 2003). Goldwater (1960:10)
explicitly rejected that conservatism focused only on economic theory gueldathat it

“puts material things in their proper place.” Goldwater helped invigorataservative

base and was the Republican candidate for president in 1964, but he lost by a landslide to
Lyndon Johnson. However, the grassroots support which had been activated by the
Goldwater movement would continue its activities to the benefit of the Aameric
conservative movement and would help pave the way for the election of Ronald Reagan
the movement’s next political leader, to the office of president (Brennan 199&k Dal
2004).

While Reagan converted to conservatism in the 1940s, he was not alone in this
transformation. The disenchantment with New Deal programs and disdain of Soviet
communism abroad and political radicalism at home also seemed to influence
intellectuals in some unexpected circles years later. QuiBmgweekSteinfels

(1979:4) identifies as “‘neoconservative’ academics, many...refugemsthie liberal

14



left, including Daniel Bell, Nathan Glazer, Irving Kristol, ...and Daniel P. Mogniof

New York.” All were regular contributors ttommentaryin whose pages a full-scale
attack was levied against the left by the late 1960s. In Oscar LlewesFamilies:

Mexican Case Studies in the Culture of Poygrtiblished in 1959, he developed the

term “culture of poverty” to describe a means by which poor folks adapt to and cope with
adverse material conditions (Lewis 1969). The culture of poverty was constaucted t
illustrate not just economic hardship but also “a way of life” for those living ieradv
material conditions (Katz 1993; Lewis 1969:188). As “both an adaptation and reaction of
the poor to their marginal position in a class stratified highly individuated, dsfiital
society,” Lewis has defended his concept and never intended for it to place the
responsibility of poverty “on the character of the poor,” nor for it to reinvigoratelthe
distinction between “worthy” and “unworthy” poor (Lewis 1969:199). However, the
concept was appropriated by others who had more conservative motivations (Katz
1993:12-13). “The Negro Family,” better known simply as the “Moynihan Répaas
published in 1965, five years aft€onscience of a Conservatj\a which time

Moynihan was a young assistant secretary of labor to President Lyndon Johheon. T
report reiterated the conservative warnings of the dangers of welfare@me\asd
extracted the elements of Lewis’ framework which emphasized behavitnalqgy

(Katz 1993). In the report Moynihan didn’t use the term culture of poverty, but his term
“tangle of pathology” evoked the same meaning (Moynihan 1967). He suggésts tha
welfare dependency creates further family instability which waltileo further welfare

dependency. The report contained numerous data which portrayed high rates of divorce,

15



“lllegitimacy,” and female headed families as deficiencies of thekdlamily (Moynihan
1967; Williams 1997). While he dedicates some token passages to structural economic
conditions (e.g. disproportionately low wages and high unemployment amongnhAfrica
Americans due to discrimination) he was specifically focused ortiaydar statistic
which showed that Aid to [Families with] Dependent Children (AFDC [now TANF])
continued to increase after 1960, despite the fact that unemployment wasidgtreas
(Moynihan 1967; Steinberg 1994; The Moynihan Report).

Critics of the Moynihan report illustrated how his, and others’, use of the “eultur
of poverty” concept had important implications on reforms to poor relief byngdhke
focus within policy analysis from racial discrimination and economicusimh to the
deficiencies of the black poor themselves (Katz 1993; Steinberg 1994). Reinforcing a
blame-the-victim model to explain poverty and inequality while discountiregaad
racism helped bolster attitudes which viewed communities, which had hisiofazzdd
injustice, as rife with cultural and behavioral deficiencies. The scope aundnod of
Kristol, Moynihan, Glazeret al. would come to be quite vast. By the late 1960s and
early 1970s, this group of intellectuals had focused much attention, energy, and print to a
mildly conservative but unrelenting interrogation of progressive andalgubditical
causes including the women’s movement, the ecology movement, the movement for civil
liberties, the radical student movements, communism, and the welfare sgstame(s
1979). The editor cfommentanat this time, Norman Podhoretz was described by the
Wall Street Journahs “a most improbable conservative” because of his leftist

background (Steinfels 1979:48). This was characteristic of several of thesesschibia
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conversion of these ex-lefties gained the notice of BuckleyN&hdin March 1971, an
NRheadline urged these new conservatives to “Come on In, the Water's Ratenal
Reviewl971:249).

The shift to the right of the political and cultural landscape in the United States
reflected by the change in how poverty and personal and public responsibility were
dominantly conceptualized, imagined, and discussed, gained momentum the late 1960s.
As the economic crises of the 1970s were developing, the liberal commitment to
progressive tax policy and government spending on social programs was losing its
credibility and a conservative framework for considering and addressipg\artty
policy had begun to implant itself into the public consciousness. The government’s role
in providing for those in need, especially through what is commonly referred to as
welfare, had become increasingly less popular and would become significantly
diminished because of a change in perceptions, and, as had been observed bgriMoyni
(1968a) by the end of 1968, it was not because of the high cost or ineffectivenes$s of suc
programs in addressing income disparities and raising household incomes. Pta®rty ra
in the United States decreased dramatically with the implementation ofjgr@eous
welfare provisions under the War on Poverty in the 1960s, where at the time of its
implementation, the causes of poverty were still largely seen as envir@hifisantless
and Smeeding 2002; Danziger and Haveman 2001; Primus 1996; Scholz and Levine
2001). As programs have slowly been cut back, poverty rates have graotrahsed.

The United States, unlike most advanced capitalist countries, has not maintained a

strong welfare state. Of such nations, only Japan spends less of a percensa@eosti
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Domestic Product (GDP) on cash and non-cash social expenditures (Smeeding,
Rainwater, and Burtless 2002). A study focusing on the nineteen richest natoesls
that the United States had the highest poverty rates measured at 40 percenedfdhe m
adjusted disposable person income (ADPI) for individuals (Smeeding, Rainvmater, a
Burtless 2002). Rather than taking American exceptionalism for granted, a furidame
premise of this study is that dominant narratives about welfare have been develape
particular context; it is not simply a product of the frontier ethic, Amaéricans

appreciate hard work, or that everyone knows welfare produces idleness aisé.malai
These attitudes were reinforced by the work of intellectuals who had, in vargrepde

of intensity, been critiquing welfare programs and by organizations dedicated to
advancing conservative causes. In the chapters which follow, the studgtattem
sketch the manner in which anti-welfare themes have been produced, expandetl], refine
and disseminated. Weaving narratives about the virtues of unregulated markets and
“small government” with existing ideological and cultural patterns likeonalism,
presumed white superiority, the moral work ethic, and patriarchy makes tlech lgke
good traditional American common sense. Such ideological and cultural patterns are
more easily exploited in socioeconomic conditions where people feel less.sé&twer
fairly abrupt increase in African American populations in Northeastern andédtdwm
industrial cities along with detrimental socioeconomic changes whiah taking place

in the US made working and middle class Americans much more susceptidd to s
ideology. As inflation increased, earnings began to decline, unemploymerd starte

increasing — overall, as economic conditions were reducing feelings ofahateurity
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and well-being, the fear of falling to the lower class or worse yairbmg destitute
likely made people “more protective and conservative” (Edsall 1984; Aronowitz,
Esposito, Di Fazio, and Yard 1998:58). Such feelings associated less to social and
political factors which were the result of elite political influencg, ecreased
involvement in the Vietham War, the increase in income inequality due to the
liberalization and expansion of world markets and decentralization of industilial a
banking capital, the export of industrial jobs and the increase in lower payungeser
sector positions, the push towards privatization, the collapse of Bretton Woods, $ystem
the oil crisis of 1973, they were more likely associated with welfare shedt
ineffective government programs (Harvey 1994; Panitch 1994; Quiggin 1995; Harvey
2005). These changes which have enhanced elite position have been discussetl by socia
scientists at length, but the position here is that these changes shiftealiie lgeneath,
making conservative narratives more compelling through exploiting wiaitevi®rking
class insecurity, and the ideologies of the moral work ethic, and male supeaviatey
portraying welfare programs as too generous, unmanageable, invalid, and wribnght w
fraud. Those who utilize public assistance have been represented as beatly sex
irresponsible, predominately black or Latino, work averse, on the rolls for extended
periods of time, largely abusers of the system, and welfare “dependenté Thes
portrayals, though not reflected in actuality, have come to be regardedaatigrds true.
While the influence of conservative ideas on welfare (and in general) was
expanding in a measured way, the movement did not grow to prominence until the 1970s.

Reagan’s political development as a public figure and the influence of the buggeonin
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network of conservative think tanks and their growing impact on US politics, e$pecial
through the presidency of Reagan, which Williams (1997) calls the “think tank
presidency,” helped elevate neoconservative ideas on welfare statensdgrthat of a
dominant ideology. In 1962, Reagan did not subscribe to the most extreme of the anti-
communist conspiracy theories being promulgated by some right-wing &s;tbuis he
did see social liberals as being weak on communism and responsible for ushering in a
welfare bureaucracy which was a sure path to a socialist nightmdiek(P@04). His
rise and ultimate presidential victory in 1980 would help solidify the arrival ofriare
conservatism as a political force and a reigning ideology around multipty podas,
not the least of which was the welfare state. Irving Kristol, the sedcgtidfather of
neoconservatism continued to address “corporate leaders and foundation heads on the
necessity of taking steps to defend capitalism against the left byigydlinding right-
wing theorizing and activism” (Green 2004: 14). Among several policy issyestant
for the business community would be the rollback of welfare state program&tsra
to relieve the social and political restraints that had been imposed on capital.

The early 1970s saw the beginning of the mobilization of the corporate elite
through efforts to expand lobbying capabilities, e.g. the fortification of i€hbamber
of Commerce, the forming of the Business Roundtable (BR), and the relocation of the
National Association of Manufacturers (NAM) from New York to Washington, DC, “to
increase its presence in the nation’s capital” (Akard 1992; Jacobs 1998; NAM 2007:93).
The clout of these organizations would prove to be great, as they played pivotal roles i

influencing significant legislative outcomes related to labor and taxatidwe ilate 1970s
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and early 1980s (Akard 1992; Jacobs 1998). While the NAM held back on the attack on
welfare through the early 1990s, the Chamber, after some controversy and a change in
leadership, embraced and advocated deregulation and cuts in government progsams (P
1998). By the late 1970s the proliferation of conservative think tanks was underway
(Akard 1992; Burris 1992; Edsall 1984; Peschek 1987; Smith 1991). The Heritage
Foundation (HF) and the American Enterprise Institute (AEIl) were texbbr

significant with respect to the welfare debate. The HF was founded in 1973, and its
journal,Policy Reviewbecame a popular venue in which unions, welfare programs, and
the minimum wage saw their share of criticism (Williams 1997). The HF would,
however, reach the height of its influence in the 1980s, beginning with the publication of
the one thousand-page volunvandate for Leadershifpublished in 1980) (Peschek

1987; Smith 1991; Post 1995).

These initiatives and publications embodied Reagan’s policy approach toward
AFDC. TheMandatewas distributed to Reagan insiders as a “blueprint for grabbing the
government by its frayed New Deal lapels and shaking out 48 years of libecaqdli
and was presented to the Reagan transition team just after the 1980 elecitilori 996
195). Between 1978 and 1981, the AEI rapidly grew in influence to challenge the more
moderate Brookings Institution (Bl), Washington DC'’s then leading think targk, aft
having nearly $60 million raised and a board of directors which included executines fr
Chase Manhattan, Standard Oil, Hewlett-Packard, and Citicorp (Peschek 1987; Pos
1995; Smith 1991). On the committee which oversaw this fund raising project was

Kristol himself along with Reginald Jones, then the chairman of Generati€lacd
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Thomas Murphy, the former chairman of General Motors (Peschek 1987; Smith 1991).
During Reagan’s presidency, numerous AEI associates had high-level positlons w

the administration with over thirty AEI fellows/ scholars and officials hggerved in
senior administration posts (Peschek 1987; Smith 1991). The pro-capital, anti-poor
agenda of the “think tank presidency” was comprehensive. The Reagan adnonistrati
had successfully reversed progressive tax and spending programs. The negnparadi
which was replacing the approach since the New Deal, was a commitmiashto s
spending for government programs and to increase the availability of cappaviie
speculation and investment (Edsall 1984). The underlying premise, which was
omnipresent in the critiques of welfare and calls for reform coming out of the
conservative lobby and think tanks, was to reinstate incentives for the poor to work in
low-paying jobs and accumulate savings. Entitlements should be reserved for the
“deserving” poor and not extended to those who were “undeserving (Murray [1984]
1994:16). This required removing incentives to not just take any job (welfare provisions
which were too abundant) and to curb what Murray referred to as the “unintended
rewards” of welfare programs (unwanted behaviors like drug addiction, crime, or
unemployability) which were reinforced by the programs themselvesh®r ei

“increasing the rewards or by reducing the penalties” (Murray [1984] 1994:213)
However, the presumption was that the best way to reinforce the right behaviors among
the affluent was to increase their revenue to promote both social and economic
investment, implying that they were motivated through different means than the poor

(Edsall 1984).
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The Reagan administration served a consolidation function not unlike Buckley
years before (Nash 1998). By the late 1980s, conservative publications and research
institutions were flourishing, with 288 conservative public policy organizations being
reported by the HF's firdDirectory of Public Policy OrganizationdNash 1998; Peschek
1987; Smith 1991). Empowering the transition from disseminated ideas to aclaeving
decisive gain in the pursuit of political and cultural influence was the intedsifi
“collaboration between conservative intellectuals and like minded politic{&lash
1998:335). The analysis coming out of the network of public policy organizations helped
to further shift the focus of poverty and inequality research and of the bdakate on
welfare to matters of personal behavior and moral choices rather thassregre
modifications to structural features of the economy. The notion that evelts not a
social remedy, but rather encouraged everything from crime and poverty kp fami
disorganization was reinforced. Welfare represented an economic obstrastitimg
from the actions of misguided, liberal bureaucrats and government officials earsnatt
best left to market forces. It was also portrayed as an undeserving handaangeadbbl
kinds of depraved conduct. One solution to this “problem” was to decentralize programs
and allow states to initiate demonstration programs with the encouragementetwa
from federal requirements in the administration of AFDC (Rector 1987; Wiseman 1993).
State initiatives have often been the drive behind nationwide reforms to thd federa
welfare system. Reagan’s alterations to welfare provisions duringrtihel 880s
mirrored components of the California Welfare Reform Act from a decade b&State

welfare-to-work programs promoted by Reagan were significant in tlognesiat of the
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Family Support Act (FSA) of 1988 (Wiseman 1993). Among the “innovations”
permitted through the waivers was allowing states to cancel the ldygibiwelfare
recipients who previously had qualified for welfare under state law (Wisa8@23).
Moynihan was the FSA’s sponsor, and he continued to convey a logic consistent with
that of the culture of poverty perspective of his 1965 report on the black family. He
asserted in 1990 during a debate on the FSA in the senate that the “problems [of poor
children] do not reside in nature, nor yet are they fundamentally economic. Ownpsobl
derive from behavior” (quoted in Fineman [1991] 1997:90). Reflecting on the aftermath
of the FSA (40 percent cuts in AFDC from 1967-1992) in a 1992 article, he states that
“the focus is on behavior modification. This concept is central to welfare reformewhos
main objective, after all, is to modify recipient behavior so as to encourfge se
sufficiency” (Moynihan 1992:6).

The FSA coincided with the HF calling for “Real Welfare Reform” amik th
release ofssues '88: A Platform for Amerig8utler 1988; Williams 1997). The
emphasis on culture and behavior, which was initiated by early neoconservatye poli
analysts like Glazer and Moynihan (expressed, for example, through Moxfitaangle
of pathology” concept) would be developed and would make a clear impression on later
conservative policy makers. In March 1992, George H. W. Bush’s Secretary tf Heal
and Human Services, Dr. Louis Sullivan, gave a talk at the HF, where he directly quote
Moynihan from his 1990 FSA debate and proceeded to blame the plight of poor children
on single parent-headed families and welfare “dependency” (Sullivan 1992)detesi

Bush would continue the waiver strategy, allowing states to bypass fedgratiens in
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the administration of AFDC. These themes epitomized the continued welfare policy
strategy of the Bush Whitehouse. In his January 1992 State of the Union Address, he
reinforced the themes of behavioral causes of poverty and welfare dependesite (B
1992). By the end of the George H. W. Bush presidency, there were waivers either
approved or pending for 17 states with varied initiatives, but in general they pad mor
attention to encouraging and enforcing work (Wiseman 1993). Others included the
elimination of AFDC benefits for additional children for families alreegbeiving

benefits, benefit reductions, and marriage incentives, all of which would be etemhent
the 1996 legislation (Wiseman 1993).

It was less for academic tracts for which the right was known in the 1980s and
1990s but rather an “applied conservatism” which had helped transform American
attitudes on numerous issues (Nash 1998:337). The right's view of poverty’s causes and
the pathology of “welfare taking” in perpetuating it had become widespread araf part
the zeitgeist. Murray helped bolster this public support through an extensivwesHate
media campaign. In a well-known editorial in tvall Street Journalhe claimed that
illegitimacy in the Black community was epidemic and was due in parébgrgus
welfare benefits (Murray 1993). Along with Kristol and fellow HF pundits Whiilia
Bennet and Robert Rector, he had made multiple appearances on TV and talk radio.
When a republican majority won back the House in 1994 (the first time since the 1950s),
talk of welfare reform was abuzz. The “election manifesto” known as the “Cownfithc
America” and the election of Newt Gingrich as Speaker saw regressifare reform at

the top of the conservative legislative agenda (Nash 1998:336). Jeffrey Gayner
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(1995:914) had bragged during an HF lecture that “the ideas in the contract efrerged
extensive interaction between...conservative Congressmen and the emergence of an
extensive network of conservative think tanks, such as the Heritage Foundation.” The
HF developed another issues handbook, Issues '94, “that provided specific legisidtive
policy recommendations for conservative candidates for Congress; many of these
recommendations worked their way into detailed provisions of the ‘Contract With
America” (Gayner 1995;916; Gingrich, Armey, and the House Republicans 1994).

The Republican takeover of the House had been enthusiastically awaiked by t
network of conservative and pro-capital think tanks and lobbying groups. Hopes for
massive welfare reform were openly declared. At the end of an artietetime the
results of a poll of 113 heads of trade associations were included. There was
overwhelming support for reforming long-term welfare entitlemasta top fiscal
priority (Dowd and Marmon 1994). When asked which initiatives might pass in tfle 104
Congress for 1995, nearly two thirds declared that the welfare system meotdformed;
only 2 percent said “tax hikes for upper-income earners” would pass (Dowd and Marmon
1994:6-7). Members of conservative think tanks and lobbying groups were optimistic
about the portent of major rollbacks to existing welfare provisions, and were edict
terms of what Congressional initiatives lie ahead. The tenor of the those suanelye
the euphoric response by the authors were indications that open season had been declared
on AFDC.

Intellectual and political alliances along with a vital and skillful network of

research and lobbying organizations created a powerful system of coneenfauence.
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Rector became a prominent “expert” in the mainstream press on the issuaad. wa
1996, the year the reform bill was passed, “he was cited in media outlets ageaver
more than 15 times a month” (Ackerman 1999: 11). In misleading testimony before
Congress, he overstated the amount spent on welfare since the beginning of the War on
Poverty. He claimed that $5.3 trillion had been spent, but 70 percent of the figure
classified by him as “welfare” went to households that were not evenirec&FDC
(Ackerman 1999). Though his accounting was deceptive, his claim reverberateth throug
the press. Also, many of the reforms proposed by Murray are now key features of the
bill. These include the use of teenage mother bans, family caps, and blockagrants
distribute funds to the states, giving states more autonomy in how benefits are
administered; his hope was that some states would cease providing béoggther

and that others may impose strict time limits (Post 1998). Another policyt exfier
influence, AEI scholar Douglas Besharov, advocated giving states thg @biemove
entitlement rights from individuals in need. He argued that states should behgiven t
ability to experiment with time limits and to incorporate into capped fetek grants

all social welfare programs (including Food Stamps and Medicaid) (Post 1998). The
AEl's efforts were quite successful and the 1996 legislation adheres ttekegnes of

the proposals of conservative policy scholars like Murray and Besharov (Post D88).
published polemic between David Ellwood and Frances Fox Piven regarding the 1996
welfare reform legislation, Piven discussed how Besharov boasted at an Alignee
about the Clinton administration’s welfare reform victory. In the meetingrdgged

about how the massive numbers of state waiver requests were “welfare orgfné che
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showing how not increasing expenditures for child care or spending “a penny for job
training” resulted in a “revolutionary” consequence: an “end to persondéprdiit”
(Ellwood and Piven 1996: §2). Though some thought it was too timid, the 1996 welfare
reform bill was a great success for the contemporary conservative nmdvehmes study
takes the 1996 Welfare Reform Bill as the culmination of a long ideological andadolit
effort by the right and as a victory for the right, not on the grounds that government
shrunk (it did not), but rather because aspects of government which contributed to
maintaining a higher minimum living standard for those most in need had been modified
to the advantage of capital by making welfare less attractive and centlgqu

encouraging wage work, enlarging the pool of low-wage workers, redtngng

bargaining power of workers, and intensifying labor discipline while reimfgnacial
stereotypes and traditional, heteronormative conventions.

Clinton came through on his campaign promise, and AFDC had ended as an
entitlement. The increasing ferocity of the critique on entitlements bigydart
intellectuals and the efforts of policy planning organizations in redefining how public
relief, family, and personal responsibility are imagined ushered in arevedfeorm bill
which ended AFDC as an entitlement, gave states more flexibility in exgaing with
their own reforms (including the option to completely eliminate AFDC and other
programs), imposed time limits on receiving benefits, and allotted $50 millioreper y
for abstinence education (Post 1998). Such a drastic and regressive change in anti
poverty policy could take place because the field of opinion on welfare polwy gre

increasingly hostile to what had come to represent “welfare” as it hadybedunally and
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for many years redefined and reconceptualized. In these ideological ambpoli
conditions, the process of program development is under a higher degree of critical
scrutiny and expansions of welfare state programs must always ibedubly definition
and by virtue of their already being ethically suspect. It is this whictiitdes the
neocontradiction of welfare in the US but increasingly elsewhere too. Whilerevelf
programs continue to be indispensible for capitalism, the welfare statdEneriss that

of an embattled and frail “historical freak between organized capitalisis@cialism,”

to use Marcuse’s ([1964] 1991:52) words. This characterization presents the welfare
state as an antinomy between control and freedom, but in the thirty-two yeagstetw
the writing of that passage and the enactment of PRWORA, conditions have made the
welfare system especially vulnerable to reforms which diminish itdndileerating its
participants from wage work and economic coercion and which enhance thewelfar
state’s control function. Put another way, with welfare entitlements (aipdens)
increasingly stigmatized, a scanter social wage and a systaxation and welfare

which favors capital and the affluent is now sufficient to achieve the ¢élegitimacy
required for the system to avert crisis.

Part | of this study consists of this introduction and Chapter 2. In Chapter 2, |
review the relevant theory and literature and more thoroughly discustutheés
methodology and research design. Part Il consists of Chapters 3 and 4 and covers some
of the contemporary philosophical origins of both American libertarianism and
traditionalist conservatism and documents the circumstances in which today’s

conservative intellectual movement originated. Part Il contains Qiseptnd 6 and
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discusses the emergence of the intellectuals who came to be known as the
neoconservatives, their contribution to the critique of welfare, and the economic and
social conditions which fostered resentment toward the left, racial misdeseecially
African Americans), and welfare programs. Part IV comprises Clsaptend 8 and
describes the populist conservatism from below which mobilized around the political
campaigns of Barry Goldwater, tracks the political mobilization obsedf the

American business elite around policy issues like labor, taxation, and waibgrams,

and covers the emergence of the supply-side economic doctrine which furthemzegiti
tax giveaways for the wealthy and cutting government programs. Itedsalekes the
presidential victory of Reagan, the connections between the Reagan administition a
the policy planning network, and tracks the political development of the 1996 welfare
reform bill by reviewing the literature of policy experts who had beemuaiitg

entitlements and who were frequently cited in the media during the period leadng up t
the legislation. Finally, Chapters 9 and 10 in Part V offer analysis of thefisalidin of
different conservative philosophies which encapsulated welfare reforoudsedeading

up to the 1996 legislation, the mastering of ideological production by the policy mannin
groups plus conclusions about the findings of the study and the socioeconomic impact
and legacy of PRWORA. The conclusion will also consider the implications df a we
funded, efficient mechanism for the production of conservative, elite, proicapita
ideology for the US political culture, especially in the context of palidesigned to

address poverty.
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-Chapter 2: Theory, Literature, and Methodology-

Given the objective of this study, it is necessary to identify and historgialgte
dominant themes in texts such as policy statements, literature, presss;gbeditical
addresses, and congressional testimony which address welfare andatsitant social
forms where relevant (e.g. work, family, personal responsibility, séakelvior,
women'’s roles, race, etc.). The concept of ideology features prominently in my
theoretical framework, especially the consideration of how it grips the “rointie
masses” becoming a “material force” (Hall [1986] 2005:27). Therefore idg@owt
identified as something simply derived from material economic forcesrbultaneously
constitutive and derivative of them. It is seen as possessing a matesahbyasiity but
a reality already impregnated by ideology. To elaborate in a way congistie
Bourdieu’s framework, | show how a set of institutionalized, social arraeges
established a set of rules which would inscribe agents across levels of habitual
demarcation — i.e. how dominant ideological forms ultimately structure #otiqal
activity of both elite and non-elite agents. In particular, | focus on thbanesns which
construct particular narratives and the narratives themselves, and thenagrentfosely
analyzed in the study are those interlinked within the policy planning netwohaose
not to get bogged down in a lengthy discussion of terminology, especialldiregtre
terms ideology and hegemony. Rather | follow Antonio Gramsci’s diffextsmi of

these terms in his essay, “The Modern Prince.” Hegemony here implies ¢eessut
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application and transition, “of previously germinated ideologies” into a situatienew

they “come into confrontation and conflict, until one of them or a combination of them
“tends to prevail” (effectively overdetermirpsnd “propagates itself throughout the
society’(Gramsci [1971] 2005:181). Thus, the study ascertains how both elites and non-
elites have contributed to an ideological formation which favors a behaviousl docthe
origins of poverty, highlights a distinction between the so called desemhg a

undeserving poor, and demonizes policy strategies for addressing poverty wligh se

to establish a social wage and provide a safety net beyond the absolute minimum needed
to survive. | do this in the chapters which follow. This chapter will continue with an
overview of the work of theorists who have shed important light on the process by which
ideology is structured, dispersed, absorbed, and reproduced and who best inform my own
theoretical framework. Also in this chapter, | offer a review of some of tink @n elite

policy planning and mobilization and of select literature on American rgestate

decline. Finally, a brief statement on the study’s methodology will be fouhd at t

chapter’s end.

Theory and Literature
There are a few different considerations of which it is important to be mindful
when tackling the problem of showing that seemingly antagonistic intelledaldns

became united and mobilized to set the agenda for addressing poverty in tide Unite

! This, of course, is Althusser’s term, which herbared from elsewhere. Althusser says that he oiyn o
think of Gramsci as the one who followed up on Manxl Engels’ investigations of the specific eleraent
of the superstructure (Althusser 1971).
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States and how they did so. This is the primary consideration (research question) f
which | begin this study, which | regard as part of a larger tradition ofl sogigry

which sets out to understand how power legitimates and reproduces itself in
contemporary capitalist societies (using the decline of the Americéarevetate as a
case study). Firstly, it is important to understand which elementneérvative thought
converged and came to constitute contemporary American conservatisnh as st/
they rose to prominence to become largely unchallenged orthodoxy. Secondly, the
mechanisms by which these ideas were dispersed and how ideology work&must
outlined. Finally, the corresponding conditions which contributed to the “sticking” of
these ideas in the popular consciousness must be considered.

A key component to this study is to historically drive to the core of anti-+gelfa
ideology by interpreting the texts of intellectuals and political functiesavhose
objective it was to diminish poor relief, reinforce the moral work ethic, and, in some
cases, reinforce traditional values (however they defined them). | appheastudy
epistemologicallyia the critical interpretive tradition of some of the key theorists
associated with the Institute for Social Research at the Universitpiokfirt, or the
“Frankfurt School” as it is popularly called, specifically Max Horkheinktarbert
Marcuse, and especially that of Theodor Adorno. While there are impresdive a
complex developments which emerged later and in response to the work of these
intellectuals and which address concepts such as hegemony, ideology, granegsata
al. as impediments for the development of critical, political consciousness imgbe la

society, many were anticipated by and expressed in ways as thorough andcatgdhist
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(if not more so) in the critical theory of Adorno and the Frankfurt School. Foucault’s
guote comes to mind: “If | had known about the Frankfurt School in time, | would have
saved a great deal of work. | would not have said a certain amount of nonsense and
would not have taken so many false trails trying not to get lost, when the Frankfurt
School cleared the way” (quoted in Wiggershaus, 1998: 4). This critical irtegpre
framework and method made its way to the “western Marxist” traditeoa synthesis of
various ideas, not least of which came from Karl Marx, Max Weber, and Sigmund Freud
Weber describes his own method explicitly as interpretive. Hisuwerstehen
which is listed in virtually every Introduction to Sociology textbook, is a vatuabl
hermeneutic tool and has been translated as “subjectively understandable” and
“interpretation in subjective terms” (Weber [1899] 1978)57n the first pages of the
first chapter iEconomy and Societhie tells us that sociology is a science which is
interested in the “interpretive understanding of social action and thereby edtisal
explanation of its course and consequences” (Weber [1899] 1978:4). Interpretation is
central to Weber’s methodology and relies upon meaning, but meaning for Weber is not
to be considered to express something objectively correct in the metapbgsisal
Expressed one way, it is the clarification of a concrete case with auparactor or
group of actors or of a theoretically conceived ideal type (Weber [1899] 1978). |
rational social action which is Weber’s fundamental point of empirical ingunidyis
what makes sociology as a science possible. Interpretation for Wehentgisc

because the social act is representative of empirically observablepdmnamena,

2 From Parsons footnotes litonomy and Society
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“insofar as the acting individual attaches a subjective meaning to his beh&veber
[1899] 1978:4). To reiterate the point made by Adorno (2000a) in his introductory
lectures in sociology, Weber certainly is not talking about psychological ietation
here, but rather he limits the term (interpretation) to describe means-atahisHips
which are empirically extractable in subjective action. This is the cors abhicept of
versteherand of Weber’s brand of sociology in general.

So for Weber, pure types of rational, means-end oriented action (e.g. tholse whic
are characterized by purposeful rationality and value rationalitylzervable to the
social scientist and are contrasted with types of irrational actiorhvieicegards “as
factors of deviation from a conceptually pure type of rational action” (Gidt@r;
Weber [1899] 1978:6). Based on this typology, rational considerations become separate
from moral ones (Giddens 1972). Critical theory sees this type of inteipnedatrooted
in the positivist project and views means-end rationality in general asduetion of
reason to a mere instrument rendering social subjects down to their sodianfsinc
(Adorno 1997; Adorno 2000a; Horkheimer 1972; Horkheimer 1974; Horkheimer 2002;
Horkheimer and Adorno 2001; Marcuse 1969). Also, it opposes the downgrading of
ethics as separate from rationality (science) and its rebegitithe realm of the
individual subject (Adorno 1997; Adorno 2000a; Horkheimer 1972; Horkheimer 1974,
Horkheimer 2002; Horkheimer and Adorno 2001; Marcuse 1969). Further, this is
attributed to positivism’s tendency to see complicated social processasi@asate and
dehumanized things. This line of reasoning in Weber removes the possibilibgiaf)(s

scientific theory or empirical knowledge that entails ethical detextioins, or judgments
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of value, outside of considering the empirically observed values held by sooraliact
pursuit of specified, rationally determined ends. This formalization of reasoebeWV
(lamented to an extent by Weber himself) is regarded in the critical thiethwy o
Frankfurt School as contributing to the standardization of all social life -hasd t
represents a Huxley style negative utopia (Horkheimer 1974).

Therefore, the conceptual tools of understandmegsfehepand interpretation
were reapplied by critical theory’s main figures but in ways more thbrand
encompassing. They were used to examine the relationship between textsand soci
actorsper mental structures. For complex material produced through what Adorno
(along with Max Horkheimer) called the culture industry, the methods, or as Huosthe
said, “all the tricks used,” of generating a non-critical consensus can hstoodeonly
by introducing a qualitative component to the analysis (Adorno 2000a:87; Horkheimer
and Adorno 2001). This process of inquiry is one which immerses itself in the cultural
material of the mass culture’s particular details and extractsatal €ontent (Adorno
2000a). This study’s methodology is consistent with this prescription by Adartiati
understanding complex social content can only be realized through anakysext$
“immanent structure” (Adorno 2000a:88). While means-end rationality provided Weber
with a tool to apply an empiricism to his interpretive analysis, it nonethelessns
itself as an unrealistic, ideal construction, “since the great magirihe so-called
‘social action’ of human beings are carried out not in relation to some imaginatl soci
goal but more-or-less as reflex actions” (Adorno 2000a:107). This pattern of lcultura

practices assuming autonomous characteristics constituted by the leaiveaiepetitive
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actions of social subjects (and thus with a dulled/ muted subjectivity) is ngckssa
understanding how ideology functions in late capitalist society. Horkheimer and
Adorno’s analysis of Weber is consistent in that they identify in his deeplyculgtc
framework a mode of thought which fails to allow for social actors to acknowtedge
substantiality of one end from another or to discern the contradictions between the
subjective meaning behind social actions and the objective meaning of thoss acti
(Adorno 2000a; Horkheimer 1974). For example, Democratic industrial workers and
members of labor union families who voted in 1980 for Ronald Reagan may have
subjectively done so as a vote against “welfare cheats” and high taxes, dlojetttere
reality of such a vote was one which enabled a policy of redistribution to the advantage of
the affluent. Only considering the means-end rationality or subjective origiciof s
votes ignores the substantive contradiction between it and the objective meaning of the
outcome as it relates to social and economic reality.

As stated above, the critical negative treatment of ideology utilizgds study
derives from Marx. ldeology is a process where internal contradictictci
phenomena are naturalized and disengaged from their historical and contexéuwe. mil
The social phenomena are detached conceptually from the historical conditions wit
which they are intimately intertwined and presented as synchronic, non-dyeatities
which are embedded in nature. This contingent “natural order” appearsricked a
unchangeable, and is reinforced as such in much social science and philosophy. Hence
Adorno’s (1968:82; 2005:50) indictments that psychoanalysis petrifies unfreedom as a

social scientific given, that “Rationalizations are the scars obreiasa state of
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unreason,” or that “The whole is the false.” However, ideology should not be thought of
simply as false consciousness cloaking the real with a misleading anthfuitfacade.
Rather, it is a surface representation of a set of objective conditionstiiesns
constitutive of an inverted reality (Larrain 1979; Larrain 1983; Zizek 1999). i@ons
also, Adorno’s (1972:1981973:145) assertions that “Ideologies in the proper sense
become false only by their relationship to the existing reality,” or thaohtradiction in
reality, it is a contradiction against reality.” Social reality for gtigly is not treated as
fixed and non-dynamic, but as contradictory and fluid. Such an order and its derivative
ideologies encompass a truth in their untruth. That is, reality as it is presersieldem
decoded and re-situated in its proper historical context.

As stated, the critique of ideology approach was expanded through Marx,
particularly in his discussion of Feuerbach’s work on religion. Feuerbaeptadbe
basic tenet that the notion that God made man is an inversion of the truth (thattirsfact i
man who made God). Whereas Feuerbach accepts this simply as philosophidaraliena
or illusion, for Marx the inversion is an expression of the contradictions and suffefings
the real world (Larrain 1979; Larrain 1983). Itis on a similar basid firasent the
constellation of ideological productions related to welfare. For example, on one hand,
capitalism is portrayed in terms of immutable laws and as an ideal type \WMdberian
sense of the term. This comes across in language which praises effanenogtice by

means of an ideology ddissez-fairandividualism and unrestricted markets. Collective

% This quote is found iAspects of SociologyWhile Horkheimer and Adorno credit the Authopsbf the
book to “the Institute for Social Research as ale/him the Preface, several sources identify Adcasdhe
sole author of some of the essays, especially tBagy of Art and Music” and “ldeology” — e.g. Jag984
and Farrell 1989.
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bargaining, a social wage, or taxation for the purposes of progressivelvaticst,

therefore, come to embody obstructions which stifle individual hard work and
competitive ambition on the part of the poor, working, and middle class. Among the
more affluent and for capital, they limit entrepreneurial drive andstnvent. On the

other hand, a large state is required to secure international investmentdyndue||

social unrest, and enforce “good” behavior both economically and through the coercive
use of a police force, all financed through tax revenue. The most recent wave of
“bailouts” reinforcing the “too big to fail” doctrine has highlighted some of the
contradictions inherent in these relationships. The Personal Responsitulliyak
Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996 ultimately was framedrimngeof a
breakdown of enforcement and discipline regarding the behavior of the poor égpecial
terms of work and employment but also of family organization and reproductive behavior
(Murray 1984; Mead 2009). The conservative retrenchment in relation to the welfare
consensus corresponded to regressive redistribution and greater inequaligsiofter
wealth and income and very slow income growth among the most poor compared to the
more affluent (DeNavas-Walt, Proctor, and Mills 2004; US Bureau of the C2068a).

All this despite claims that ending entitlement and enforcing work woaktebetter
conditions at the bottom. Framed in economistic terms, those conditions comstitute
system of just inequality, that is to say of hierarchy based on the mythritderecy and
thus appearing “natural.” The claimed historical origins of neoliberatisnse of the
Enlightenment, the struggle against traditional authority |aisdez-faireéndividualism

have allowed it to appear committed to a framework of equality given itssseore
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stance against hierarchy which corresponds to inherited rank. Such ideology is not
treated in the study as merely manipulative, illusory, or deceptive, bussik@ef an
exploitive reality with which it is intimately bound.

Returning to Marx’s articulation of the constitutive character of idgglagruder
expression of it can be found in the “Meaning of Human Requirements” Btthmemic
and Philosophic Manuscripts of 184%Vhile he does not explicitly clarify the real-world
origin of ideology here, the parallel to the contemporary debate on wedfaren and the
current conventional wisdom with regard to work, thrift, and sexual austerityc(ape
among the poor) is glaring in a passage about the morally ascatactgr of the science
of political economy. Marx ([192711978:95) contended that the

science of marvelous industry is simultaneously the science of

asceticismand its true ideal is tha@sceticbut extortionatemiser

and theasceticbut productiveslave. Its moral ideal is theorker

who takes part of his wages to the savings-bank, and it has even

found ready-made an abjeat in which to clothe this its pet idea:

they have presented it, bathed in sentimentality, on the stage. Thus

political economy — despite its worldly and wanton appearance — is

a true moral science, the most moral of all the sciencedf- Se

denial, the denial of life and of all human needs, is its cardinal

doctrine.

* Marx's Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 18#ile composed by Marx in 1844 as the title
suggests, was only first published in 1927. Thisdfan version of the manuscript was incompletethad
first complete edition would be published in Gernmai932. The passage cited in the text above is
excerpted from Robert C. Tuckeiffie Marx-Engels Readgihe full citation of which can be found in the
References section.
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The theoretical relevance of this passage on the contemporary poverty are delfate
is striking. Since contemporalgissez-fairehetoric is framed in terms of personal
liberty, the pathway to material salvation (if you are poor) is still pgeththrough self-
restraint and self-imposed toil and it is delivered by means of the “voluntdagionship
between worker and employer. The continued asceticism and moralism otitie s
sciences in their dealings with economic matters, especially in theaton known as
policy analysis or policy studies, has been especially evident in the witrbsaf
intellectuals who have had the greatest impact in reshaping the debate abowyt povert
work, family, and welfare. The synthesis of the contradictory expressions of tiertly li
and restraint have their present-day manifestation in the ideology of thiewodkaethic.
In the “Contribution to the Critique of HegePhilosophy of Right Introduction,” Marx
([1844] 1978:53[author’s italics]) articulates the fundamental structudeofagy, again
through an analysis of religious myth.

But man is no abstract being squatting outside the world. Man is

the human world the state, society This state, this society,

produce religion which is annverted world consciousness

because they are amverted world

Horkheimer’s remarks on the dynamic, concrete foundation of ideology iforelat
to science and methodology are informative. In “Traditional and Critical Thduey,”
argues that the intention of critical theorists is to not accept thevark of traditional
(scientistic) theory which accepts the origin of objective facts and thetigabapplication

of the conceptual system by which it grasps the facts,” as “external teetiretical

41



thinking itself” (Horkheimer 2002:208). The objective of critical activity is muipdy to
eliminate these practices, buts sees them as

necessarily connected with the way in which the social struture

organized. ...[This analysis] is suspicious of the very categuofries

better, useful, appropriate, productive and valuable, as these are

understood in the present order, and refuses to take them as

nonscientific presuppositions about which one can do nothing

(Horkheimer 2002:207).

If the objective character of reality is conceptualized as intéeckta the process of
perception and existent as something which is historically contingent, thiéylceses
its reified character (Horkheimer 2002:209).

The thought of Georg Lukacs and Antonio Gramsci, especially their exmticat
of the concepts of reification, ideology, and hegemony, was seminal for thegtaesit
of western Marxism and one of its chief concerns: the study of how ideas come to be
dominant in societies. Both devised their conceptual bases in the attempt to address the
diminishment of the revolutionary potential in modern capitalist societies, andégan
their imaginative undertakings before the core thinkers of the FrankfmblscLukacs
and Gramsci were also major influences for them. Lukacs and Gramsciwtondarl
Korsch, have been described as the “first phase” or “founding fathers” tdrwes
Marxism (Arato 1997:5; Holub 1999:39). The overlap of the thought of Lukacs and
Gramsci is quite astonishing given the unlikelihood that they were welldviereme

another’s work. While there is speculation that they may have met in Vienna inlthe ea
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1920s and a brief mention of Luk&cs in the work of Gramsci, Gramsci confirmed that
fact he only had superficial knowledge of Lukacs’ theories (Holub 1999). Theno#lue
of Weber’s ideas in the work of the Frankfurt School is best expressedkacs’
investigation into the reified social relations and consciousness which he founepreval
in capitalist society. Weber himself was somewhat ambivalent towgrdalisan. This
was clearly expressed in his description of “technical and economic conditions of
machine production” creating social relations like that of an “iron cagetapithlism’s
welcoming of a bureaucracy more perfected by “dehumanization” andrthieation of
“purely personal, irrational, and emotional elements” like love and hatred wischpe
calculation” (Weber [1899] 1958: 215-216; Weber [1930] 1992:123). However, in spite
of this grim view of technical rationality in capitalism, he saw theéasistand

communist political platforms of his day as naive ideologies (Gerth anhsl N9$8). He
identified the belief by socialists and conservatives that it was possieéedape from the
iron cage as false and intellectually immature (Giddens 1972).

Lukacs saw Weber's means-end rationality and his acceptance of the&oerci
exploitive conditions under capitalism as symptomatic of modern capitiédistinand
indicative of the tendency for bourgeois thought to open up “an irrational chasmibbetwee
the subject and object of knowledge” (Lukacs 2000:157). Lukacs argued that commodity
fetishism is the “central, structural problem of the capitalist sociedyl its aspects”
(Lukacs 2000:83). His development of the concept of reification was his theoretical
offering in response to the question posed in the beginning of his essay, ‘tReifecad

the Consciousness of the Proletariat” (foun#iistory and Class Consciousness: Studies

43



in Marxist Dialectics which is considered by some to be the founding text for western
Marxism). In it Lukacs asked, “How far is commodity exchange togeitik its

structural consequences able to influencadtad outer and inner life of society?”

(Lukacs 2000:84 [author’s italics]). In capitalism’s earlier phase, dweedrthat the

“personal nature of economic relations was still understood clearly on attésikacs
2000:86). However, with economic relations having become more sophisticated,
complex, and less direct, it has become rare that society’'s membaldeate breach the

“veil of reification” (Lukacs 2000:86). For Lukacs, reification describedehdency of

not seeing phenomena as processes but rather perceiving reality as sotinathusg
happens to be, interpreting facts as isolated and ossified (Lukacs 2000). An important
feature of Luk&cs’ development of the concept of reification is that it repiseseype of
social domination where society’s members are controlled through theiowery

seemingly voluntary actions. Objectively, the proletariat seem unalki@nge their

situation through their own activity, and subjectively, social activity besaaganged

from social actors themselves and becomes commodified (Lukacs 2000). Mssiessa
History and Class Consciousnaspresent a departure from the vulgar Marxism of his
day and an anticipation of the rich critique which would develop through the work of the
Frankfurt School under the direction of Max Horkheimer. Lukéacs explored the
relationship between consciousness and the continued reproduction of bourgeois reality
in a manner less burdened by economic and class reductionism. However, Lukacs stops

just short of saying that the realization of class consciousness for taapatlis
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inevitable, which has evoked accusations of an idealist and Hegelian readingcaf Ma
Lukacs’ (2000:72, 171 [author’s italics]) remarks — that the proletaaiaiays aspires
toward the trutheven in its ‘false’ consciousness and in its substantive errors” and that
even as dominant ideological forms “embrace the whole of society,” thegpralget

“driven by the specific dialectics of its class situation” will “emerg@&lass” — have not
been borne out by history and appear to constitute a position of false hope.

Compared to Lukacs, Gramsci’'s work represents less of a cohereht socia
scientific project. Rather, his main ideas are found scattered through hisapoli
journalism and his grand workhe Prison Notebooksvhich was written during his
incarceration in a Fascist jail, in dreadfully brutal conditions, with mihaoeess to
resources, and under the watchful eye of prison censors (Marks 1968; Hall [1986] 2005;
Hoare and Smith 2005). That being said, Hall ([1986] 2005:411) is correct in assessing
that “[Gramsci’s] work is, precisely of a ‘sophisticating’ kind. He works, @iygawithin
the marxist (sic) paradigm. However, he has extensively revised, renovated and
sophisticated many aspects of that theoretical framework to make it et@rant to
contemporary social relations in the twentieth century.” It is in this cotitakwe find
the bulk of his written work and elaboration of concepts quite relevant to latealcrit
Marxists. In one place, Gramsci [1971] 2005:12) described hegemony ddlitheoh

the dominant group in civil society to exercise its power over subaltern groupséeta

® See Althusser [1965] 2005, pp. 113-114, 114fanMarx. New York: Verso. In this work, Althusser
argued thatthe theory of the specific effectivity of the sgpreictures and other ‘circumstances’ largely
remains to be elaboraté@Althusser’s italics]. He identified in the worf Lukacs and Gramsci attempts
to follow this project, but Lukacs to him was “teed by a guilty Hegelianism.” On the other hand
Gramsci, specifically his concept of hegemony, @era more “original” and “remarkable” solutionttos
problem.
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the prestige enjoyed by the dominant group by virtue of its “position and function in the
world of production.” Thus, the dominant group becomes capable of generating the
“spontaneous consent” of the “great masses of the population” (Gramsci [1971] 2005:12).
In another passage, he described ideology “in its highest sense” (Gfaa74di

2005:328). Here Gramsci portrays a more pervasive and ominous form of social
domination existing in all aspects of lived experience. Ideology is deddrédre as

any conception of the world, any philosophy which has become a

cultural movement, a ‘religion’, a ‘faith’, any that has produced a

form of practical activity or will in which the philosophy is

contained as an implicit theoretical ‘premise’. One might say

‘ideology’ here, but on condition that the word is used in its

highest sense of a conception of the world that is implicitly

manifest in art, in law, in economic activity and in all

manifestations of individual and collective life. This problem is

that of preserving the ideological unity of the entire social bloc

which that ideology serves to cement and to unify. (Gramsci

[1971] 2005:328).

This latter elaboration is closer to the mark for this study, but like Lukacs
Gramsci does not detail how such ideas are deployed nor how they actually become
dominant. Later theorists influenced by the western Marxist tradition wouttbbe
specific along these lines. It should be noted, as Hall ([1986] 2005) and Williams (1977)

have pointed out, that hegemony is never permanent or fixed, and neither is ideology
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completely comprehensive and stable. These structures are hist@pealiffc and
temporary, and under constant revision, modification, alteration, and pressure by those
resisting and challenging them from without (Hall [1986] 2005; Williams 1977).

Gramsci addressed this to an extent too. He argued that unlike in Russia wh8taté&he
was everything... in the West there was a proper relation between Stateihgsociety”
(Gramsci [1971] 2005:238). This state, however, was “only an outer ditch, behind which
there stood a powerful system of fortresses and earthworks” (Gramsci [1971] 2005:238).
Gramsci seemed to be, in part, referring to this network of channels anddtoifs
symbolically and as code for the complex and “unprecedented concentration of
hegemony” in Western European societies. Therefore, unlike in Russia, what wak neede
was a “war of position,” which was not “in reality, constituted simply by ttesh

trenches, but by the whole organizational and industrial system” (Gramsci [1971]
2005:234). It is against this constantly reconstituting and shifting “reinforderhéne
hegemonic ‘positions’ of the dominant group that the “concepts of counter-hegemony
and alternative hegemony” must be considered as “real and persistesitslem

practice” and of resistance (Gramsci [1971] 2005:239; Williams 1977:112-113).
Building upon Marx’s explication mentioned earlier, Adorno (1973) pointed out that
simply identifying ideology with false consciousness not only discounts ialater

conditions but contributes to and justifies domination through delusion. In late capitalist
societies, pressure against ideological domination may be exerted, bystim® as it

exists has perfected the process of modifying and altering itself intordervive. The

process is identified as a serious impediment for the ability of sariatmusness to
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become consistent with critical reasoning. For Adorno and Horkheimer, this wa
explained as a function of the all encompassing culture industry, and for Mahaisef

a mechanical apparatus producing technological rationality and one-dimenisargtit
(Horkheimer and Adorno 2001; Marcuse 1991; Marcuse 1997). Reiterating ideology’s
function as more than false consciousness, Adorno argued that it “is no longevebject
spirit, ...as crystallized blindly and anonymously out of the social process, butisathe
tailored scientifically to fit the society. That is the case with the ptedifc¢he culture
industry, film, magazines, illustrated newspapers, radio, television, and theebest-
literature” (Adorno 1973:200). Again, ideology is thus not the mask of false
consciousness, but “that which exists itself. ...[It is] no longer a veil, but thetehieg
face of the world” (Adorno 1973:202).

Adorno and Horkheimer bleakly see as an outcome of the culture industry social
relations ordered in a manner consistent with the structure of the commaoufitgrid as
incorporating into the system anything potentially dissident. This has evokedlausn
criticisms of their work. One is that they espouse an excessive paasamd present a
vision of society absent of any modality allowing for its radical faansation through
the development of revolutionary consciousness. In the prefaceTtbdusy of the
Novel,Lukacs (1971:22) identified the grim diagnoses of Adorno and other members of
the “German Intelligentsia” as taking up “residence in the ‘Grand Hotgg#\b.on the
edge of an abyss, of nothingness, of absurdity.” Lukéacs (1971:22) likens this type of
analysis to “artistic entertainments” suggesting that such “contemplasiampotent and

self-indulgent. Following denouncements from the Communist Party, Lukacs would
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eventually make an effort to recant kisstory and Class Consciousness subjectivist

and even defended undemocratic features of the early Soviet Union. Confronted with the
dogma of the party leadership and its distortion of dialectical thought, Luk&dcsemithdr

into greater specialization of Marxist aesthetics and literary ti@itgk 2000). This
demonstration of intellectual servility led the Frankfurt School to distasek from

organized party politics and roused Adorno to write that Lukacs had mistook ther“clat

of his chains” as the triumphant march forth of the Hegelian world spirit (quoiiek
2000:112). Karl Popper and Hans Albert levy a similar criticism in their publlishe
polemics with Adorneet al. which appear iThe Positivist Dispute in German Sociology

In this collection of essays, Popper assails the work of the Frankfurt school as
unintelligible and dismally pessimistic. He says of Adorno and other “famadsrke of
German sociology” that they espouse in their own thought and writing and encourage in
the work of their students a “cult of un-understandability, the cult of impressiveigh-
sounding language” (Popper 1976:294). He states further that, “The genuine and general
feeling of dissatisfaction which is manifest in their hostility to the $panewhich they

live is, I think, a reflection of their unconscious dissatisfaction of the syawflitheir own
activities” (Popper 1976:296).

The Frankfurt School’s theoretical foundations and methodology which took
social phenomena as dynamic and contradictory and investigated the solclahwios
context of the tension between essence and appearance, universal and particular, and
abstract and concrete, has also been a target of criticism. Hans A#¥&} (eferred to

the concept of society advanced by critical theory as the insignifidéettien that
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everything is connected to everything else. In response, Adorno emphasized that wha
effectively binds society’s members together is the relationship of exghtiegarocess

of which being the “underlying social fact through which socialization ¢ostes about”
(Adorno 2000a:31). Itis the presumed thing-like character superimposed onto the
products exchanged which provides the basis of the concept of the commodity fetish and
one of the essential features of capitalism which is called into questibe byitical

negative conception of ideology. Despite this approach’s applicability forstadding

how existing conditions in late capitalism are justified and thus reproducedt Albe
(1976:175) argued that the degree that such a model could provide a methodological
benefit required more than simply “verbal exhortations of totality.”

The concept of ideology has not been one on which there is wide agreement in
terms of what it is, how it works, or if it remains (or ever was) relevaatcasmcept at all.
Such reservations have been expressed by critics from divergent cantps 19%0s and
early 1960s, early neoconservatives like Seymour Martin Lipset, Edward 8dils, a
Daniel Bell were arguing that postindustrial society had experiencedimighing of,
even an end to, revolutionary ideology and politics (Lipset 1985). Bell ([1960] 1988) in
his bookThe End of Ideologgrgued that liberal capitalism had worked out the crucial
difficulties of political participation, and he identified as ideologistshedke who want to
live at the extreme and castigate the common man for settling with an unheyei; da
day routine of living. Bell ([1960] 1988) saw the efforts of the New Lefieeislly
student activists, as futile because young radical intellectualdaskierg an enemy at a

historical moment which had seen the finish of radical ideology. Fukuyama (1992)
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follows this end of (revolutionary) ideology reasoning and argues that tlotiahref

history has led to its own end: economic development under liberal capitalism and the
rationalization of the world. His argument is that a system of free-nsanksttriumphed
over centrally planned economies because they best fulfill the demands of humes desir
(Fukuyama 1992). While Fukuyama (1992:31) may be correct that liberal capilis

the only system with a “coherent ideology” and “widespread legitimacyfaiWest, he
does not address how that legitimacy and ideology may perhaps themselves be
obstructive of a system more fair and just. Appearing to exist in anotheraaiver
Fukuyama (1992:291) assumes a sort of welfare consensus but rationalizes continuing
disparities and the unraveling social compact as the US being disinclinelletonta
paternalistic role,” asserting that “the basic social welfarslgin of the New Deal has
been accepted by conservatives, and has proved largely invulnerable to rollback.” He
states that what emerges from such “equalizing processes” is a “roidsiesociety”

where persisting inequality “can be attributable to the natural ineqoéligyents”
(Fukuyama 1992: 291).

Apprehension about the term, ideology, has also been expressed by writers on the
left concerned about the reproduction of power and generation of public consensus.
Abercrombie and Turner (1978; 1994) and Abercrombie, Hill, and Turner (1980) argue
that the subordinate classes in late capitalism do not adopt the dominant ideology in any
straightforward way, but rather dominant ideas have a greater impact aontireant
classes. They refer to Habermas, Marcuse, Miliband, and Poulantzas as Marxi

proponents of the dominant ideology with whom they disagree. They however
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acknowledge that as media become more efficient, complex, and diffuse, theméant
has to be expressed less forcefully” (Abercrombie and Turner 1978:161). Still, the
maintain that the general basis of their argument continues to hold. The dominant
ideology of late capitalism, they assert, “is thus at best an uneven and umeaigana of
assumptions about private property and about the importance of state intervention in
economic life” (Abercrombie and Turner 1978:163). While Abercrombie and Tumer ar
correct in analyzing the effect of the dominant ideology on the dominant clasdekses
maintain “that the dominant ideology is best seen as securing the coherence of the
dominant class,” they assert that this is relatively unimportant in |ptaltsm
(Abercrombie and Turner 1978:164). They admit that their argument gives créalence
the end of ideology thesis put forth by Bell and other neoconservatives as tedthas
argument that late capitalism permits a reasonable platform for aitglofddeliefs and
opinions. Bell's and Abercrombie and Turner’s theses are not adequate in egjptlai
current social formation and the important features of today’s ideologaiqa around
welfare in the US. Their line of thought fails to explain the increased coherktiee
capitalist class over the last three decades (what Harvey 2005 haly/reziéed the
reconstitution of class power) and its mobilization around key issues llk@eye
especially in the US. Writing in the early stages of the ascendancetoh&hsm in the
United Kingdom, Abercrombie and Turner argued that increased elite olzssi@n and

a possible lessened significance of ideology expressed in the welfarasimaenong

the elite significantly challenge the thesis of a dominant ideologylesierted on the

subordinate classes. On the contrary, history would come to show that undeeiThatch
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the welfare consensus in the UK would be partially dissolved. The concept of a dominant
ideology is more applicable in the US, since the process of unraveling flaeewel

consensus and tacit post-war agreement between labor and capital would begin even
earlier. Attitudes which approved of “the availability of opportunity, individtialis
expectations for achievement, and acceptance of unequal distribution of soaiatdkie

came to constitute a dominant ideology which would take hold in the States in a way it
never would in the UK (Kleugel and Smith 1986:11).

Bourdieu has tended to be apprehensive of the term, stating that he is inclined “to
avoid the word ‘ideology’ because...it has very often been misused or used in a vague
manner” (Bourdieu and Eagleton 1994:266). He explained that he preferred thetgonce
“symbolic violence,” “symbolic power,” or “symbolic domination” to minimize the
misuse of the term (Bourdieu and Eagleton 1994:266). Bourdieu identified his own
project as one where he attempts to place emphasis on practices and meachsnism
opposed to consciousness and representation. He had accused Marxist intedliectuals
suffering from a sort of “scholastic-bias” where problems were seesalaable by
achieving the correct consciousness (Bourdieu and Eagleton 1994:270). He aksociate
this tendency and use of the term, ideology, with Althusser and consideretbdratis
(Bourdieu and Eagleton 1994).

Althusser’s (1971) own development of the concept of ideology is that it operates
as an eternal and unconscious characteristic of social practice. Ideolddihisser
works by transforming individuals into subjects though a process of inteipell&ince

for him ideology is eternal, “ideology has always-already interpdlliaiividuals as
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subjects, which amounts to making it clear that individuals are always-already
interpellated by ideology as subjects” (Althusser 1971:175-176). This description of
ideology presents it as a rigid structure in which resistance is wringglbssible. Also,
ideology in this sense becomes reified as a mechanism at work without the subject’
knowledge of its existence. Using Althusser’s theory in terms of politicalaggol

Laclau (1977) formulates a counterpoint to Marxist theory heavily influenced by
economic (class) reductionism. The theory of interpellation in particular Bgketien

how ideological elements in society operate which are not related to Elasdentifies

that fascism, rather than the expression of the most conservative and reactionar
ideological elements of the dominant class, was one possible outcome of symghesiz
popular democratic themes into political discourse (Laclau 1977). As clasgggestyn

both the level of the economic and of “the people,” the identity of the people caa play
more dominant role in determining social outcomes; in the case of fascism, iadidyL
1977). This is pertinent in understanding the eventual appropriation of radical, freedom
movement discourse by neoconservative functionaries, ideologues, and uédlect
Habermas (1981) also noted this; in defense of modernist appeals for sociainzagd
promoting democracy, he describes the neoconservative dilemma as having to develop a
means to reinstate the moral work ethic and reform the current model to a syt
individualist competition is rewarded. Of concern for him was the neoc@tse use

of revolutionary and liberation rhetoric. Observing a curious inversion, Habermas (1981)

explains that it is within this rhetoric that programs which mitigate tbrlso
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consequences of capitalism (e.g. welfare state provisions) are sudggssiented as
fascist and obstructive of freedom.

Later, Laclau (1983; 1996) and Laclau and Mouffe (2001) would offer a
insightful critique of the critique of ideology, one which partly informs thisystutis
argued in these texts that ideology must be understood, not as a misperception of a
positive essence but rather a failure to recognize the instability of #gooanf
positivity (Laclau 1983). In explaining the characteristics of hegenmmoagaiety, Laclau
and Mouffe (2001:7) explain that their exposition of the concept is not one where it is
“endowed from the beginning with full positivity.” They argue that it allutiesn
absent totality, and to the diverse attempts at recomposition and rearticulaitcbn iw
overcoming this original absence, made it possible for struggles to be giveamaam
and for historical forces to be endowed with full positivity (Laclau and Mouffe 2Q01:7)
Approaching a Derridian formulation, Laclau (1983) argues that the concielgbtdgy
can be maintained only by inverting its usual content. The traditional falsel@masizess
meaning of ideology does not hold because of the presumed true or non-distorted object
which was being presented falsely. This logic creates the critique obgyeas having
as its basis an extra-ideological set of assumptions and thus becoming elg\eated a
“ideological operatiompar excellence{Laclau 1996: 114) More accurately, such
analysis should be part of a “critique of the ‘naturalization of meaning’ and of the
‘essentialization of the social™” (Laclau 1983:24). Through such an anabiswogy
would be regarded as the non-recognition “of the impossibility of any ultisoétee. It

would also consist of those discursive forms through which a society tries totenstit
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itself as such on the basis of closure, of the fixation of meaning, of the non-rexoghit
the infinite play of differences” (1983:24).

Echoing Laclau, Mouffe, and Bourdieu, Zizek expresses a similar cortoauh a
the notion of ideology. In his introduction kbapping ldeologyhe presents the
problematic that the critique of ideology assumes a “privileged place altbats a
“subject-agent to perceive the very hidden mechanism that regulates sobibiyasid
non-visibility” (Zizek 1994:3). He then rhetorically asks whether this is selfitthe
most obvious case of ideology” (Zizek 1994:3). However, Zizek (1994:4) asserts that
one can be sure that when something is identified as “ideolggicaixcellencg such
an inversion is itself ideology. This is a clear reference to Laclau anffevidizek’s
development of the concept of ideology is enlightening. For instance, he contends that a
political statement can be objectively true but be completely ideologigalk 1989,
1994). For example, applied to this study, some of the neoconservative claims about the
behavior of the poor may be demonstrably factual, but they are nonetheless anagxpress
of a structural and systematic requirement for the system’s continuatiote tAére
may be fraud and abuse to an extent in the administration and receipt of sociamspvis
ethically and theoretically it does not necessarily have bearing on tregoenses of
such provisions in reducing income inequality or the number of people who fall below
the poverty line. In response to Laclau and Mouffe, Zizek (2006:266) comments that
their framework connotes its own essentialist and utopian point: one where “political
battles would be fought without remainders of ‘essentialism,’ all sidesdodgpting the

radically contingent character of their endeavors and the irreducibigctéraof social
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antagonisms.” In addition to essentializing historically situated sodiarps, Zizek
(1994:4) says too that ideology can be the opposite process, i.e. it can be the ascription of
external contingency to something which is the result of an inner necessity.eBléhels
example of the tension between the ideological practice of attributing personal
responsibility to a criminal act while concealing the historicautisive context for the
act and attributing cause to circumstances to the point of relieving thedunaligubject
of his/ her own responsibility or subjectivity (Zizek 1994:5). Zizek (1994:5 [author’s
italics]) asks, “are... speaking subjects not always-alreadygedn recounting the
circumstances that predetermine the space of our activity?” This isllhalpfarifying
Habermas’ concept of legitimation. While the dynamics of capitalist prasuate
portrayed as impeded by market obstructions like welfare state progsamos the
welfare state itself part of the inner necessity of late capitali®at another way,
capitalism’s survival is part of its own internal logic. By placing emghasiits own
dynamic characteristics (less obstructions, flexibilized labor, etifare receiving
subjects are an already constituted feature (albeit a demonized one)tehawigch on
the surface appears to be attempting to eliminate them. We can then infee that t
welfare poor are maligned but are required as a transgressive categoaretpermitted
to exist, but with minimal interference to the process of accumulation.

In The Sublime Object of Ideolaggizek (1989, 1994) contends that ideology is
not illusory. He identifies Marx’s statement fra@@apital as the elementary definition for
ideology: “They do not know it, but they are doing it” (Zizek 1989:28). Presumed here

is a distance between consciousness and reality and a “constitutive naiii” (Z
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1989:28). However, by way of Peter Sloterdijk’s thesis that the main mode of idablogic
reproduction is cynical, Zizek (1989:29) reformulates Marx’s statement to tplalte
capitalist society’s cynical subjects: “They know very well what threydaing, but still,
they are doing it.” He identifies this paradoxical process as “enlighteised f
consciousness” (Zizek 1989:29). This formulation of the concept of ideology can be
applied to Marx’s concept of the commaodity fetish. People know full well that ihere
no mystical quality to the money they obtain and use to purchase commodities.
However, “they aracting’ as though money “in its material reality, is the immediate
embodiment of wealth as such (Zizek 1989:31 [author’s italics]). They afeidetis
practice, not in theory” (Zizek 1989:31). Incorporating Lacanian psychoasalihi
Marx, Zizek develops this explanation of ideology further. Instead of ideology aeing
false, dreamlike delusion that is used to hide an insufferable reality, itdnac¢t “offer
us the social reality itself as an escape from some traumatic, real’Kginek 1989:45).
Here ideology has hold of us when we no longer feel the distance between it dapd reali
when we see facts contradictory to it and they start to operate as argumentsrguppor
(Zizek 1989).

Zizek shares with Bourdieu the emphasis on the role of external practiee in t
orienting and structuring of social behavior. Both have discussed the influehasaal
in this respect (Bourdieu 2000, Zizek 1989). Bourdieu has critiqued Althusserg the
of ideology and formulated a framework where “the main mechanism of dioonina
operates not through a process of indoctrinating false consciousness but through the

unconscious manipulation of the body” (Bourdieu and Eagleton 1994:269). Citing
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Pascal, Bourdieu (2000:168) explains that “custom makes all authority,” and héescri
the social order as one comprised of bodies. “An order takes effect only through the
person who executes it,” and this is not necessarily by virtue of consciaus @ttihe
part of the actor (Bourdieu 2000:168). Symbolic force, especially that of an order, is a
type of power carried out on bodies, but not through repressive measures. This is done
“as if by magic” because of “previously constituted dispositions” (Bourdieu 2000:169).
Also drawing on Pascal, Zizek (1989) explains that to follow custom is toveelighout
knowing it. Like with the Pascalian wager regarding belief in God, whenl smttas
submit themselves to ideological ritual, belief will follow on its own (Zizek 1989)
Again, as stated above, social actors are fetisinigisactice Perhaps what is most
significant about the Pascalian wager as a metaphor of ideologysusgriscnot that it is
a rationalist exercise to justify religious belief and practice, buitthatepts the
existence of God despite the authoritarianism and malevolence required fdrkhe
game to work. In other words, the system may be unjust, exploitive, and aristwcrati
its structure, but ideology dictates that by playing along we have nothingto los

The analyses of more contemporary theorists on hegemony and ideology (e.g.
Laclau, Mouffe, Bourdieu, Zizek) were anticipated by key figures of thakfurt
School, especially Adorno. One example is the critique of the critique of ideology. Thi
critique expressed above in Laclau, Mouffe, and ZiZek is also expressed ireninnc
terms in Horkheimer and Adorno’s essay “The Concept of Enlightenment,” which
precedes the work of the more contemporary theorists by more tharydarsy

Horkheimer and Adorno (1972) argue that just as Enlightenment set out to dispel old
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myths, myths realized Enlightenmes the latter’'s expression through positivism. By
the same logic, Adorno comments that through the critique of ideology it has been
forgotten “that the doctrine of ideology itself belongs to the movement of History
(Adorno 1972:183). Seeing false consciousness as the mechanism for the reproduction of
social relations is for Adorno (1972:184) part of the “vulgar doctrine of ideology.§ Thi
vulgar doctrine ignores the concrete conditions of society and validates dekision a
natural law, thus itself becoming ideology (Adorno 1972). This is what Adorno (2000b)
meant when he argued that the negation of negation does not produce its reversal. He
argued that it is not possible to assume that the result of the negation of the nedjation wi
be positive (Adorno 2000b). Such logic leads to another identity resulting from such
negation, “a new delusion, a projection of consequential logic...upon the absolute”
(Adorno 2000b:160). However, decades before Zizek, Adorno warned that the other
extreme results in its own type of essential logic, that abstratatiens of unity (of the

One in favor of total emphasis on the Many) would be to withdraw into a different type
of mythology (Adorno 2000b). A second example is Zizek and Bourdieu’s focus on
unconscious bodily actions and social practice in explaining the reproduction of social
relations. Removing the idealist component from Weber’s analysis of ritionahted
action (explained in more detail above), Adorno (2000a) is compelled to observe that
much action is devoid of such rationally directed motivation. These “reflex dctisns

he called them are in part related to subjective aims but they take plélcm ‘@network

of drives and impulses [and] psychologically expressive actions” which tingetioel

relevance (Adorno 2000a:107). Zizek’s insightful analysis of cynicism as poremt
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of ideology in late capitalism is related to this and is a useful third exarhate
important development in the analysis of the concept of ideology which was previously
commented on by Adorno (and Horkheimer). ZiZzek argues that people engage in social
practices fully aware of the inconsistency between ideology and saia),reowever
they carry on anyway. He illustrates this to show that the traditioniglueriof ideology
no longer holds and indicates Adorno’s drawing of the same conclusion. ZiZzek was
referring to Adorno’s analysis of totalitarian ideology to illustrate ligahad identified
that we exist in “the so-called ‘post-ideological’ world” earliemtimaany other writers
(Zizek 1989:30). However, Adorno (with Horkheimer) anticipates the notion afadyni
subjects significantly before his analysis of totalitarian ideology,smmhalysis of the
culture industry. Consider the following passage from “The Culture Industry:
Enlightenment as Mass Deception.”

The most intimate reactions of human beings have been so

thoroughly reified that the idea of anything specific to themselve

now persists only as an utterly abstract notion: personality

scarcely signifies anything more than shining white teeth and

freedom from body odor and emotions. The triumph of advertising

in the culture industry is that consumers feel compelled to buy and

use its productgven though they see through thghaorno and

Horkheimer 1972:167 [my italics]).

| do not proceed with the assumption that one dominant ideology monolithically

and completely subsumes all of society’s thought and controls and organizes all

61



information expressed through media in the US. In fact, news media are plentiful and
disparate (and sometimes independent). Even within media contralliedge
corporations it is occasionally apparent that the narratives trandmigeontradictory
and dissenting. All this being said, some ideas become more dominant than others, and
some of these come to influence the way other narratives and ideologies areecbnsum
and reproduced by the general public. Further, ideologies are mediated through the
economic and social position and experiential practices of social actors. Amnantpor
tension is expressed effectively in Abercrombie and Turner (1978) and Abercrombie
Hill, and Turner (1980), one between two seemingly opposing theories of the dominant
ideology. Each have been expressed in different places by Marx. One proposastthat
class “forms its own system of belief in accordance with its own particiiéaests
which will be basically at variance with those of other classes” (Aberceamta Turner
1978:151). The other proposes that all classes are influenced by a “system of belief
imposed by the dominant class” (Abercrombie and Turner 1978:151). The argument
made in this study synthesizes these two theories as an effort to unddratanito-
and macro-level social processes exist simultaneously and are botloimecied.
Experiential practice and social position mediate ideology, dominant or atleerwi
So the same dominant ideology which constitutes the “ruling ideas” of the epoch,
influence those in different social positions differently based on numerous fa@as
where they live, the family in which they were raised, the material conditn which
they were brought up, as well as, their current standard of living, the tydacazten

they received, their gender and sexual orientation, their racial backgrozinéoet
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example, the ideology of the moral work ethic may divide organized laborers from
informal workers and/ or the welfare poor by way of the distinction betweenynaomth
unworthy poor and may contribute to a sense of hopelessness and low self-worth in the
latter. Both of these groups are responding to the same ideology, but this idsology i
mediated by the different material conditions and identity affiliatioos fwhich social
actors are oriented. From the perspective of class privilege, sotosssgdhe elite
conclude that poverty is exaggerated, the poor in the US really have a high standard of
living compared to other advanced societies, and that those who do not work refuse jobs
which are adequate and in abundance. These narratives fulfill a varietytefrianand

for the dominant classes they help legitimate the existing normative ordhicim tivey

enjoy great rewards and privileges (Gans 1995). For members of subodiasses able

to upwardly socially mobilize — i.e. “work their way up” — these narrativesigighl

their own achievements and seemingly weaken critiques of the systantuleyof the
valorized few who “worked hard” and “made it.” If they can do it, can’t everyohe?
contemporary film likeThe Pursuit of Happinegduccino 2006) contains compelling

and even moving content about someone who has overcome adversity and achieved
material success, but in the current social order, such a text reinforcesothgiateof
meritocracy and the moral work ethic. The subtle weaving of these themes nyegve

life has helped contribute to the constitution of the existing political cultur@ichw

social entitlements are often considered suspect without their provismgsfully

understood nor poverty in the US being fully comprehended.
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A helpful body of work on the conservative intellectual tradition has been
produced by conservatives. Two examples of this, each quite different from the other,
are Nash (1998) and Russell Kirk (2001). Nash’s excellent, remarkably thoradgh, a
expansive work covers the leading intellectuals in both the traditionalistemthiian
wings of the conservative movement, giving primacy mostly to the power of déees i
shaping of history. He sees these thinkers as an embattled, courageous group who were
able to achieve the impossible. In a bibliographical essay he locates hisswork a
fundamentally objective and in opposition to “critical secondary sources” (Nash
1998:442). He argues that critical secondary sources (written by moderis)ibemnd to
share “two important assumptions: that the postwar Right was in some ssgiimdite,
and that the true American consensus was fundamentally liberal” (Nash 1998:442). Kir
contributed an important series of essays about British and American conservat
thinkers (2001). Unlike Nash, Kirk unabashedly and explicitly is writing under no
illusion of historical objectivity and openly from a conservative viewpoint. Infted
early by the writings of the libertarians, Hayek and von Mises, Kirk embodied the
combination of old and New Right ideas. While he calls for a belief in a moral, saliver
order empowered by religion, he also writes that local liberties and indivichyzeny
rights must be protected at all costs (Kirk 2001). Kirk certainly leaned dawvar
traditionalist camp having considered thssez-fairandividualist perspective of the
libertarians as inadequate for the organization and functioning of the society.

Some of the literature attributes the ensuing move to the right in the US as a

backlash caused by white, working class resentment toward civil rights, eisimg the
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perceived diminishment of neighborhood safety, anti-war rallies, and racelrioksded

in this category is Edsall and Edsall (1992), Michael W. Flamm (2003), Dan T. Carter
(2000), and Matthew Dallek (2004). Steinfels (1979:4) situated the shift to the right in
the US in the context of the thought and accomplishments of a new “party of
intellectuals” which came to upstage liberal social thinkers, the neocomsesvat

Among those he discusses are Irving Kristol, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, anielBell.

He highlighted the leftist origins of this group who came to respond to “New Left
radicalism” in a reactionary and aggressive manner and saw the neoconseagadives
potential threat to democracy and an incredibly effective force at countieg left

critique of ideology (Steinfels 1979:45). Steinfels offered an argument abaiset od

the right intellectual movement not as an angry sudden “backlash,” as some of the
literature does, but rather in terms of the influence of a group of socialigllthenkers

whose points of view would slowly evolve into a new type of conservatism. While
Brennan (1995, 2003) acknowledged the effects of a white backlash in the rise of the
New Right, she attributed the shift to the right in the US political cultufgetgriassroots
base that was assembled around the Goldwater campaigns which remainee aftpta

he withdrew from the political scene. Though the 1964 presidential race against Lyndon
B. Johnson was a big defeat, Goldwaterites learned much from the campaign (Brennan
1995, 2003). The ideas presented and the foundations which were built could be further
developed in years to come. She argued that the race was a “baptisai Wwhitth

showed conservatives what could be accomplished outside traditional channels;
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“although Goldwater was thoroughly defeated, conservatism was not” (Brennan
1995:103).

Mills (1958) argued that the economic elite had disproportionate power compared
to mere politicians. He observed that the decisions of a few shape the sociabesmlit
which a great number of members of society find themselves (Mills 1958). Thedhas |
to a growth in the power of an elite, whose world view compared to that of othes woul
accumulate disproportionate influence. Mills (1958) stated that the economy, vasch w
once a scatter of smaller economic units is now dominated by the influenogeof la
corporations. This new economy is “at once a permanent-war economy and a private-
corporation economy” (Mills 1958:33). Mills (1958:33) observed that it is no longer the
politician, “but the corporation executive [who] is ...more likely to sit with thigany to
answer the question: what is to be done?” Following Mills, some writers y#dif
ascendancy of pro-capital ideology in the context of the formation of a unified asel cla
conscious set of groups as instrumental in the rightward shift in the politltaiecon
certain policy issues. These studies often concentrate on think tanks anddaybyips
and emphasize the decline of the labor movement and discuss welfare only afigident
Patrick Akard (1992) and David Jacobs (1998) looked historically at the lobbying
behavior of corporate political action committees (PACs) and used spesHisitalies
to illustrate how their efforts have affected both popular discourse and legislat
regarding labor and the welfare state in the US. In “Corporate MobilizatobRalitical
Power: The Transformation of US Economic Policy in the 1970s” Akard explained that

there had been a retreat from the Fordist position previously in use by capitddte
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labor between the finish of World War Il and the end of the 1960s. This period (the
1970s to the very early 1980s) saw the fortification and unified efforts of the business
lobby to weaken organized labor and the welfare state. One aspect of tharrahsh
of the United States’ economy between 1974 and 1981 was the mobilization by
prominent business leaders and lobbying groups representing all sectorsabtteapit
carry out a “unified, class-conscious policy offensive” (Akard 1992:597). Jacobs (1998)
pointed out that groups like the National Association of Manufacturers (NAM) and the
Business Roundtable (BR) had played a crucial role in weakening the position of labor
and portraying the American welfare state as authoritarian. He qudted Eleveland
from a 1948 Harvard Business Review article who noted the following about the NAM:

The branding of social security as totalitarian when it west fi

proposed, the wartime barrage of propaganda creating the

impression that the government and labor were using the

emergency as a means of furthering their own antidemocratic

ends...offer further evidence of the narrow base from which the

Association has operated... . The extreme conservatism of the

NAM...is reason for real alarm (quoted in Jacobs 1988:119).
Commenting on the BR, he showed that it was formed by three smaller orgarszati
with an anti-labor agenda.

Other works observe this retrenchment in terms of a reconstitution of class power
Like Akard and Jacobs, some researchers have explained that the reswfgen

conservatism and the offensive of capital against public life is an effortreease
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profits, which had been temporarily restrained by the tacit agreement heta@tal and

labor through the 1960s. Examples of this position include J. Craig Jenkins and Teri

Shumate (1985), Joseph G. Peschek (1987), Thomas Ferguson and Joel Rogers (1986),

Michael Useem (1983), and David Vogel (1989). This literature sees dffoctpital to

roll back the social compact as a response to a squeeze on profits causeeblsgdncr

worker militancy in the 1960s which reduced productivity and hiked up wages.
Domhoff (1990), Piven and Cloward (1985, [1971] 1993), and Aronowitz (2003)

have attested to both elite class cohesion and waning social militancyifiotbkshift

to the political right in the US. Domhoff (1990) sees himself in a larger tradibog a

with C. Wright Mills, Floyd Hunter, and those identified by Mills as the plainXidés.

He has argued explicitly against the structural Marxism of Poulanteastate autonomy

theory he associates with Skocpol, and pluralist theory which he ascribetets ke

Dahl. Relying greatly on Mills, Domhoff set out to show that there is indeed erpow

elite, they do rule, and it does matter who rules. He also has drawn heavily up@elMic

Mann’s analysis, assuming no social system and no social totality, argurepitisat

there are four overlapping socio-spatial networks: (1) the ideology netwsakred

authority (religion), (2) the economic network — institutions concerned withysagsf

material needs, (3) the military network, and (4) the political networknHhadf (1990)

argued that absent of a feudal background and any dangerous rival at the border, there is

a solid case to be made that leaders from the economic network — the Amepitaistca

class — are in a position of dominance, especially compared to economimdhtespe.

He drew on Mills’ assertion that the small size of US state in the ninetesmttry
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meant that there were strong corporations before there was a large nati@mahgent.
The Wagner Act, which Domhoff (1990) argued was the only huge victory for labor i
twentieth century, was possible only because elites were split, the ecorasnmy
trouble, and the working class was united. The current situation is rooted in thieddistor
dominance of the state by economic elites and the fragmentation of worker opposition.
Piven and Cloward emphasize the historical expansion and contraction of welfare
state programs. IRegulating the Poof{1971] 1993) they argue that US relief rolls
expanded in the 1960s to absorb a laboring population made superfluous by agricultural
modernization. However, as the rolls grew, pressure for reforms also mhoWitele
the government came to the aid of the unemployed, there was a strong oppmgitican t
relief (Piven and Cloward [1971] 1993). This thesis is directly opposed to social liber
theories that the expansion of relief is the result of a humanitarian, ideedistiern for
the well-being of the populace. Rather poor relief, argued Piven and Cloward ([1971]
1993), fulfills two functions: to expand of relief to maintain civil order and to cdntrac
relief to enforce the work ethic. Their analysis of the AFDC program from 1940 to 1960,
leading up to the 60s expansion of programs, is seen as a contraction phase of the relief
cycle which started in the late 1930s. After political crises subsided, the pragiam
supportive of the functions of the relief system to enforce work, especialywime
work. The 1960’s expansion was in part due to the combination of black political power
movements and other socially based movements. Piven and Cloward ([1982] 1985) in
The New Class Wanonfirmed that as the protest movements of the 1960s waned, it

helped create circumstances where the Reagan welfare cuts aflyre98as could
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ensue. They argued that the Reagan cuts confirfRepgalating the Poadthesis,
representing an effort to complete the restriction phase of the cycle. aftnement
accounts for the class-conscious effort by capitalists in the late 1970argntia80s to
enhance their objective position given the lesser degree of social disruptiomtasd jor
maintain and enlarge profits.

Like Piven and Cloward, Post (1998) focused on the role of capital in the decline
of the US welfare state, but covered the period up to the 1996 Welfare Reforidesill.
mainly investigated the role of moderate- and ultra-conservative think-tanks in the
ongoing assault against welfare in the US, focusing on the US Chamber of Conamerce t
illustrate the role of lobbying organizations. Post (1998:1) argued thatdhbk aft
welfare is seen by many observers (like Piven and Cloward) “in the cont@datlafing
profits and diminished working class and popular militancy.” He quoted Piven and
Cloward to illustrate the importance of such a study.

There has not been... *...analysis of the stakes of different groups

and classes in the welfare state or of the mobilization ohbssi

groups against the welfare state... A class-conflict perspetise

fallen out of fashion and out of favor, and this at the very historical

moment when the welfare state is embattled by class fqRest

1998:1-2).

Post emphasized the significant role played by research and lobbyingfimssit
particularly the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), the Heritegandation (HF), the

US Chamber of Commerce, and the Brookings Institution in enabling conditions to
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become favorable for the ending of welfare entitlements through the 1996 weféare r
bill.

Many theorists have focused on the important ways (for good or ill) wettdee s
programs have had an effect on the social position of women. Abramovitz (1996) argued
that due to the acceptance of the family ethic, the preoccupation with the worlaethic
the lack of interest in the power of women, a critical analysis of the relationghipdme
women and the welfare state was greatly needed. The welfare stasteciysavors
the conventional family model. The colonial ethic situated women in both home and
economic production (Abramovitz 1996). However, after the industrial revolution,
explained Abramovitz (1996), women'’s roles were increasingly geared towards
consumption. She argued that because programs have favored women who accept
traditional roles, a new deserving-undeserving dichotomy which accounts for gender
roles can better be understood (Abramovitz 1996). Along the lines of Schram,
Abramovitz (1996) called for policies which do not privilege women in conventional
home and family roles, because unless this ideology is purged, it will be reproduted. A
important contradiction of the welfare state is that although it supports thesirér
capital and patriarchal power, it can also support the political and economic gower o
women (Abramovitz 1996). Describing herself as a socialist feminist#dwisz
(1996) considered society’s gender division as co-equal with its class divisibns a
central to her analysis of the political economy. Accordingly, she notedthading
patriarchy complicates the otherwise useful analyses of O’Connor and .Gbrgh this

perspective, the welfare state operates to uphold patriarchy and to eafoade f
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subordination in both the spheres of production and reproduction, encoding deeply in
social welfare policy the ideology of women'’s roles (Abramovitz 1996).

Piven (1996) discussed the tradition in the feminist literature to expredgyosti
towards the state with terms like social patriarchy and public patriaishg observes
the irony that while many female intellectuals think of the state snwhy, women active
in the feminist movement have increasingly turned to the state as an guehtifcal
organization and influence. This antipathy by intellectuals, according to Piverong w
given that there are contradictory outcomes of state involvement — on the one hand
greater autonomy and power, but on the other it can be a mechanism for survaiithnce
control. Piven (1996) also included a brief discussion of ideology which includes
Durkheim, Marx, and Marxist structuralists. She sees the reneweessinte Gramsci,
particularly Hobsbawm’s work on peasant movements as an appropriate point of
reference for looking at the shift in women’s roles in the US. Like peasants iofiis w
women developed ideas that reflected their lived experience within the snbsist
economy of the patriarchal family and that described and justified that exqeeri€¢hus
family values and maternity were celebrated. It was out of thesensl#tat women
developed a “moral economy of domesticity” (Piven 1996:186). Observing thatavelfar
state programs make women a little less insecure and powerlgsgomen often
working in and running them, Piven (1996) rejected the argument that the state has
replaced men as a primary patriarch. While the breakdown of the tralditiomby
stripped women of old resources, it freed women to use other ones. The possibility of

electoral participation became realized and the complex of programisnlatian
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included many women in positions of leadership (Piven 1996). Piven (1996) argued that
this outcome represents a form of empowerment and has helped create socidieslidari
among women both within and across class lines.

Theorists of social policy like Fraser (1989), Fraser and Gordon (1994), Schneider
and Ingram (1993, 2005), and Schram (1993, 1996, 2000a; 2000b) offer discursive
analyses of welfare policy which account for the construction of taken for drante
categoriewvia welfare state practices. This approach also takes into account how welfare
state programs, though often the result of the activism of the welfaremghtsment
and efforts of well-intentioned reformers, can be part of the problem they aypate
address. For these theorists, this is not the foundation of an argumeast mgagasing
assistance to poor mothers but rather an interrogation of discursive practictmseg
which assume the inferiority of female-headed families or take foregtdhé tendency
of welfare to create dependence. Schram (1993) argued that while modernist
perspectives offer a framework where the problems of the poor can be attribtiten t
concrete conditions and illustrate how current policy strategies deflect taraed
individuals, postmodern perspectives better show how policy is itself constibfitive
grim reality it sets out to address.

Fraser (1989) highlighted the false notions on which the provision of welfare
benefits are premised. For example she observed that the ideal familg (a ma
breadwinner, his homemaker wife, and their children), to which the welfare household
was presented as an aberration, only existed in fewer than 15 percent of US households a

that time (Fraser 1989). She also suggested that “needs talk” operatedeasuan for
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making and contesting of political claims” (Fraser 1989:161). With women’scablit
struggle, boundaries delineating the categories of economic, political, aatépri

(domestic) open themselves up to contestation. However, bureaucratic andrrabnage
discourses take place in more rigidly defined conditions and in ways considtetievi
reigning ideology in terms of what falls under the categories of economiticgdpbhnd
domestic (Fraser 1989). Fraser and Gordon (1994) considered a term commomly used i
such discourse — “dependency”’ — and subjected it to similar interrogation Ifanewe

policy discourse, it is used as an ideological term. It's usage in the age ofiaidust
capitalism was constructed in opposition to the inferior categories of pauperpsla

colonial native, and housewife (Fraser and Gordon 1994). So the normative category of
independent white workingman was premised on the economic and social subordination
of his wife and contrasted with the degraded representations of dependent men — those of
paupers dependent on poor relief and racist images of black men unable to dominate
“their women” (Fraser and Gordon 1994). They argued that the term hasabme t
associated with pathology in postindustrial clinical discourses (e.g. thossdaine,

social work, and psychology) with a strong correlation to the feminine (Faader

Gordon 1994). Schneider and Ingram (1993, 2005) described a social construction of
“target populations.” Different types of target populations are constifrcien the

interaction of (positive and negative) social constructions with political power (1993,
2005). The characterization of target populations “are normative and evaluative
portraying groups in positive or negative terms through symbolic language, mstaphor

and stories” (Schneider and Ingram 1993). The social construction of target jpoulat
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strongly influence both the policy agenda and attributes of policy, since thesnicé
public officials as well as the general public (Schneider and Ingram 1993). The long
term consequences for what Schneider and Ingram (2005) called the socralctionst
of deservedness include how benefits and burdens are distributed in society.téfhis of
proves to be divisive as privileged groups resist political efforts by previously
disadvantaged groups to reconstruct themselves as more deserving and polisy make
exploit the trepidation of those privileged groups for political gain (Schnemdeingram
2005).

Sanford Schram (1993, 1996, 2000a; 2000b) has offered an analysis of welfare
policy discourse which accounts for the construction of ideviityvelfare state
practices. Put another way, he favors an approach which addresses how “the mfactices
the welfare state are actually constitutive forces, contributing tootiaitmons of
poverty” (1993:253). While it is important to reveal the wrongly construed emphasis on
individual behavior by the dominant paradigm, Schram (1993, 1996) argued that
postmodern policy analysis sets out to destabilize dominant distinctions lile robnt-
dependent, contract-charity, family-promiscuity, etc. Clinton’s decision tossgety
reform welfare grew out of research written in an economistic-tbatapmanagerial
discourse with a bias of focusing attention on behavior of the poor and even rooting that
behavior in pathology (Schram 1996; Schram 2000a; 2000b). Schram (2000a:82)
asserted that ultimately, Clinton’s welfare reform “helped acatde¢he tendency to
construct welfare dependency as an illness.” Welfare discourse has thus bee

successfully diverted from the sphere of the economic and into that of the medical
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Rather than structurally affected and in need of material resources, oneasd iof ne

treatment for personal problems so that their reliance on public assistanbe ma

reduced (Schram 2000a). Given what has been called the feminization of poverty, poor

women with children continue to be consigned to the margins of society whileavelfar

policy discourse tends to naturalize (create as an ideology) the heteipsex

monogamous, two-parent family household (Schram 1993; 1996; 2000a; 2000b).
Policy analysis does not have to be “postmodernist” in order to interrogate

naturalized categories reinforced by policy strategies or to be reflgxionscious that

welfare state policies can themselves constitute further problemsrohave the

opposite outcome from what was (at least on the level of discourse) openly intended.

Historically, the libertarian argument that expanding welfare stategrsgcreates a

more totalitarian state complex which monitors, controls, and reduces to depenslency i

citizens, and more contemporarily the “nanny state” critique applied by titylaissez-

fairists has its counterpart in the work of scholars on the left who are mindful that welfare

state programs can act as mechanisms of social control in the lives of poar. wbinie

function of the US welfare state is demonstrated by (1) the rationak®foen’s poverty

as caused by their individual behavior, (2) moralistic, clinical, and econosustitny

of their reproductive and sexual behaviors, and (3) work requirements for TANfitene

Methods

The study is an empirically and theoretically informed analysis lookirggat t

ideological practice, which is situated historically in terms of its detetion, of the
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groups and intellectuals which would ultimately shape welfare state discand policy
in the US. The rightward shift of the American political culture to one which tdénos
toward welfare is the consequence of this ideological struggle and dls® of
transformation of important features of global capitalism and thus struetar@omic
conditions within the US. Given, as Althusser ([1965] 2005) confirmed, that ideology is
an important part of objective reality, ideological struggles are witeztl within those
of classes and rooted in the material reality of the society in whichakeytace. The
material world exists prior to and independently from our historically and kocial
produced perceptions of it. However, this world is filtered through ideologicainsyst
which are constitutive of inputs from political, economic, and military elitegedisas
non-elite sources (like particular individual activists or interest group$.also
mediated by socializationa family, peers, and members of communities. Although
these networks consist of “always-already interpellated individuals asctaibthese
“subjects” are often involved in ongoing efforts at critical self-awareraasl at times
collective expressions of political agency (Althusser 1971:175). The nhateria
constitution of this world, while shaping political and cultural practiceslace a
continuously affected by them. Neither of these spheres are static nor ynutuall
exclusive. As political and social conditions are always changing, so too desthe
equipped agents both guiding and responding to that change.

While the functioning of ideology in late capitalist society is wellified by
Althusser, Bourdieu, Zizek, Laclau and Mouffe, and other more contemporary thinkers,

the framework of Adorno and his Frankfurt school colleagues predominantly mstivate
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the theoretical and methodological basis of this study. ldeology heddiessed

through a critical negative lens and is used to describe phenomena which areahystori
contingent but seemingly appear fixed, embedded in nature, and transhistorical. Soci
actors’ beliefs will not be taken for granted as psychological structuresgilhsocial
consensuses on issues of work, family, and personal responsibility be reified as
“practical” or “good common sense.” Attempted here is the breaking aparthof suc
tightly bound ideological forms for the purpose of observation and critique. The study
incorporates an historical method which is largely qualitative and weflgtgover the
span beginning with the period just after World War Il to the 1996 welfaremwddl It
will be necessary, however, to examine some of the kernels of conservative dnodight
the circumstances around which they came together prior to the war. This research i
case oriented and focuses on specific historical processes longitudinally thieafocus

is on the United States and the series of events contributing to the disifpattical
culture in relation to the welfare state. | analyze how the expansion and doonpafs

the conservative intellectual movement and its methods of ideological deployment
converged with particular structural economic features in the United Stateshrough
the conjunction of these circumstances that a political climate emergetk &y
problematized welfare on politically conservative grounds. The sourclyzeshan the
study include archived papers, journal articles, congressional tyasscewspaper
articles, and occasional sound bites and popular culture references pertawminzg we
call welfare and which have come to construct our “common sense” iorelatit. One

interview was conducted. | spoke with Lawrence Mead, a professor a¢gpalid a
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visiting scholar at the American Enterprise Institute. Professor Mes@detize in the
public dialogue in the years leading up to the 1996 Welfare Reform Bill. Analagous t
Riesman, Glazer, and Denney’s ([1950] 1953) qualifying statement in theicgtefa

The Lonely Crowgdthe use of this interview and the textual readings incorporated in the
study are not meant to represent the entire genealogy or enormous ramgtemiporary
conservative thought about the welfare state, but rather to serve as a foundation of
illustrative data for the purpose of organizing and interpreting the effort pe sha
American public opinion on the topic.

Macro-level historical forces are investigated through a micrcédgtudy of the
texts mentioned above. That is, the particularities of the texts studiedatesllagthin
their larger, macro-level historical contexts. When elucidating condétorical
processes this way, there is always the risk of inferring more fromiegd relationships
between historical events and narratives than is perhaps substantiated. Thss study’
author has tried to bear this risk in mind by employing a hermeneutic understahding
micro- and macro-level social processes. This is not at all to askantbdre is a
seamless unification between the two. On the contrary, the contradictoryytyeilyn
constitutive relation between these two realms of sociality reflectsatinee of the social
world itself. Instead, apparently unified realities will be held up to aartnagnifying
glass in order that their constituent and contradictory particularitiembgtter

understood and contextualized.
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PART Il — Contending Conservatisms: Locating Commonalities

-Chapter 3: The Old Right-

Introduction

The old,laissez-faireright (what would come to be known in the United States as
libertarianism), would ultimately become integrated into fusionist consenvat¥hile
eschewing political and philosophical positions which would support the need for
centralized power and a large state in the interwar period, many of its propeoalds
join those who saw the Soviet Union as a global threat, against which the “free world”
needed to be protected. Traditionalist conservatism, as stated in the Intrgduas
often hostile toward the notion of mass democracy, and hierarchy in society was not
regarded as the result of an economy whose functions are best left unobstructed, but
rather the vestige of a better time and glorious, quasi-feudal past.oRglamd moral
considerations were the guiding principles for this wing of conservatisisiorist
conservatism, incorporated principles from both of these movements, and would
eventually constitute what would become the “New Right” and what is now simply
American conservatism. The neoconservative label was first applied ticalpagroup
of ex-progressive intellectuals who moved to the right and would eventually regect t
radical student movements and the emerging New Left in the 1950s and 1960s. While
neoconservatism in some ways has remained distinct from the contemporargatymer
right, its style ananodus operandivould be absorbed into the larger conservative

movement and make it more engaging and palatable to the general public. {tsaledac
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influence on the larger movement — the reinforcement of a neo-imperialighf@aicy,
an ongoing attack on the social safety net, and an austere and puritaniaah posit
morality and family — helped construct the ideology of American weltate decline.
American conservatism is a philosophical and political mongrel. The semoof its
politico-philosophical synthesis, as it relates to social and economic polparhaps
best understood in terms of its consequences. The rhetdaiss®Ez-faireeconomics
would become reduced to a semantic instrument to justify the preservation antaescal
of social and economic hierarchy. Its rhetoric would include the anti-Neadidin of the
American Old Right, which would develop into the contemporary dominant ideologies
regarding government assistance, those regarding the moral work ethiegiog
marriage and the two-parent nuclear family, emphasizing meritgayaestioning the
sexual behavior of poor women, and assuming the superiority of whiteness and maleness.

Nash (1998:118) saw this landscape of contending conservatisms as “divergent
tendencies” consisting of

three loosely related groups: traditionalists or new consersative

appalled by the erosion of values and the emergence of a secular,

rootless, mass society; libertarians, apprehensive about thé threa

of the State to private enterprise and individualism; and

disillusioned ex-radicals and their allies, alarmed by inteynak

Communism.
While American conservatism consisted of diverging tendencies, and threntiffgoups

were only loosely related, the ex-radicals were brought into the conserf@t\along
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varying stages of it's own transformation, and they helped determine tfiahreBy the
early 1950s, the various strands of conservative thought were not mutually exclusive:

Traditionalists and libertarians were usually anti-Communist,

while ex-Communists generally endorsed free-market capitalism

and Western traditions. Nevertheless, the impulses that comprised

the developing conservative movement were clearly diverse (Nash

1998:118).
The need for consolidation and some sort of consensus would become apparent, and the
iconic conservative, William F. Buckley set out to do just that. The formation of
National RevieWNR)would become quite effective in this endeavor. The common
cause against “collectivism” would greatly support the uniting, though not always
amiably, of these diverging tendencies of the right. Collectivism regesséo the
libertarians otaissez-faira@ndividualists a tendency towards central planning and
increased government control creating conditions for the gradual detcimiwvadual
liberty and thus ultimately totalitarianism. To the traditionalist corates, it
represented a concerted and combined effort through an ideology of modernist
rationalism and relativism to do away with an older, wiser, and hierarchical soer
which would also in due course result in totalitarianism. For the more hard line
tendencies in each camp, Nazism, Stalinism, and New Dealism were regadiléerant
forms of the same species of collectivist political formation. Accolgimgvernment

efforts toward redistribution, were vehemently opposed.
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The Virtue of Anarchic Markets

The years leading up to the enactment of the New Deal and especially the
involvement of the US in World War Il were not exactly fertile times feefmarket
ideas and for what is commonly called the Old Right in the US. The authority of
Keynesianism was widely accepted, and according to a Roper pbbrtameMagazine,
over two-thirds of the population seemed to not view government intervention in the
economy negatively and supported government provisions for subsistence for those with
no other means (Erskine 1975). The Old Right comprised the American right from the
mid 1930s to approximately the mid 1950s. The early thought and literature of the
laissez-fairists during this period focused on the crisis of an emergititateaism in
democratic societies. This emergence was explained in large gadvioyng
bureaucracies and increased restrictions on individual freedom, both created by the
increasingly centralized power of well meaning government planners. tissicheas
radically anti-establishment but at times unabashedly elitist, efiditie label Tory
anarchism by later adherents and analysts. Later, post-war libertatiamat) that
which would become increasingly influential, began to give up much of its radical
character and gradually intertwined itself with those traditionatiatipals to which it
had previously been opposed. It retained the rhetoric of crisis and urgency, but
philosophical absolutes became a point of emphasis. For example, the notion of the self-
regulating market was attributed to the very laws of nature, and advocatsgral
planning were indicted as relativists who oppose nature itself and deny taodarsls.

Perhaps most importantly, much emphasis was also placed on the role of ideas in the
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shaping of history, thus the best response to the threat of collectivism was thwaigh a
of ideas. Many of these themes have parallels in the literature ofdiimtralists, as
will be seen later. In many ways, the Old Right was originally a @riteaction to an
even older right, the conservatism of early nineteenth century Europe. Its phidasophi
premise, which exists today in the conservative movement largely as igdesbganti-
statist and anti-big government. The Old Right was an early twentieth cerfurgssion
of irreverence to the idea of absolute power exercised through traditional autftorit
regarded New Deal legislation as an expression of the state imposini¢ ots thve
masses. During its time, the Old Right had struggled and slowly beenedidbyavhat it
saw as the drive towards liberal statism through the enactment of thBé&&and
America’s involvement in the Second World War and the Cold War. Libertarianism was
hardly the philosophy of idle theorists during these years. While thingsgweréor the
laissez-faireOld Right, it had postured itself as a feisty underdog in a battle against a
liberal, corporate, leviathan state which was collecting and consolidating.powe
Rothbard (1980; 2007) and Nash (1998) present the Old Right as an embattled
group whose ranks either faded away, ultimately joined the neoconservatives in their
anti-communist crusade, or held on to their individualist and isolationist position in
relative obscurity come World War Il and beyond. Given the importance placed on the
role of ideas in shaping reality, the eventual convergence of free-mastitattals
which took place at the Mont Pelerin conference in Switzerland in 1947 did so on the
premise that western civilization was in danger and that the only way to prsvent i

collapse was through a war of ideas. The Old Right would make concessions
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philosophically and strategically with traditionalist conservatism whikchwald some
libertarian positions to come to fruition, but it mostly opened itself up to coiaptaid

had its principles reduced to rhetoric for use as a political instrument. ihé&ee-
marketers and individualists, like Albert Jay Nock and H.L Mencken, didrérdeg
themselves as conservatives in the 1920s but later joined anti-New Deal civeserva
like Hoover in opposition to the Social Security Act (Rothbard 1980; Rothbard 2007).
Though always anti-egalitarialajissez-fairandividualists like Mencken and Nock had
allied themselves with progressives and socialists against the LeagagarfdNbig
business, and repressive government control of personal moral behavior. Mencken had
founded theAmerican Mercuryn 1924 with George Jean Nathan, and he explained that
the paper'sditors would not make any claims of any one “sovereign balm” which would
cure the world of its problems (Mencken 1924:27). While it served as a forum for a
variety of oppositional views, including those against war and imperialisms ia\sart

of bastion of ideas supporting a market system free from interferencéhfecstate. In

the first issue, he notes that the common belief in easy class mobilityAmigcan
system was simply myth. While he saw this ideology for what it was Aftierican
national religion,” he also expressed that the notion that “the interests afrthadd

tenet, hangman and condemned, cat and rat are identical” is some of the “waasaons
prevailing” (Mencken 1924:28). It is not that the market was portrayed itesllisas a
mechanism that would fulfill all of societies needs, but rather one which woderpee
natural inequalities and distribute resources based on natural facultidegigoand

social Darwinist H.M. Parshley (1924:226) wrote in an early issue that #ehfitey of
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modern biology is ...diametrically opposed to the abolition of free competition, as
implied, for instance, in giving undue assistance to the weak at the expense mirite st
or in maintaining uniform wages for variable workmen.” Another articlerdestthe
division of labor in capitalism, its hierarchical structure, and system of uneguaids

as a system that works. It explained that “while it may not be fit for Raxatlis

certainly good enough for this earth. ...Its weaknesses are mainly tkeessas of
Homo sapieris(Dreher 1925: 411).

Nock co-founded and editdthe Freemanalong with Francis Neilson, from
1920-1924. Nock considered himself an individualist and radical, writing in the tradition
of Herbert Spencer. Whilehe Freemaralso provided a venue for a variety of writers
who were oppositionists and considered leftists in the American politicalx¢oNteck
(1920) described himself and the magazine as friends of the capitalist. Many of the
weekly’s contributors hailed the benefits of a system where the captatisvorker
were co-partners, not adversaries, in the realm of production (Nock 1920). Homesve
was opposed to big business and warned that not all capitalists should be regarded as
monopolists, for it is “the monopolist who is the real enemy of both capital and labor”
(Nock 1920:368). Nock argued that competition, not the struggles of labor unions,
should determine wages as per the laws of the market and that the duty of the rauical is t
recognize that monopoly, not a need for arbitrary redistribution, is the true rootadf soc
problems (Nock 1920). At this period of his writing, he identified conservatism (in the
form of traditional authority) as deeply problematic, seeing among the $baulef

Soviet Russia the same conservative features as those in the Amereavhgtht

86



assisted monopolists in amassing their great fortunes. In his first coluhmeoherican
Mercury after Mencken had resigned editorship, Nock had identified the New Deal as a
continuation of prohibition and government aid to big business (Rothbard 2007). In
addition, he argued that the issue of relief is one for which no society is solvent enough to
work out. He reflects in hidournal of Forgotten Daythat “no country was ever yet rich
enough to feed all its idle people, nor is ours” (Nock 1948:61). In this work, he laments
that the only political debate on the New Deal at that time was not aboujititséey,

but rather quibbling over who will be fortunate enough to operate the levers of power i
administering it (Nock 1948). What became a perfunctory and omnipresent aspect of
American social life, Nock (1948) saw the New Deal as an extension of &mayyof

state power, and along with fascism, Nazism, and Stalinism, it was plaet €dihe
tendency of centralized power to act as an impediment to individual liberty. In his
memoirs, Nock (1943:167) wondered how many “plain people” in the US “would know
that Communism, the New Deal, Fascism, Nazism are merely so manwndrade for
collectivist Statism, like the trade names for tooth-pastes which aeaally alike

except for the flavouring [sic].”

The landscape of interests which would eventually come to be called the
conservative movement was divided, embittered, and had undergone a series of chaotic
realignments and consolidations leading up to the Second World War. While the
ideology of government control seemed goliath and ubiquitous, its own internal
contradictions would prove to determine the course of free-market ideas. Realignm

and regroupings among the free-marketers had come out a range oicstrateg
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considerations, acts of desperation, and feelings of despondency and betrayal. Against
the New Deal, manhaissez-fairendividualists felt that there was no choice but to join
“the conservatives, monopolists, Hooverites, etc., whom they had previously despised”
(Rothbard 1980; 2007:25). Consider Nock’s comments on Hoover’s anti-New Deal
book, The Challenge to Liberty*Think of a book on such a subject, by such a man! It
makes one wonder how many people in this country would read a treatise on liberty,
written by a disinterested hand” (Nock 1948:33). The joining of former lefiies$ 0

the New Deal coalition, such as the support by the American Communist Panty tther
Popular Front period, left mahgissez-faireéndividualists feeling astonished and
resentful. As critics of US intervention in the war, charges were mafierbgr
collaborators turned supporters of the war effort that the isolationism @fislsez-

fairists was reactionary and akin to fascism. Thus, many early liaaddound

themselves forming a coalition with strange bedfellows, the conser\Republicans,

who in their view were partly responsible for creating the conditions in whiddete

Deal became possible (Rothbard 1980; 2007).

In the early post war period, libertarians were scattered, unorganized, and were
speaking about the dangers of collectivism during a time when Americans were
optimistic and confident that the New Deal had been instrumental in raising the living
standard of destitute citizens during the hardest of times. Its early proporese
isolationists, despite the Unites States’ involvement in World War |l and/éin’s role in
salvaging the economy. As a consensus was emerging around the New Deal and

Roosevelt’s drive to war was ensuing, the American political and ideologeeism
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was restructured. Opponents of the war who were previously on the left found
themselves castigated as reactionaries and anti-Semites (Rothbar&ada@®@yrd 2007).
Many of thelaissez-fairendividualists, such as Mencken, Nock, and Nock’s protégé,
Frank Chodorov, had been diminished in their access to getting their ideas out. Mencken
had withdrawn from political commentary and Nock and Mencken were no longer
writing for theAmerican Mercunyafter the paper lost its libertarian and isolationist editor
in 1939 (Rothbard 2007). Chodorov was terminated as director of the Henry George
School in New York for maintaining anti-war views. Anti-war progressivaad

political allies among the conservative, isolationist Mid-Wedla@ssez-faire

Republicans. Many who were not before would come to consider themselves
conservative after being chastised as such for so long. The Americanul@@nRarty’s
support of the war, except for the period of the Stalin-Hitler Pact, and haeges

against isolationists (both conservative and non-conservative) as “conssoisssf

helped stoke a resentment which would later help push many who were leanirdy towar
the left towards the anti-communists right (Rothbard 2007:41). This period had ushered
in US intervention in a bloody foreign war, an economy with more domestic tiegyla
stronger American state, and millions of military draftees, nesypilh the alienation of
those on the right who considered themselves isolationists and classieds I{bash
1998). It was a bleak time for the libertarians in this period, and from thepeotkse,

the old New Deal left was in its heyday. However, there were stillngtgrmvithin the

Old Right, the ideas from which would later gain momentum once fused with

traditionalist conservative philosophy.
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Friedrich von Hayek’'®Road to Serfdonpublished in 1944, was extremely
popular in its day and was influential for many important future figures in theiéane
conservative movement. Along with von Mises’ less popBilaeaucracy, Road to
Serfdomwas a major inspiration for futuf¢R columnist Russell Kirk (Nash 1998).

While Kirk’s views were solidly isolationist and individualist through World Walike
Buckley, he would later become a leader of the intellectual New Right sanbelr many

of the basic libertarian principles. It also was instrumental in converamy former
socialists to individualism/ capitalism. Among them were John Chamberlaimiagea
leftist writer in the 1930s, and Frank Meyer, who became one of the many ex-
communists that became virulent proponents of anti-communism (Nash 1998; Rothbard
2007). Both would become central figuretN\& While Chodorov, Rothbard, and other
staunchaissez-fairandividualists felt that Hayek’s book was reformist and did not go

far enoughReader’s Digeshad condensed the book for its readership antidagst
Paperspublished it as a serial (Nash 1998, Rothbard 2007).

The American release of Hayek’s book was a monumental event in the resurgenc
of classical liberalism in the US. It both appealed to and offended manybodke
became regular assigned reading on America’s college campuses amdMises’
words, “within a few weeks the small book became a best seller and was édhnglat
all civilized languages” (Mises 1962a: Y11). The book raised more than a fewwwge
and its popularity in America shocked Hayek himself. According to Nash (1998:6) the
criticism from the liberal consensus in the US could have been caused in partdmt the f

that the idea of a “new kind of rationally constructed society” had still seemedfapvel
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many Americans, and to criticize the New Deal project was to catgomething nearly
sacred. On the other hand, its positive resonation with many Americans could &éave be
because the New Deal consensus had never fully solidified (Nash 1998). wi&ish¢o
Hayek and his followers, this rationally constructed society was an illuli@ras not
the aim of central planning or socialism which he took issue with, but the means by
which its aims are sought out. Hayek writes that since “it may...seem untese tthe
term ‘socialism’ to describe its methods rather than its aims...it is propedfigrable to
describe the methods which can be used for a great variety of ends as colemidito
regard socialism as a species of that genus” (Hayek 1969:33). Therefdextiidem”
describes market interventions and planning in general. For Hayek, collectivism
represented nothing less than the suppression of freedom. The nuances and differing
objectives between the different varieties were not important to him:

The various kinds of collectivism, communism, fascism, etc.,

differ among themselves in the nature of the goal toward which

they want to direct the efforts of society. But they alfedifrom

[classical] liberalism and individualism in wanting to organize t

whole of society and all its resources for this unitary endiand

refusing to recognize autonomous spheres in which the ends of the

individuals are supreme. In shatigy are totalitarianin the true

sense of this new word which we have adopted to describe the

unexpected but nevertheless inseparable manifestations of what in

theory we call collectivism (Hayek 1969:56 [my italics]).
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Hayek’s book and its dramatic reception put some wind in the sails of the Old
Right, whose ideas at that time were less than popularlaiBsez-faire Old Right
tended to regard the workings of the market and Adam Smith’s concept of the invisible
hand as sacrosanct principles with applications not just within the realm of ecsthic
in society as well. A year aft&oad to Serfdonvon Hayek would elaborate the belief
that economic principles are themselves rooted in nature, and are appligaioie the
economic realm. He argued with regard to the price system that it wasdneri@c
calculus” which coordinates the “separate actions of different people sathe way as
subjective values help the individual to co-ordinate the parts of his plan” (Hayek
1945:920). In order for its real function to be understood, the price system must be
regarded as a means of information transmission (Hayek 1945). As a product of
knowledge and its processes often operating beyond the level of consciousness, his
argument situates the price mechanism within human nature itself (Hayek 1945).
Reminiscent to George Herbert Mead’s concept of self imposed socialldpnthe
individual via taking the role of the other, Hayek (1945a:123) argues that

the problem is precisely how to extend the span of our utilization of

resources beyond the span of the control of any one mind; and therefore,

how to dispense with the need of conscious control, and how to provide

inducements which will make the individuals do the desirable things

without anyone having to tell them what to do.

Though von Mises’ had been Chief Economic Advisor to the Austrian

Government in the 1920s and his business cycle theory had been adopted by many of the
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younger English economists in the early 1930s to explain the American Great
Depression, his work had become largely forgotten by the late 1930s amidst the
Keynesian revolution. (Rothbard N.d.; 2007). He did not make the splash that Hayek
had, but nonetheless, for the Old Right, his great efforts were part of a smadjeupsur
libertarian thought. Hi®mnipotent Governmemtas published in 194élong with his
book,Bureaucracy, and was being read at Columbia University at that time as a counter-
position to Franz NeumannBehemottl{Rothbard 2007) National Socialism, argued
von Mises (1944), was a by-product and modification of central planning and socialism.
Conversely, Neumann (1963) held that adequate legal restrictions wereaigtoeby
the German state and therefore the growth of monopolies went on unfettered. Neumann
(1963) concluded that National Socialism was thus a totalitarian variargradpoly
capitalism. Consistent with Hayek’s prognosis, von Mises (1944:53) writes tleay “e
step which leads from capitalism towards planning is necessarily a step toear
absolutism and dictatorship.”

Mises’ nearly 1000 page tomduman Actionwas published in 1949 and was
received by many in the movement as a sort of “capitalist manifesteh(Nz08:9)
While Karl Polanyi (2001) argued that the advent of machines and mechanized
production gave rise to the ideology of the self-regulating markel,iman Actiorvon
Mises saw the process as the reverse. He argued that the technotbugadaents
leading to the industrial revolution had been the consequence of the effortsaiddbe-
faire economic theorists (Mises 1949). The Marxian identificatidaie$ez-faire

principals as part of the “ideological superstructure” of the capitabsienof production

93



and its assumption that the improvement of the engines of production were simply
contemporaneous with the doctrine of the free-market were viewed by von Mises
(1949:9) as myths. Also in his analysis, he credits ldissez-fairemethods of the past”
with the advent of the shorter workday and the higher standard of living of USra/orke
compared to those of other societies, methods which refrained from interfetting wi
capitalism’s “evolution” (Mises 1949:741). Government and reformers were not
identified as the historical thrust for these social transformations, anddikektHhe
attached the blame for the emergence of “aggressive nationalism” on idieand
central planning (Mises 1949:819). Central planning can only result from the despotic
consolidation of power and thus promotes the emergence of conflicts “for which no
peaceful solution can be found,” since such peaceful resolutions are onlygossibl
through a world government constituted by absolute free trade and freasiMises
1949:819-820). The utopianism of von Mises’ framework becomes especially evident in
his apologia for imperialism and his description of social conditions in a sodetyew
capitalism is left unfettered. He argued that “it is false to blame trepEan powers for
the poverty of the masses in their colonial empires. In investing capital, tignfarkers
did all they could for an improvement in material well-being” (Mises 1949:832heRat
he explains, it is the fault of the colonized who are not willing to leave traditiolefisbe
behind and accept the capitalism which is being offered to them. To be fair, von Mises
(1949) assumed that these societies will struggle for their independence, but his
assumption that European colonizers were engaging in nation building effartest a

naive. In envisioning a society with “unhampered capitalism,” he forese¢ebdla

94



would no longer be a question of poverty as it exists in “backwards” nations; such a
capitalist utopia would create a society in which “there are no able-bodiedgaupe
(Mises 1949:832). Throughohkifuman Actionvon Mises discounts what he views as
myth e.g. Marxism, metaphysical superstition, and social scientgthadologies which
claim to result in complete understanding. While any methodological claimroatet
knowledge is immediately false, his views of unhampered capitalism as eaflpgi
incontestable procedure” is itself pure metaphysics (Mises 1949:239).

The pressures of war further isolated and split libertarian scholars, not just i
terms of their views towards government involvement in foreign wars but alsons oér
their proximity to each other. The war had left classical liberalsanfeeble and
disorganized state. There was a need to regroup and organize a political.sBgteg
1945, von Hayek would begin to advocate for and plan the formation of an international
organization to meet annually to provide a forum for the exchange of ideas for like
minded libertarian scholars. The effort would prove to be fruitful, but was pretlimate
contradictory principles. While heavy on rhetoric which warned of the evils of
collectivism/ central planning, nuances of the program continued to move anagrir
unadulteratedhissez-faire unregulated market position. The Acton-Tocqueville Society
was the name proposed by von Hayek, but after objections by von Mises during the
group’s first meeting, they took the name of the spa where the meeting toekNdtat
Pelerin (Hazlitt 2004). Hayek (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 61, 1945, Folder 8), in an August
1945 memorandum, explained his partiality to Lord Acton and Alexis de Tocqueville’s

political philosophies, for which he identifies a “kinship” with the “ideas of Edmund
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Burke.” In Burke, we find an early modern expression of the attempt to reconcile
classical conservative and classical liberal ideals in response tathktyof the French
Revolution, i.e. an acknowledged significance for individual freedom and libetrtgiso
deference and respect toward the old, hierarchical, order (Burke [1790] 1986). As he
wrote, “... They may do what they please: We ought to see what it will pleaseadign
before we risque [sic] congratulations” (Burke [1790] 1986:91). Hayek (Hayeksape
HI, Box 61, 1945 Folder 8) was careful to indicate that he did not want to apply Burke’s
philosophy as a whole, but rather his “wisdom purged of its execrescensassic]
developed in the light of the experience of the last century.” Just which aspects
intended to retain and which to discard as excrescences is not totallyalddayek’s
intention of using political philosophers with an intellectual heritage in the thought of
Burke for the namesake of his new organization is not insignificant. While tba-Ac
Tocqueville Society name was disposed of, its choice by von Hayek, especiadlly that
Acton is revealing. He saw in this work the elevation of “Burkean philosophy to the
highest point it has yet reached” (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 69, 1946, Folder 9). Thisis a
significant, although contradictory, gesture of readiness to accefittiatg”

government authority and perhaps even recognition of a traditional or even religious
socio-political formation. We find in the work of Acton the predominance of the
“collective will” or “free will of the collective people” over “everyan'’s free will”

(Acton [1922] 2005:24, 94). In God and in His will, Acton ([1922] 2005:24) identified a
“will superior to the collective will of man,” which was made known by the angient

Ultimately, he resolves that Christ’s words during his last visit to the tetmae days
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prior to his crucifixion — “Render unto Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, ar@aht
the things that are God’s,” — was a symbolic “repudiation of absolutism” and an
“inauguration of freedom” (Acton [1922] 2005:29). Thus we have a christening of sorts
of civil governance as the source of its legitimacy. This is not to cast Ast@n a
conservative (in the classical sense), but rather to highlight elemenit&bivould
become the ideology of neoliberalism which disclose its inner contradictionsbdRadts
(2007) articulation of this contradiction is informative. Remembering a debatelhe h
while in graduate school with liberal friends, Rothbard (2007:74) acknowledged a valid
challenge made to hiaissez-fairgposition:

They What is the legitimate basis for youaissez-faire

government, for this political entity confined solely to defending

person and property?

[Rothbard]: Well, the people get together and decide to establish

such a government.

They But if “the people” can do that, why can’t they do exactly

the same thing and get together to choose a government that will

build steel plants, dams, etc.?

| realized in a flash that their logic was impeccable, thiasez-

faire was logically untenable, and that either | had to become a

liberal, or move onward into anarchism.

In calling for the formation of his proposed organization, von Hayek exhibited a

calamitous and urgent tone. Hayek (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 61, 1945, Folder 8) argued

97



that civilization was in danger and that there was an urgent need for a cofffonioto e
reconsider

our moral and political values and to sort out those which must in

all circumstances be preserved and never sacrificed or esrédng

for some other ‘advances’, and a deliberate effort to make people

aware of the values which they take for granted as the air they

breathe and which may yet be endangered if no deliberate sffort i

made to preserve them.
In terms of organizational structure, von Hayek had in mind the carrying out of the task
of providing “channels and facilities of communication, of bringing together thegeopl
whose common outlook and interests make fruitful collaboration possible” (Hayek
Papers, HI, Box 61, 1945, Folder 8). These same points were highlighted at an October
1946 speech von Hayek would give at Stanford University. He warned of the “serious
dangers on the path on which we are moving,” that if nothing was done the “gradual
advance of totalitarian control” would not be prevented (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 69, 1946,
Folder 9). Democratic countries were in some ways in more jeopardihthéex-
belligerent countries” because the libertarian intellectuals from theefty totalitarian
societies understood the mechanism by which totalitarian regimentatiogeshtelayek
Papers, HI, Box 69, 1946, Folder 9). Americans, he argued, felt falsely secarié
“horrors of totalitarian government,” and that the commonly held opinion was the same
in Europe prior to the rise of fascism (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 69, 1946, Folder 9). For

von Hayek, a state of opinion which reflected a hopefulness that the government had an
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important role to play in ensuring a minimal standard of living was evoking government
control for a desirable outcome but was “bound to lead us into a system where the
government controls everything” (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 69, 1946, Folder 9). In an
effort to vilify the New Deal and government planning during the same speeghotesl
Rexford Tugwell and generalized that what “American ‘planners’ have ia ioyou”

is Soviet-style totalitarianism (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 69, 1946, Folder 9). Eha as
“American would-be-dictators” were not taken seriously as a threat, he éelvdona
collaborative, international effort including intellectuals from those casivhere
momentum toward totalitarianism was more intense and had gone farther (tdggek, P
HI, Box 69, 1946, Folder 9). Thus he announced his intention of forming an organization
“half-way between a scholarly association and a political societyi’ g “most urgent

task” of bringing together intellectuals who have taken on the common undertaking of
“elaborating a workable philosophy for a free society” (Hayek Paper8dxi69, 1946,
Folder 9).

From April 1-April 10, 1947, a group of classical liberal intellectuals, revolving
around von Hayek and including von Mises and Milton Friedman, convened in the Swiss
Alps to exchange ideas and attempt to collectively strengthen the position of their
movement (Nash 1998; Hazlitt 2004; Harvey 2005). The Mont Pelerin Society had
convened its first meeting. On the ropes and weak compared to Keynesidrastate-
interventionist economics, the laissez-fairists met in an atmosphersisfarrd gloom.

In the two years leading up to that first meeting, von Hayek spelled outlearly

measures which needed to be taken for him and his colleagues to fulfill thr@omis
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Although he claimed the group would refrain from propagandizing or affiliasedf it
with any particular party, he said of the Mont Pelerin Society, “It'sraust remain
directed towards creating a state of public opinion in which the desirable will §®lpos
rather than at finding out what is possible in the existing state of opinion” KHRayers,
HI, Box 61, 1945, Folder 8). He stated that the task of the society could well be
considered “educational,” since the effort would be “to cultivate and to spreaf$ belie
which would have to achieve wide support if the sort of world most people want is to
become a possibility” (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 61, 1945, Folder 8). After alisthow
the statists and central planners, in his view, had successfully created thingrstate
of affairs during this time, i.e. how the “new philosophy of government... [had]
penetrated every-day thinking” (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 69, 1946, Folder 9). Thus, when
the “intellectual struggle to develop” free-market ideas comes to atfealtattle has
been lost; “a stationary creed is a dying creed” (Hayek Papers, HEB1046, Folder
9). The economists, philosophers, historians, and other figures that had joined von Hayek
in the Swiss Alps agreed on the following statement of aims:

The central values of civilization are in danger. Over large

stretches of the earth’s surface the essential conditions airhum

dignity and freedom have already disappeared. In others they are

under constant menace from the development of current tendencies

of policy. The position of the individual and the voluntary group

are progressively undermined by extensions of arbitrary power.

Even that most precious possession of Western Man, freedom of
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thought and expression, is threatened by the spread of creeds
which, claiming the privilege of tolerance when in the position of a
minority, seek only to establish a position of power in which they

can suppress and obliterate all views but their own.

The group holds that these developments have been fostered by the
growth of a view of history which denies all absolute moral
standards and by the growth of theories which question the
desirability of the rule of law. It holds further that they haverbe
fostered by a decline of belief in private property and the
competitive market; for without the diffused power and initiative
associated with these institutions it is difficult to imagirnsoaiety

in which freedom may be effectively preserved (Hayek PapHys

Box 71, 1947, Folder 3).

Before listing the matters the Mont Pelerin Society would chiefly aggties
statement read that an “essentially ideological movement” is éimiegtcivilization and
it “must be met by intellectual argument and the reassertion of valid idegek
Papers, HI, Box 71, 1947, Folder 3). In a statement made during the conference, von
Hayek (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 61, 1947, Folder 10) indicted the teaching and
interpretation of history during the previous two generations with the crinpredding
“essentially anti-[classical] liberal conceptions of human affaldslyek Papers, HI, Box

61, 1947 Folder 10). He argued that this teaching of history had incorrectly adtribute
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social change with historical advancement even when the transforntakonrg place

were impeding of liberty (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 61, 1947, Folder 10). Furthemjetide
all moral standards by way of historical relativism, emphasized socialnemig instead

of individual achievement in explaining historical transformation, and highlighted
historical necessity rather than the power of ideas in shaping the futyek(Fapers,

HI, Box 61, 1947, Folder 10). The crisis faced by the libertarians was perceived as an
ideological one, and the model for engagement provided by the Mont Pelerin Society
would come to influence others who would go on to create similar organizations,
including the conservative, pro-capital think tanks which would come to heavily
influence policy decisions in the US around various issues, including welfare. The
laissez-fairerhetoric of the libertarians would come to be effective in attackingoitials
philosophical, and economic bases on which the welfare states of the United Kingdom
and especially the US had been constructed.

Many important figures would follow von Hayek’s prescriptions and turn to
utopian intellectualism and the power of ideas instead of politics (Blundell 28608hn
Hayek’s advice, Leonard E. Read founded the Foundation for Economic Excellence
(FEE) in 1946.The FEE would serve as a central forum around which libertarians would
be attracted and brought into the movement (Rothbard 2007). It was Cornell economist,
F.A. Harper, who had led the first group of libertarian economists at the FEE (Rbthba
2007). Read had assured Harper that the foundation would serve as a researtehanstit
think tank for advanced libertarian scholarship (Rothbard 2007). Harper was payticularl

open to mentoring newcomers to the libertarian movement and to theTHEE.
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foundation offered to those on it's mailing list (28,712 people by the summer of 1952 and
roughly 50,000 by the late 1950s and beyond) a growing assortment of libertarian
literature (Nash 1998). It's staff included von Mises, and Read was in regular
correspondence with and advised by von Hayek, Ayn Rand, and other advocates of
laissez-fairg classical liberal thought. The FEE provided libertarians with a forum and
sanctuary during a low point ftaissez-fairddeas. Highlighting the absolutism in the
philosophical framework of free-market ideology, Read would write whatduzetome
an iconic essay, which would later be used by Milton Friedman in his television sbdow a
Book, Free to Chooseln this 1958 pamphlet, Read gives us an example ofaissez-
faire piety — a Genesis narrative of a commaodity, the pencil. He writes that tiee rea
should “have faith that free men and women will respond to the Invisible Hand. This
faith will be confirmed. |, Pencil, seemingly simple though | am, offenthiacle of my
creation as testimony that this is a practical faith, as practicaéasih, the rain, a cedar
tree, the good earth” (Read 1958:9). Interestingly, at the time he wrote tphlpam
about the pencil, he would have conceded some of his more nmditssez-fairetenets.
In 1954, he would write a booklet which created a stir at the FEE among the fiaical
marketers which to many of the foundation’s members put him back in the “pro-
government camp” and out of the camp of the anarcho-capitalists (Rothbard 2007). The
organization’s strict libertarian orientation would change with the risingeot of the
fusionist line within the emerging New Right.

Harold Luhnow, nephew of William Volker, succeeded his uncle as head of his

wholesale company and the William Volker Fund in 1944 (Blundell 2003; Rothbard
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2007). He too would take von Hayek’s advice, orienting the Volker Fund in the direction
of supporting and promotirigissez-fairescholarship after his uncle’s death in 1947. In
addition to this, the Volker Fund would help some of the more prolific but marginalized
libertarian scholars to find posts at American universities (Nash 1998; BI20Q8;
Rothbard 2007). Mises was offered a visiting professorship post at New York
University’s business school, abdhnow arranged for Hayek a professorship at the
Committee on Social Thought at tbaiversity of Chicago (Rothbard 2007The

activities of the Volker Fund contributed to the formation and activities of ingtigit

with corresponding aims, including the Intercollegiate Society of Indivisksa(iSI),

which was founded by Chodorov and later renamed the Intercollegiate Studieselnsti
and the FEE (Blundell 2003; Rothbard 2007). Chodorov never wavered from his
Nockian individualism, but his successor at the I1SI had brought the organization into
traditionalist conservative territory (hence the name change) (Rothbard 20@7RRight
groups were increasing the distance between themselves and the truedibemamwhat
Rothbard (2007:78) and others began to call “anarcho-capitalism.” In the case of the
FEE’s retreat from its striddissez-fairandividualist position, Harper would resign and
join the staff of the Volker Fund.

Sir Antony Fisher of England read the condensed version of Hayek’s book in
Reader’s Digesand was deeply influenced as well (Blundell 2003). Fisher was a pilot
during World War 11, and after the war he felt that the fight against taxtainism had yet
to be finished. Hayek’s view that totalitarianism was merely a stépef from the

embrace of socialist ideas and reforms resonated with Fisher. In 1945, he sought out
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Hayek at the London School of Economics where he was teaching at the time, and asked
his advice about what he could do. Fisher’s daughter recounts that “Hayek said to him,
‘Don’t go in to politics. You have to alter public opinion. It'll take a long time. You do

it through the intellectuals, the second-hand dealers in ideas™ (Hillman anch 2000&).

In 1952, Fisher would visit Harper at the FEE in United States, among othe liang
about the factory farming of chickens, and amass a fortune in the UK as thgh‘Briti
Frank Perdue” (Blundell 2003:41). The means and resources were acquired fotdrisher
enter the struggle in the arena of ideas and opinion, and in 1955, he would found the
Institute of Economic Affairs (IEA) in London. This would prove to be an important
launch pad from which numerous ideas and other think-tanks would spring, including
several institutes in the US, making Fisher a full-time “think-tank entrepre(@undell
2003:19). This undertaking would prove to be successful, so much so that a 2006 BBC
documentary on the political and ideological roots of Thatcherism begins with the
narration, “It all began with chickens, lots of chickens” (Hillman and Jordan 2006). In a
1985 video, Fisher identifies the source of Britain’s economic woes after Worldl @

not the cost of two major wars and the loss of a productive empire, as was commonly
argued; rather, the “major cause of Britain’s economic decline... waariwt welfare
state” (Atlas Economic Research Foundation 1985). Following von Hayek’s counsel to
produce ideas instead of enter politics, the IEA and it's allied planning oaglanz set

out to make the case for a “sound economy amongst intellectuals, that isgeacher
students, and the media, [otherwise] there would be little hope of anyone’s achieving

anything as a politician” (Atlas Economic Research Foundation 1985). Inniee sa
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video, Fisher outlined the strategy of the IEA and other organizations modeled on its
structure. The strategy began with the production of publications on an assortment of
economic issues — rent control, nationalization of industry, agricultural subsatiéfs,
inflation, social security, and welfare among others. They are produced

regardless of the political feasibility. The publication isnthe

promoted in universities, in the press, through seminars, on radio

and television until its concepts are well dispersed. Its influence

can be immediate among students who are reading free-market

economics for the first time. These are potential journalists

commentators, teachers, and future policy makers (Atlas Economic

Research Foundation 1985).
Fisher goes on to boast that at that time, there were 19 institutes in 12 countriesimode
on the IEA, including the Pacific Institute in San Francisco, Californieiithgier
Institute in British Columbia, Canada, and the Manhattan Institute in New York City
(Atlas Economic Research Foundation 198bhatcher would write a letter to Fisher
giving the IEA credit for “creating the climate of opinion which made actowy
possible,” and Ralph Harris, the IEA’s general director, was given anstat House of
Lords as a reward (Blundell 2003:26).

Fisher recalls von Hayek encouraging him to “make those policies pdfitical
possible which otherwise to practical people appear to be politically impossible. éAnd w
can only do this by first establishing the case among the intellec{@adliss Economic

Research Foundation 1983low does one make classical liberal, free-market economic
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ideology appear feasible to practical people? In addition to attackingdezas through
a substantial ideological effort, von Hayek proposed a more inclusive staturgithin
the free-market movement and stressed the necessity to cooperate witts sechola
espouse views which may be less rigorous than those of “good liberals in the old sense”
or who are even conservative in the classical sense (Hayek Papersxigl,,B947,
Folder 10). lllustrative in this respect is a comment in von Hayek’s intracuctilr he
Road to Serfdopand its prescience in acknowledging the need for compromise by
libertarians in relation to their cooperation with traditionalist consesmsti Though he
highlighted the lack of harmony between these two political groupings, vagkHay
(1969:xi) openly noted that

in the struggle against the believers in the all-powerful dtete

true [classical] liberal must sometimes make common cau$e wi

the conservative, and in some circumstances, as in contemporary

Britain, he has hardly any other way of actively working f& hi

ideals. But true [classical] liberalism is still distinfrom

conservativism [sic], and there is danger in the two being confused.
While the book prompted some libertarian scholars to criticize that it was etmgili
and not rigidlylaissez-fairg it was perhaps this feature of the book that ultimately made
it so popularly appealing and effective. Chodorov complained that he was let down, and
even von Mises, von Hayek’s mentor, implicitly criticized the contradictory posit
Road to SerfdomHe did not agree with von Hayek’s conceptual acceptance of the state

playing a role in economic planning. Mises commented that planning by théostate
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competition and the planning of each person or household to determine its own fate
should remain a significant distinction (Mises 1947; Mises 1962b). He staunchly
asserted that in such proposals, advocates of even limited planning offetawenfp!
“Let usraise wage rates, laslower profits, letus curtail the salaries of executives”
(Mises 1947:11; Mises 1962b). However, provocatively, he asserted thasthe “
ultimately refers to the police” (Mises 1947:11; Mises 1962b). Those who propose such
projects, complains von Mises (1947:11; 1962b), naively claim that they are “planning
for freedom.” Despite his misgivings, von Mises was more enthusiastic abdustak's
virtues, impact, and success than its logical inconsistencies. In correspotodance
colleague, he explained, “The positive [statist] program developed by Haatters little
when compared with these virtues of his book. However, it is a very comforting fact that
your friends were shrewd enough to see the contradictions in this program” (quoted i
Hulsmann 2007:843). Rothbard (1992) lamented that von Hayek’s work attracted more
scholarly attention than did von Mises. He argued that unlike von Mises, “Hayek was
unable to recognize people’s understanding of the significarlaesséz-faireeconomics
in terms of the flourishing and survival of human society or of rejecting forcible
interferences of the free market system” (Rothbard 1992). Further, he contendea tha
Hayek’s thought was muddled, inconsistent, and contradictory, and that the fyladof
to Serfdonwas brutally Germanic and not as readable as von Mises’ work. These
criticisms aside, both von Mises and Rothbard were in awe of von Hayek’s success.
There was a willingness of von Hayek to collaborate with those who were

believers in traditional social hierarchy and opponents of individual libetink@rs like
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Mencken, Nock, Chodorov, and Rothbard were not only opposed to state power, but were
in opposition to any type of political or legislative efforts based on traditanrthbrity,
morality, or religion. While Nock’s personal feelings on the topic of faith were
ambivalent, Mencken was a staunch atheist (Nock 1943; Mencken [1930] 2006). In a
1945 book review of George Bernard Shaik&rybody’s Political What's WhaNock
finds a positive note in Shaw’'s work, one he wishes was evident in the work of alleged
anti-statist writers such as von Hayek. He writes that Shaw “does not makghtess|
concession to anybody. ...It is either “eighteen-carat collectivissistaby God, or
nothing” (Nock 1945). Nock continued,

One wishes our anti-Statist writers had that much intrepid ifaith

their principles and as clear knowledge of what their principkes a

What completely vitiates Mr. Hayek's work, Mr. Eric

Johnston's, and a whole shoal of others, is that they concede a

small and strictly limited measure of State intervention -eracf

five-percent Statism. Apparently, like Mr. Shaw, these writers

never heard of the Law of Parsimony, and have no idea of what it

can do. If they had even considered the history of this country's

twenty-five years' experience under the Income Tax Amendment,

they would begin to see the reason why their notion is as absurd as

the notion of a small and strictly limited implantation of

tuberculosis, syphilis, or cancer. There is no such shuffling
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nonsense about Mr. Shaw's work, and the sooner anti-Statist

writers take example by him, the better (Nock 1945).

So despite the warnings and trepidation of many of his free-mbaissgz-faire
contemporaries, von Hayek began a direction of advocacy and coordination around the
formation of the Mont Pelerin Society which revealed an urgent readiness to make
concessions. To von Hayek, libertarian intellectuals who followed Shaw’s exafmple
unwavering allegiance to their doctrine need not apply. In his address to tiMofitst
Pelerin Society conference, von Hayek told the participants that while suaoltsta
classical liberals were admirable in their convictions, they were matioh use for the
group’s purposes (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 61, 1947, Folder 10). He went on to tell those
in attendance, “What we need are people who have faced the arguments from the other
side, who have struggled with them and fought themselves through to a position from
which they can both critically meet the objection against it and justify thersvi
(Hayek Papers, HI, Box 61, 1947, Folder 10). In the search for a representative and
universal statement of “true liberal principles,” von Hayek (Hayek Rapkr Box 69,

1946, Folder 9) explained that he had considered Milfidiberty but was made to
hesitate because of Mill's and other nineteenth century liberals’ hostiligrdongligion.
This hostility was counter productive in that it had driven many “true frientisesty”
from libertarianism (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 69, 1946, Folder 9). Approaching the
theoretical territory of traditional Tory conservatism, he attributed thigliboby
laissez-fairescholars towards religion to an “aggressive rationalism” which rejelited a

values whose utility could not “be demonstrated by individual reason” and which relied
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on science to determine “what is” and “what ought to be” (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 61,
1947, Folder 10). Hayek (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 61, 1947, Folder 10) went on to explain
the influence of this rationalism with Hegelianism and positivism. This, henceatj
has created an “intellectual hubris” which is opposed to “the essence obéanadism
...which treats with respect those spontaneous social forces through which trauldivi
creates things greater than he knows” (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 61, 1947, Folder $0). Thi
aggressive rationalism, von Hayek (Hayek Papers, HI, Box 61, 1947, Folder 10) argued,
created the gulf separating religious people from the libertarian mowveamel unless the
breach “can be healed there is no hope for a revival of liberal forces.” Riitidard
and von Mises expressed unease at such assertions, von Hayek moved forward with the
ultimate approval since libertarian principles would be advanced, even thauag it
through a neo-Burkedaissez-fairetheoretical framework. As the Old Right would fade
into the late 1950s and the New Right came in to its own, libertarian intellefrtrals
Chodorov to von Hayek would find themselves in intellectual confrontations with many
of the features and notables of the budding fusionist conservative current.

The conciliatory posture exhibited by von Hayek was a sign of things to come.
By the time Leonard Read of the FEE had written his liturgical passagesthb pencil,
free-market, and good earth, he had already backpedaled frdamstez-fairezeal of the
FEE’s borderline free-market anarchism. At timas, strength with which one
rhetorically professes their faith often increases as their elibé doctrine being
professed diminishes. By the time Read wrote these words, many in the¢tiEBad

come to see him as a sort of government-supporting “sellout,” again signaling an
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emerging free-market ideology which was more surface than substantivehiche
came to define things to comelayek’s (1969:xi) concerns over an alliance with
traditionalist conservatism, given it's “paternalistic, nationalistic, power-adoring
tendencies,” and his lamentations that this form of conservatism is oftentolose
socialism, would ultimately bear out in what came to be called fusionisnpo#iton to
be taken up by Buckley, Rusher, Kirk, Meyer, and othelReind regarded as a
necessary fusion between advocating for both liberty, individualism, and a sneatirsta
the one hand and order, anti-communism, and a massive military industrial complex on
the other. IrRoad to Serfdontjayek conceded that in order for the advocates of
libertarianism to make gains, a political alliance with traditionabsservatism is
sometimes necessary. But the changes which would take place in thechipgroa
circumstances would eventually bring about much dissatisfaction and a sort afpfrgi
libertarians and other discomforting “extremists” (Rothbard 1980). Hindsightays
20/20. In 1960, von Hayek (2003:180) would write a postscript i€isstitution of
Libertytitled “Why | am Not a Conservative,” where he warned of the “danger” of
conditions which bring “defenders of liberty” and conservatives togethder afcareful
explication of how libertarianism and conservatism differ, he specifica#yg the latter’s
embracing of authority and coercion as well as its reluctance for changeaknesses
which tend “to harm any cause it allies itself with” (Hayek 2003:186).

This occurrence of fusionism would prove to be important for the later political
success of the conservative movement, the elevation of Barry Goldwater tattiseo$ a

grassroots and populist conservative icon, and the capturing of the Republican Party by
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the right. While many purist libertarian beliefs were cast aside alaliaist,
“extremist” libertarians were expelled from the conservative move(a@nBuckley,

Kirk, et al.andNR), a libertarian fagade was maintained in the form of neoliberalism.
The ideology of neoliberalism presented state intervention in domestic ecoaitems
as impinging on liberty and was reinforced through both fusionist conservatism and
neoconservatism alike. Free-market rhetoric was used selectivelycamsistently to
support the subtly rigid and hierarchical American class structure andtgrete
traditional social institutions which would be faced with broad cultural and political

opposition in the 1960s.
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-Chapter 4: Traditionalism and the New Right-

Introduction

Hayek and his post-war cohort of libertarians had offered an explanation of
collectivism and government intervention to explain totalitarianism and thagaand
destruction of the war. They offered an analysis which saw the New Deal and
government planning in the American economy as part of the same spdbties as
totalitarianism which emerged in Spain, Italy, Germany, and the Soviet Union. The
remedy for this situation offered was a largely unregulated systenpitdilsan. In an
attempt to make sense of the same dismal circumstances, the traditwinglist the
conservative movement, also scattered and disorganized just after the waajriigd m
argued that it was the loss of traditional and moral principles which hadéwstdatthese
dismal conditions. The post war expression of traditionalist or so called “new
conservatism” in the United States was explicitly incensed by the notionssf ma
democracy and was suspicious of the common multitude. A vivid example of this was
William F. Buckley’s 1959 worklUp from Liberalism Revealingly, the proposed 1963
follow-up was to be titled’he Revolt against the Masgéiash 1998). In the earlier
work, he had called the liberal commitment to democracy “obsessive” arghi$ét”
and called for a rescuing of the old conservatism which had become enfeebldt but st
viable (Buckley 1959:119). However, classical conservatism was to bectedine a

manner which was relevant to the existing conditions (Buckley 1959). Buckley (1959)
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emphatically declared his obedience to God and his ancestors alone while refeking
whims of popular democracy expressed through the mechanism of voting. This was a
further divergence from thaissez-faireight which rejected not just the authority of the
state, but made its historical bones rejecting the traditional authority ofchaanad

church.

The Virtue of Order

Social ills for traditionalist conservatism were the result of addbssadition and
the emergence of progressive ideals which failed to recognize an alvsohateor social
order. Government was regarded as having a significant role to play in ertkating
moral and religious ideals were preserved. With a conception of social organigation a
that of a natural order, an unequal society was not a natural outgrowth of fies-mar
principles, but ordained by a higher power. Early post-war traditionalism not only
disparaged popular democracy, but libertarian principles as well. For exanigeas
Have ConsequenceRichard M. Weaver ([1948]1984) expressed that efforts toward
either equality of opportunity or equality of result are futile. He notedhlea¢ was a
fundamental contradiction in the democratic concept, namely between colleaism
individual freedom.

It is generally assumed that the erasing of all distinctions will usher

in the reign of pure democracy. But the inability of pure

democracy to stand for something intelligible leaves it meaely

verbal deception. If it promises equality before the law, isdue
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more than empires and monarchies have done and cannot use this

as a ground to assert superiority. If it promises equality of

condition, it promises injustice, because one law for the ox and the

lion is tyranny (Weaver [1948] 1984:44).

Based on this paradox, he discarded the democratic concept on economic, political, and
social grounds. Weaver argued that even in elections, the electorate choosest the “be
man” for the job, and thus hierarchy and inequality are structured into suclerma syst
(Weaver [1948] 1984). True democracy, wrote Weaver, would only be possible if
representatives were chosen randomly, and in such an instance society woulsh*“flouri
wild, unshaped by anything superior to itself” (Weaver [1948] 1984:44).

The emphasis on hierarchy, an organic order, and universal values has manifested
in various ways in the philosophy of the traditionalist conservatives, a resembment
mass democracy and for any type of progressive social agenda which setaduress
social and economic inequality in any way. This is not because the laws of K&t mar
were regarded as sacred and immutable, but rather because a system of tatemsal s
was considered a vestige of a superior, age-old manner of doing things and, for some
classical conservative thinkers, was regarded as divinely determined.héike t
libertarians, the traditionalist conservatives placed great emphasis omtiegbadeas
to change circumstances. With respect to the traditionalists, Nash (1998u4&],a

an explanation which made ideas the principal engines of history

was an explanation which offered hope. Perhaps it is harder to

battle the direction of events if one thinks that the impersonal
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weight of industrialism or secularism or urbanization is begarin

down on the present. Perhaps it is easier to resist one’s age if

‘only’ ideas and not ‘forces’ seem to be the foe.

The literature of this group tended express opposition to economic ratiomakiyh@r
its socialist oftaissez-fairevariant). It also argued against relativism or nominalism,
egalitarianism, scientism (expressed variably as positivisronedism, or empiricism),
mass democracy, and secularism. The traditionalists were inclined toaditidmal
social structure, an absolute concept of values and transcendental ordeaxhyi¢na
merging of science and subjective values, and religious piety.

While intellectual attacks against empiricism and positivism weredar
unprecedented, Duke University political scientist John H. Hallowell haéespar
controversial epistemological debate among American politicaltssti® with the
publication of his 1944 article, “Politics and Ethics.” He asserted that imiplicit
positivism’s retreat from examining the metaphysical and ethicalpp®sitions
inherent in socio-political thought and action is a “nihilism closely akin totiidentical
with, the gospel of cynicism and despair that produced the mentality of fascism”
(Hallowell 1944:653). In this article, he complained that American poliicigntists
were becoming “increasingly positivistic” and approaching the scienoelitics “with a
‘scientific’ detachment divorced from all ethical considerations” (Hadlbd944:641).
While “Politics and Ethics” and subsequent polemics with William F. Whytleaéhers

in the pages of thamerican Political Science Revidwad garnered much attention, his
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overarching framework is better outlined in his dissertation, later published in 1943 as
The Decline of Liberalism as an ldeology

The apprehension toward mass secular democracy by traditionalist casservat
and its interpretation of its inner contradictions are well articulated liowil’'s ([1943]
2007) major work. What he argued for here was a sort of classically lilagssgz-faire
situation where the invisible hand guiding it is that of God. The use of the terml, libera
would be used in its classical, libertarian sense but also as its own epithet, used by
Hallowell to critique liberalism along moral and religious grounds. Wlbkeraélism was
not automatically considered objectionable, its own intrinsic inconsistencied woul
require members of liberal societies to practice self-restraint, ontjigb@dy means of a
traditional and objective moral order orienting conduct (Hallowell [1943] 1971). ewhil
he was analyzing German liberal institutions, Hallowell generdtilijpated the
emergence of fascism to the abandonment of spiritual and metaphysicasalsiva his
argument would be echoed by numerous writers in the traditionalist camp. Hillowel
([1943]2007:1X) had argued that German liberal institutions had collapsed with the rise
of National Socialism because liberalism had become “decadent” and reachgel af st
“inner degeneration.” Liberalism had transformed itself from an intégva towards a
form of positivism, subjectivism, and historicism rooted in neo-Kantian and ngelibie
philosophy and towards collectivism in politics (Hallowell 1971). “Integharialism,”
as he called it, concerned itself with individual liberty but also emplthaiz@bjective
moral order (Hallowell 1971). He argued that with the penetration of positintsnall

spheres of thought, liberals and scientists had come to deny anythingaspmd reject
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ultimate and absolute values (Hallowell 1971). He argued that by its own logic
liberalism is brought to “either of two conclusions: to make the sovereign absolut
(tyranny) or to make the individual absolute (anarchy)” (Hallowell 1971:1dformally
corresponding to this division, two possible alternative views of reality mengified:
materialism and pragmatism. Materialism, he argued, tends to attridudeet/er
happens in the world” as the consequence “of the composition of natural forces”
(Hallowell 1971:88). Pragmatism reduces categories like “trutd™good” to relative
concepts and fails to offer an objective yardstick with which to measure wigtitiand
wrong (Hallowell 1971:89-90). This theory of knowledge makes reality vel&ti the
observer, creating an emphasis on relativism and subjectivism. In other words,
individuals are either subject to the tyranny of historically determinadlstaictures or
the anarchy of an anomic subjectivism. Hallowell argued that the ressétaoft
conditions made possible the declaration of a Nazi Rector of Heidelberg ityiver
during a public speech that objectivity “interpreted as a pretension to the absalutis
scientific perception, as the pretension for existence apart from livingdtian” will be
rejected as arrogance and self-deception; truth “will reveal itsak according as our
character is, and will be measured by the needs of our life” (quoted in Hallcv&l89-
90). The core of Hallowell's argument was that the means to reconstruat fibeiety
was through a religious and theological basis.

Also researching the conditions of the failure of liberal institutions and #hefris
German fascism was Austrian émigré Eric Voegelin. Voegelin wasrdd@a enemy

by the Nazis when he argued that the Reich was a force of evil and idahasgaroof
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that societies can be based on murder and hatred (Cooper 1999). He fled Austria and
arrived in the United States in the late 1930s. He would ultimately end up at bauisia
State University. While on their faculty, he would come across Hallowell's bwbk a
gave it a very favorable review. Voegelin’s (1944:109) criticism of the bookhaas t
Hallowell overstated the viability of liberalism as a philosophy, thtasntegral
liberalism of the seventeenth century described in the work was presentduitandee
integral than it actually was.” Because of this, he argued, the disintegodintegral
liberalism seemed more sinister than it actually was (Voegelin 1944glakiged that
the process began much earlier, as Locke had already considered the condapdlof na
law as the initial part of a system which culminated in the justification ofialsand
legal order which was morally neutral (Voegelin 1944). Aside from this, &oeg
(1944:109) was pleased that Hallowell constructed his position on the work of
theologians, such as Reinhold Niebuhr and Paul Tillich, because it illustrated an
understanding that an analysis of political principles had to be oriented bydediso!
well-reasoned religious position.” He identified as the greatest attolbtihe work the
recognition that liberalism’s inner contradictions led to its decline, i.m i®
“inconsistencies” which “had their roots in the faultiness of its religious atajpmgsical
basis (Voegelin 1944:109). Voegelin agreed that liberal, democratic socety is
viable with the development of a more stable religious and metaphysical foundation,
which gives substance to its principle tenets.

In a 1941 article, he attributed the National Socialist revolution to Germany’s

peculiar socio-political structure, one where the Weimar constitution adcgded by a
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nation without the “historically settled” democratic temperament of othemsat

(Voegelin 1941:161). The political structure of the German masses was baked on t
philosophy of the nineteenth century which “largely had lost contact with the @hristi
principles of respect for the individual and [was] predominately collectiNgiggelin
1941:162). Voegelin (1941:163-4) says that the “breakdown” in 1918 and its effects on
the formation of a viable, liberal democratic state must be understood in tefons of
destructive factors: (1) the destruction of the monarchy and thereforendarstsa of
personal conduct, (2) the elimination of the army and of compulsory militargsead
armies are also vehicles of socialization to proper values, (3) the introduction of a
democratic constitution which permitted “anti-democratic masses” topgaver legally,
and (4) the ruining of the conservative German ruling class by economioimfldthese
factors express that the introduction of formal democracy absent of the freajigonal
social institutions and structures of authority created perilous polticalitions, a
consequence of which was the rise of National Socialism. In 1941, he argued that the
implications of the rise of National Socialism had yet to be fully detesdnand will be
debated for years to come. Not recognizing the growth of a rabble of undvilize
Germans created a set of conditions in which National Socialism had “brouattopt

a stratum of German society which has never been touched by the Germartionaiza
evolution” and which had “an almost pure medieval pre-Christian attitude” (Voegelin
1941:164). He also noted that the 50 percent population growth in Germany from 1870-
1910 was mostly in this “social danger zone” and was represented prinyapiople

not adequately integrated into the German national community (Voegelin 1941:164).
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Voegelin (1941:165) noted that it was probably beyond doubt that a serious rupture in the
“civilizational tradition” for Germany would occur.

Voegelin would publisifhe New Science of Politias 1952. Nash (1998:42)
calls the work “one of the most important books by postwar intellectuals of the"Right
This work asserts that political science and civilization are in a statecbhe and argues
that its restoration is possible and necessary (Voegelin 1987). The book is one of several
brilliant critiques of modern capitalist society and positivism’s tendenggrtb scientific
reductionism written by traditionalist conservatives. However, the tendenicgse
critiques is to argue for new programmes and ideas for the reinstatemehsotial
structures rooted in custom, traditional social institutions, and metaphgsdabsolute
principles. Voegelin is also concerned with the effects of positivism on scighih he
does not see merely as mechanical, detached observation. He acknowledges that the
positivist “movement as a whole” is far too expansive and complex to cite
“generalizations without careful and extensive qualifications” (Voegelin 19877t
being said, he identified a particular problem in need of broader understaheing
historical tendency which made “political science (and the social sciengeseral)
‘objective’, made it value-free, and rendered it into mere methoda@begiercise
(Voegelin 1987:11). Regardless of the great concern in the social sciences over the
ability to establish facts and causality through methodology and anagsishe
relegation of social phenomena to the status of things, Voegelin (1987:13) saw the
process of reducing the “historical and political sciences into a moraslaifism” as

unpreventable. Gnosticism, he argued, was the great historic heresy of@ityjdiut a
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contemporary variant lived on which he identified as the “essence of nityter
(Voegelin 1987: 126).

Scientism (by way of Comte and positivism), he argued, is representatioa®f
of the strongest Gnostic movements in Western society” (Voegelin 1987:127)m#n te
of political philosophy, Gnosticism’s modern variant appears as the “incijpienation
of a Western civil theology,” or an “immanentization of the Christian eschaton”
(Voegelin 1987:163). This would become a catch-phrase of sorts for American
conservatives. Moralist and early proponent of the fatherhood movement, David
Blankenhorn (2000), recalls a high school friend and fellow conservative who received a
package from Buckley in response to a letter. Enclosed was a button which read, “Don’t
Immanentize the Eschaton.” What Voegelin (1987) meant by this phragbeva
tendency in Western thought to conceptualize the transformation frongiausli
otherworldly disposition to a this-worldly materialist orientation as a pathaa
progress. He argued that this historical pattern must be clearly underssedtieel
“political development from medieval immanentism through humanism, enlightenment,
progressivism, liberalism, positivism, into Marxism will be obscured” (Vbege
1987:125). Voegelin (1987) warned that the limit to which civilization can
simultaneously advance along the trajectory of positivist-scientism ahdedm terms
of its spiritual and metaphysical heritage is the achievement otaoitiism. The “end
form of progressive civilization” is this totalitarianism, which he defaeshe

“existential rule of Gnostic activists” (Voegelin 1987:132).
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Richard Weaver'sdeas Have Consequenogas quite influential, was greatly
admired by Kirk and Buckley, and was the text that Meyer cited as beingpamaiios
for his joining the political right (Nash 1998). Weaver would also come to be a regular
contributor toNational Review (NR)A member of the American Socialist party after
graduating college, by the end of the 1930s, Weaver discovered and was gradually
converted to the conservative, southern Agrarian movement, which he saw as an
“unorthodox defense of orthodoxy” (Nash 1998:31). While the traditionalist critique of
rationalist scientism and unrestrained capital shares affinitibsawélysis by some
leftist intellectuals, there are actually striking similaritietween Weaver’s analysis and
that of the leading members of the Frankfurt School (Adorno, Horkheimer, andddarc
For each, similar conditions were observed and identified as problematic. The same
evidence was used to support each of their conclusions, and the conclusions desved wer
even similar, but with drastically different interpretations. It alnsesims hard to
believe that Weaver did not at least browse through Horkheimer and AdbiateEstic
of Enlightenmenbefore writingldeas Have Consequenceske Adorno, Weaver was
disparaging toward modern science’s conquest of nature. He wrote that having bee
taught that redemption lies within the process of dominating nature, “man eRjgects
heaven to be spatial and temporal” (Weaver [1948] 1984:113). Also, as information is
mediated through a vast complex of media which presents a simplified vision of the
world, man “expects redemption to be easy of attainment” (Weaver [1948] 1984.:113).
Economic/ technical rationality was observed by Wesaigthe metaphysic of progress

and expressed through his analysis of the “economic man, whose destiny is mere
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activity” (Weaver [1948] 1984:51). This metaphysic “calls only for magnitude and
number” and is a system of “quantitative comparison” which breaks down the existing
order with the intention of promoting equality (Weaver [1948] 1984:51). He argued that
an ideology of collectivism based on a philosophical materialism produced a riem sys
which destroyed the old, one where old distinctions based on tradition were replaced by
new ones which emerged “around capacities to consume” (Weaver [1948] 1984:37).
Weaver([1948] 1984:92) expressed that for those who are in positions of power, this
problem of “fragmentation” and “disintegration” becomes patently evident -have can
they now “persuade to communal activity people who no longer have the same ideas
about the most fundamental things.” Mirroring Horkheimer and Adorno’s analyiie of
culture industry, Weaver([1948] 1984:93) argued that the “vested interests of our age...
have constructed a wonderful machine” which he called the “Great Siecgopt

It is the function of this machine to project selected pictafdie

in the hope that what is seen will be imitated. All of us of the West

who are within the long reach of technology are sitting in the

audience. We are told the time to laugh and the time to cry, and

signs are not wanting that the audience grows ever more

responsive to its cues (Weaver [1948] 1984:93).

He identified this apparatus’ three parts: “the press, the motion picture, and the
radio” (Weaver [1948] 1984:94). Both Weaver([1948] 1984:104) and Adorno (1997)
found jazz a debased form of culture and the former considered the radio in particular as

an effective “monopoly of communication” which turned “whole populations into mute
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recipients of authoritative edicts.” In an especially Adornian tone, Wig4948]
1984:104) warned,

A national radio hookup is like the loud-speaker system of a

battleship or a factory, from which the post of command can

transmit orders to every part. If we grant the assumptions of the

materialists that society must conform to the developments of

science, we may as well prepare ourselves for the monolithic state.
However, it was not that there was manipulation or distortion of information teav&w
took issue with, but rather it was not the right interpretation. He argued tlest just as
much under control as the information taught by “medieval religionists” butackm g
in “moral inspiration” (Weaver [1948] 1984:94). In short, the liberals were in the post of
command. While Adorncef al) was concerned with the rise of authoritarianism,
Weaver was worried that the wrong type of authority was laying ¢asocial
legitimacy. Unlike Horkheimer and Adorno’s critique, Weaver saw a traditioogal
order as legitimate, and the Great Stereopticon was a mechanism of distdr$icuring
a set of universal truths. The work of the Frankfurt School rejected metaplaysicszaw
the mechanism of distortion and its resultant ideology as itself dialegticadhected to
the material reality it represented. While it was false, it was the protladilse reality.
From the perspective of his linguistic background, Weaver([1948] 1984:104) seems to
creep toward describing a proto-postmodern condition when he assessegaisisne
as one which has the “power to make the entire environment rhetorical. ctiReflen

the Great Stereopticon’s propensity to render reality into a system of lsggogncedes
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that his own efforts are to bring about a commonality of moral aims, not necessarily
bring about a more pure state of freedom. By virtue of its structure, the Great
Stereopticon turns truth into “fragmentation,” “disharmony,” and “nonbeing,” and it
consequences are the degradation of civilization and the assertion of brutality and
cynicism (Weaver [1948] 1984:104).

Traditionalist conservatism regarded the concept of equality and the ideblogy
“equalitarianism” as the result of various forms of modern political philosopinghw
rejected the more virtuous systems where hierarchy and inequatgyocansidered
immanent to society itself. Weaver([1948] 1984:41) called equalitarianifsmfost
insidious idea employed to break down society” and “fatal to the harmony of the world.”
It is not an overstatement to say that the very idea of equality for Weasantithetical
to the social as such. As society is dependent on the “recovery of true knowledge,” and
Weaver([1948] 1984:35) argued, for society to be “understood, it must have structure,”
he concluded that the natural structure of society must be hierarchicalis#&sance and
privilege correspond to a hierarchy of functions, Weaver([1948] 1984) saw sasiety
inevitably unequal (Weaver [1948] 1984). Traditional social hierarchies for Weaver
mirror those of the family, and with family ties come a sense of oldigand fraternity.

The removal of this hierarchy resulted in social confusion, boredom, and a debased
pursuit of diversion and comfort. In his framework, order was intrinsic to human
relationships, and equality was thus a “disorganizing concept” (Weaver [1948] 1984:42).
Weaver([1948] 1984:42) warned that inevitably, when the “disorganizing heresy” of

equality is imposed, traditional social organization can no longer be depended on as a
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source of “congeniality,” that is “the feeling of having been ‘born togeth&he
resultant conditions are such that there is increased bitterness, envy, aitg, sostié
one cannot attribute their station to forces beyond their control but rather mustamiers
their position in terms of their own merit (Weaver [1948] 1984). In short, they would
only have themselves to blame. Therefore, any effort to remove all distinetorhd
not create a condition of pure democracy, but echoing the criticisms of tharldrest
such efforts lead governments to despotism (Weaver [1948] 1984). He asserted that

The claim to political equality was... supplemented by the demand

for economic democracy, which was to give substance to the ideal

of the levelers. Nothing but a despotism could enforce anything so

unrealistic, and this explains why modern governments dedicated

to this program have become, under one guise and another,

despotic (Weaver [1948] 1984:44).
Equality of both outcome and condition were a form of tyranny for Weaver. Even the
notion of equality of opportunity, at least rhetorically supported by most contemporary
mainstream conservatives, was conceptually flawed in his view. He arguéukthaind
in democracy to argue for a type of economic organization which aimed to provide
opportunities for everyone’s advancement still recognized superiority anthaesa
hierarchical outcome based on natural talent (Weaver [1948] 1984). To Weaver([1948]
1984:45), this represented “democracy not as an end but as a means.” The problem he
identified with this variant of democracy was that it encompassed a demand for

conformity fostered by envy which was paradoxically the outgrowth of catmopet
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(Weaver [1948] 1984). Weaver([1948] 1984) asserted that people will simply become
divided along the lines of ability and preference and a new but different arigtocrat
structure will impose itself on society, one based on the wrong principles. alibisate
for democracy, in his view, still acknowledged distinction and hierarchy, aedaaled a
contradiction of democratic ideology which was ignored by most modern liberals.
Weaver([1948] 1984:135) considered the New Deal as part of the tendency
toward surveillance and the formation of a “monolithic police state” because of its
“special investigations of the income-tax payments of individuals and groups”
considered in opposition of it. He regarded private property as the “last domain of
privacy” and as the only sanctuary from this development; in resistance to the
“omnipotent state” property must be regarded as a “metaphysical riglbtiv@y[1948]
1984:134-5). To Weaver([1948] 1984:113) urban dwellers, the target of the welfare
state, have “not been made to see the relationship between effort and rewar@redihe
Stereopticon prevented them from understanding this and fostered in themled“spoi
child psychology” (Weaver [1948] 1984:113). “False propagandists” have told them that
they can have anything, but Weaver([1948] 1984:113) kindly says that “as of the

heathen” the urban dweller had never been given the opportunity for proper salvation.

The New Right: A Band of Political Frankensteins
The influence of the ex- and anti-communists created an atmosphere where
intellectuals espousingissez-fairandividualist principles either became or were open to

joining those who were described by Nock (1943:314) as being “eloquent about liberty as
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affecting some special interest to them, but who were authoritarian asltbge(f
Cardinals on other matters.” In considering the status of American statthe 1940s,

Nock reflected on the tendency of British classical liberals since 1860 to sthmpor
enactment of piecemeal social legislations, each one extending stateopidwyebit. By

this course of action, classical liberals were “manifestly going deaxshgjaeir

traditional principles” (Nock 1943:124). Also, by looking back at the situation in
nineteenth century Britain, Nock in a way peered into the political future ofeictighl
conservatism in twentieth century America: “They had abandoned the in€tipl
voluntary social cooperation and embraced the old line Tory principle of enforced
cooperation” (Nock 1943:124). By doing so, they had made “themselves into a band of
political Frankensteins” (Nock 1943:124). Prior to the emergence of Bucktag as

leader of the intellectual New Right, Russell Kirk and his publicatiorhef

Conservative Minah 1953 helped lead the direction for this new political formation.
While he held classical liberal beliefs through the Second World War, Kirk would
eventually become hostile towdaissez-faire free-market, isolationist ideas (Nash

1998; Rothbard 2007). The book had an unexpectedly favorable response and was an
important milestone in the unification and popularization of conservatives and tlasir ide
In the 1986 forward tdhe Conservative Min&irk ([1953] 2001:xv) borrowed a phrase
from Santayana to describe the purpose that the book would come to fulfill: that of “the
voice of a dispossessed and forlorn orthodoxy.” In many ways, this phrase described
with accuracy both the libertarian and traditionalist wings of the movement @atlye

1950s. Looking back on the release of the book, Kirk (2001:xv) stated that it did not
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simply offer its readers “conservative ideology,” given that “the cwasiee abhors all
forms of ideology.” “Anathema to the conservative” are alpfiori designs” to perfect
human nature or forms of “political religion” which guarantee heaven-on-egrtiué
believers (Kirk 2001:xv). While Kirk argued that a metaphysical conception of
“terrestrial paradise” was not viable, his line of argument was consigith other
traditionalists who argued exactly that (Kirk 2001:xv). lllustratinghaps, a feature of
the New Right which helped it become so resilient and a leading ideological archpolit
force, Kirk (2001:8) informed us that conservatives have taken from Burkeetd fat
re-expressing their convictions to fit the time.” Hesitant to reduce Aareri
conservatism into a “few pretentious phrases,” Kirk (2001:7-8) identifiedasiares of
conservative thought.

(2) Belief in a transcendent order, or body of natural law.

...Political problems, at bottom are religious and moral problems.

(2)  Affection for the proliferating variety and mystery of

human existence, as opposed to the narrowing uniformity,

egalitarianism, and utilitarian aims of most radical systems.

3) Conviction that civilized society requires orders and

classes, as against the notion of a ‘classless society.’

(4) Persuasion that freedom and property are closely linked:

Separate property from private possession and Leviathan becomes

master of all.
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(5) Faith in prescription and distrust of ‘sophisters, calculators,

and economists’ who would reconstruct society upon abstract

designs.

(6) Recognition that change may not be salutary reform (Kirk

2001:9).
Like Weaver, he argued that egalitarianism (or equalitarianishiwas sometimes
called), along with other liberal principles, was among the most sigmifattacks on the
American social order (Kirk 2001). Through Burke and like Leo Strauss, Kirk (2001:57)
argued against the “abstract ‘natural right™” position of Locke and Rousseauatdygoc
(and paraphrasing from Burke) “obedience to a natural order” (Kirk 2001:57).tl@nly
“collective wisdom of the species” could save society “from the anathlge rights of
man’ and the presumption of ‘reason™ (Kirk 2001:57). Adhering to the concept of
natural right, to Kirk, was “tinkering with the heritage of humanity” and obstrucfive
“the operation of true natural law” (Kirk 2001:57). Following this logic through, Kirk
goes on to locate efforts of leveling and promoting equality as both unnatural and in
violation of preexisting more virtuous conventions. Given this, and drawing again on
Burke, he explained that neither social nor political equality should be regarded as
inclusive of the feal rights of man” (Kirk 2001:58). Rather, he argued, the opposite is
true: “Hierarchy and aristocracy are the natural, the original, fremkeof human life”
(Kirk 2001:58). Kirk (2001:59) thus concluded that efforts by the state to promote

equality and to “obliterate order and class” were rooted in the liberal tgndénc
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egalitarianism. Programs of social leveling amounted to “defacing @edign for
man’s real nature” (Kirk 2001:59).

Burke’s rebuking of the French revolutionaries, and his thought in general, has
been a common conceptual starting point for many on the right. Hayek too saw a variant
of Burkean conservatism as a suitable resolution between libertariamism a
traditionalism. This resolution is carried to a logical consequence in Kirk ackdeB’s
fusionism with its reverence for class structure and aristocracy haswehrkets.
Chodorov, Meyer, and other laissez-fairists who advocated individual liberty ag a chie
concern were held in contempt by Kirk, even though they shared a contemptdor st
efforts to promote equality. A Burkean theme he emphasized was thay'saoietmbers
must be accustomed to and worthy of political liberty. The French revolutisiarie
overthrowing their feudal system and monarchy “began ill” because they rebuked the
ancestors and “their standard of virtue and wisdom” (Burke [1790] 1986:122). If they
had moved forward but still kept ancient principles intact, they could have illustinated
freedom was reconcilable when well disciplined and consistent with the law (Burke
[1790] 1986:124) To show that “a universal constitution of civilized peoples” was
implicit in Burke’s work, Kirk (2001:17) quoted a passage which he felt highlighted
some of the more important conservative tenets. It's worth quoting here,foutates
the conservative ambivalence toward substantive, individual liberty assatbk @ursuit
of equality and justice through deliberate political intervention. Burke ([17986:124)
writes that if the French revolutionary leaders had followed a more noble dourse

reform, they
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would have had a free constitution [and] ...a protected, satisfied,

laborious, and obedient people, taught to seek and to recognize the

happiness that is to be found by virtue in all conditions; in which

consists the true moral equality of man kind, and not in that

monstrous fiction, which by inspiring false ideas and vain

expectations into men destined to travel in the obscure walk of

laborious life, serves only to aggravate and embitter that real

inequality, which it never can remove; and which the order of civil

life establishes as much for the benefit of those whom it marst le

in an humble state, as those whom it is able to exalt to a canditio

more splendid, but not more happy.
Advocated here is a reverence for the past as well as a legitircagmiteon of equality
only in the form of moral equality of each in God’s judgment. By way of Burke, Kirk
clearly expresses that in nature humans are unequal in body and mind. Sociehes whi
are subject to programs of leveling were presented as deprived of “diardity
individuality” (Kirk 2001:58). Such circumstances represent a regression te afstat
severe and totalitarian inequality, “that of one master, or a handful of mastdra
people of slaves” (Kirk 2001:58). Articulating an aristocratic critiqudefrhodern
liberal order, collectivism, and egalitarianism, Kirk (2001:208) reflectedamqeville,
who was “prepared to pronounce with authority upon human and social nature” and was
prepared to “surrender much to the new democracy.” Tocqueville, explains Kirk

(2001:208), attempted to prevent democracy from opposing changes initiated through
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Providence and thus destroying itself. The threat to democratic societytwwatated

less as the inevitable regression into anarchy or tyranny, but ratheafiayyof
mediocrity, a standardization of mind and spirit and condition enforced by the central
government” (Kirk 2001:2008).

McCarthyism and anti-communism presented a common focal point on which
libertarian and traditionalist conservatives could focus their opposition, tha Sotviet
menace abroad and collectivism through state planning in the domestic economy.
Buckley andNRwould join together a group of writers with broadly differing
conservative perspectives. Buckley himself had a foot in both the libertarian and
classical traditions of conservatism. This is evident given his varieckicttel
influences. He was influenced by Nock directly, as Nock frequently visited tHeéeyac
at their home in Connecticut (Nash 1998). He also notes in the “Introduction to the
Twenty-Fifth Anniversary Edition” o6od and Man at Yalthat he was indebted
especially to both the assistance of Frank Chodorov, “the gentle, eldaxdhiahand
disciple of Albert Jay Nock” and Willmoore Kendall, a Yale political stisg and
opponent to the notion of protecting the civil liberties and rights of political mireritie
(Buckley 2002:xxi). This philosophical tension, one honoring and respecting the rights
of the individual at all costs and the other that of the social order against
underrepresented but possibly threatening groups, came to represent a poinntiboonte
within the fusionisNRand within the new conservative movement as a whole. That he
embraced both libertarian and traditionalist principles is evident in a well kn@sagsa

in the original preface, which he later claimed was written by Kendall ahtehéet
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pass” (Buckley 2002:xxxii). Said Buckley (2002:Ixvi): “I myself believe thatdiel
between Christianity and atheism is the most important in the world. | fintheve
that the struggle between individualism and collectivism is the same stmeggbduced
on another level.” It is this transition to and emphasis on Christian moralitydiid
inspire Rothbard (1980:27) to comment that the right had been transformed into a “global
theocratic crusade.” Buckley’s influences would become more chastictdly statist
and traditionalist as the anti communist Whittaker Chambers, Kendall, and Kainbec
prominent voices atiR

The collapse of the McCarthy movement in 1954 was an indicator that theae was
lack of a coherent and supporting organization for conservatism. Also absent were links
between leaders either in academic circles, journals of opinion, or grassroots
organizations. Kirk who had come to enjoy a notoriety which was not insignificant, was
at odds with the “radicals” and “ossified Benthamites” who espoused rigayniarket
principles (Buckley Papers, Kirk to Buckley, September 1, 1955). Free-marketer
isolationists like Ernest T. Wier of the National Steel Corporation, Gare¢tGand
Rothbard (2007) saw this ire and support for militarist strategies in addressing
communism as hypocritical. Kirk and Buckley saw the need for a publicatiohtteefil
perceived lack of conservative perspectives in academia and in the mediaeyBuckl
explicitly wanted to create a unified, conservative, intellectual coalittenry Regnery,
publisher of Nock’slournal of Forgotten Dayand Buckley’s rant against secularism and
collectivism at Yale, wrote in a letter to a colleague that as long &sftloentrols “the

means of communication, they don’t have to worry too much about a slight set-back in
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Washington. If we want to do anything, we must work on the level of ideas” (quoted in
Nash 1998:129). Kirk would ultimately publish the jourheldern Age: A Conservative
Reviewin 1957. Modern Agewas largely a traditionalist venture and was only published
quarterly. While it did have two economists on its editorial board, it was hardly a
representative cross section of the disparate field of ideological conserv&towever,
Buckley (with Kirk as a reluctant contributor at first) would crédRewith the express
political purpose of bringing together opposing elements of the right and providing a
venue where they could work out their differences (at least for common political and
ideological objectives) (Navasky 2008).

The mortar which came to adhere many diverse ideological warriorbiénget
such as Chodorov the anarchist, Kendall the self-titled majority-rule detnacda
former Trotskyite James Burnham, was anti-communism abroad and anti-NésnDea
at home. To earn the conservative movement legitimacy, Buckley had to {at leas
strategically) move from the fierce conservatism of his father dsagexclude the
extremists, such as the John Birchers, radical libertarians, and Ayn Rand/isiject
atheists (Navasky 2008). Frank Meyer and Frank Chodorov were present and @ehtribut
articles on occasion (Meyer more than Chodorov), but more importantly they provided an
air of economic authority to the weekly’s treatment of economic mattersiapa the
early years of the magazine. Rothbard (2007) states emphatically thatyBickle
libertarian rhetoric was phony and merely a surface presentatiaisséz-faire
credibility. This was a plausible evaluation and would seem to bear out as ldvertari

voices were marginalized BiR in favor of statist, interventionist advocacy against the
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perceived global communist crisis. Debate during the cold war over tdaremitright
military action against the Soviets versus an isolationist position was takirgjiplthe
pages ofaith and FreedonandTheFreemanin 1954 and 1955 (Nash 1998; Rothbard
2007). By this time, thEreemanwas no longer a bi-weekly and was now published out
of the FEE as a monthly under the editorship of Chodorov. Rothbard had debated anti-
communist William Henry Chamberlin iraith and Freedomand Chodorov squared off
with ex- and ultimately anti- communist William Schlamnilime Freeman Schlamm,
along with other ex-lefties turned ideological cold warriors, would greatiyribute to

the shaping of the content and administratioNBfand help contribute to the anti-
communist discourse which oriented American conservatism (Nash 1998). Rgveali
early his concern over a divided conservative movement and sentiments along lines
partial to pro-statism and interventionism, Buckley wrote in a letter tBréwmana year
before the founding dflational Reviewthat the “Schlamm-Chodorov controversy was
healthy” (Buckley Papers, Buckley to theeeman December 1, 1954). That being said,
he admitted to having recently referred to it “as ‘the issue that withalély separate us
[conservatives]™ (Buckley Papers, Buckley to fhieeeman December 1, 1954). Despite
sharing Chodorov’s pessimism about “domesticating the state after the avar,’
Buckley felt that there would at least be a “fighting chance in a futurageanst the
state,” but he did not see that same possibility for “a fighting chancedmsasaselves

from Soviet tyranny if we pursue Eisenhower’s foreign policy — or Chodorov’s” (Buckl
Papers, Buckley to tHereeman December 1, 1954). Buckley continued, “I side with

Willi Schlamm and number myself, dejectedly, among those who favor a carefully
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planned showdown, and who are prepared to go to war to frustrate Communist designs”
(Buckley Papers, Buckley to tlki@eeman December 1, 1954).

NRwas a great coming together of ex- and anti-communists and a group of
Catholics made up of both older European “monarchists and authoritarians” and a
younger wing of Catholic Americans which included Buckley (Rothbard 2007:159-160).
While initially Chodorov and Meyer were exceptions to this charactesizaiihodorov
would come to contribute less as mentor to Buckley and to the journal and Meyer’s
sensibilities would slowly change with him ultimately converting tchGlatism on his
deathbed. Interestingly two oth€R figures would also become Catholic converts,
Kendall and Buckley’s brother-in-law and former college roommate, Brer#|B
(Rothbard 2007). Rothbard (2007) notes that conspicuously absent from the journal’s
staff were American Protestants who had been the heart of the old Amkisseg-faire
right. Hazlitt also occasionally contributedN& and identified himself as a libertarian,
but he too would come to support the hard-line anti-soviet foreign policy of the
magazine. Kirk’'s popular book, which was an influential source for the reassertion and
recovery of the new conservative philosophy, was also instrumental for brthgitgrm,
“conservative,” into acceptance. Prior to this, it was a “smear word” usdu lbgft
(Rothbard 2007:165)The Conservative Mindias also able to establish a pantheon of
conservative heroes and provided a set of intellectual idols around which the dnreserva
movement was able to come together and transform itself. However, abetkatove,

this collection of minds mostly included and treated favorably sympathizerdesfamd
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aristocracy. It was absent of or treated harshly conservative thimkergere atheists,
rationalists, or anarchists.

As The Freemanvould eventually depart from its founding purpose, the journal
was re-formed in October 1950 as a bi-weekly to provide a venue for an Austrian School
perspective on economic policy (Hilsmann 2007). While anti-communism was a
unifying theme af he Freemanthere was much disagreement about its strategic role and
of the editorial direction in which the publication should procdech¢ Magazine 1953;
Hulsmann 2007). Initial financing came from a large donation from Herbert Hoover and
sizable loans from DuPont’s vice president, Jasper E. Crane and J. Howard Pewefrom t
Sun QOil Corporation, then a major supporter of Old Right endeavors (Hulsmann 2007,
Rothbard 2007). Three editors were at the helm of the fortnightly — John Chamberlain
who served a¥he Freeman’'president, Hazlitt who became vice president, and Suzanne
La Follette (Time Magazine 1953; Hulsmann 2007). A split would soon reveal itself
among the active membersTie Freeman’'seadership over the degree to which anti-
communism would characterize the mission of the publication. As stated befage, ther
was also a split within libertarianism in general over the issue of enteonism-versus-
isolationism in foreign affairs. Hazlitt and von Mises tended to see communi&m as
species of statism. While Hazlitt considered the communist thredt@eand saw the
appeasement by the West of Soviet pressure, even in the face of nucletatideyas
mistaken and in fact more dangerous than acting with military force, he didentites
magazine’s role as a platform for the global communist crusade (Ha26#] 1994).

Mises (2005) believed that the Soviet Union was barbaric but also that theagyeas
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more dangerous than their artillery. Nonetheless, he felt that the Rusmattis free
to act as they pleased in their own society, and the “civilized” nations of thehoe#d s
not ban or censor literature which came out the Soviet empire (Mises 2005:11@ie Des
their differing positions, Hazlitt and Mises agreed that the journalgadrmission
should be to educate the public at large about free-market economics. In contrast,
Chamberlain and La Follette saw anti-communism as “the essence ohits&on”
(Hulsmann 2007:906). They thought the magazine should be aggressive in its support of
and attack on particular people and political parties and candidates (Hulsmann 2007). |
a letter to Chamberlain, Hazlitt criticized his counterpart’s wantiegrtagazine to have
“crusading zeal, ...wit, satire and editorial bite” on the grounds that “one man’s
crusading zeal is merely another man’s vehemence; ...on man’s ‘editteiahbrely
another’s vituperation” (quoted in Hilsmann 2007:910). Neither did Hazlitt want a
journal which treated McCarthy as a sacred figure (Time Magazine.1953)

Because of these differences and after a staffing reorganizafibe &reeman
Hazlitt would resign in October 1952 (Hulsmann 2007). However, von Mises and Pew’s
disappointment with Chamberlain and La Follette would set off a nasty esahpe
struggle, and Hazlitt's eventual election by the board to editor-in-chiaegburnal,
prompted the immediate resignations of Chamberlain and La Follettee (MMagazine
1953; Hulsmann 2007). Nevertheless, Chamberlain and La Follette would become
editors at the soon-to-appddational ReviewLa Follette from the first issue. After
much financial trouble and being on the verge of collapse, Hazlitt would become

discouraged an@ihe Freemanvould be taken over by the FEE. Chodorov would move
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the offices of the ISI to the FEE to fill in as editor of Breemanin the summer of 1954
(Rothbard 2007) The formation of the I1SI the year before was made possible by a
$1,000 grant from Pew. At this time, the FEE, ISI, and-tleemanwere still largely
libertarian. Initially, Buckley tried to merge his forthcoming magaziith Whe

Freeman The proposed merger would be rejected, and Buckley would write to Pew that
while he respected the decision not to endorse his and Read’s proposal for combination,
he was disturbed that Pew had “expressed total ignoraidatiohal Reviewduring

their meeting (Buckley Papers, Buckley to Pew, November 3, 1955). Anticipating the
diplomacy role he would play among conservativesRtBuckley cordially asked for

input on the first issue and included in the letter the sentiment that what chatsey¢he

fight in which he, Pew, and other conservatives were engaging, each in his or her own
way (Buckley Papers, Buckley to Pew, November 3, 1955).

The circumstances leading up to the formation of the magazine and publication of
the first issue oNational Revievare perhaps best described as an uncertain whirlwind of
personalities and ideas coming into clash and conflict with each other with Buckle
playing the part of arbitrator, diplomat, and peacekeeper. The situationngnikark’s
recruitment to the journal is an informative example. Kirk was especiatigay with
the mixture of ideas and writers, especially those with a more libertareantation.

While Buckley was trying to cultivate interest in Kirk to be an editor ofdenjal, or at
least a contributor, Kirk wrote that during academic conferences he had hedthiadt
support while “waging ...battles on the frontier” at his own expense againstdt gre

wave of ‘liberal’ execration” which had been directed at him (Buckley Bapg#k to
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Buckley, July 13, 1955). While engaging in this struggle against liberalism, he
complained that it was “amusing” to be “knifed in the back” by other figures whotwere
be major contributors and associates at the magazine, like the free-msafketek

Meyer and Frank Chodorov. Kirk identified as friend and intellectual kin James
Burnham, William Schlamm, Willmoore Kendall, and Richard Weaver, whom he said
agreed with him that they should not be burdened with the “oppressive endorsement of
the Supreme Soviet of Libertarianism, the kiss of death” (Buckley PapekgoKir

Buckley, September 1, 1955). Kirk told Buckley that he could not be an edii&t of
Claiming that either Chodorov or Meyer had sent an “anti-Kndemari to his

“advisors” at the then title@onservative Reviegan early incarnation dflodern Age,

Kirk expressed that he could therefore “not very well associate [himsedfj aditor with

a magazine in which Meyer’s and Chodorov’s work will be published, even though they
will not be editors thereof” (Buckley Papers, Kirk to Buckley, September 1, 1955). |
response to Kirk’'s complaints, Buckley playfully (and skillfully) mocked henfl’s not
owning a record player, saying that he could not imagine life without a “goadkhtyfi
phonograph” as it reveals an attitude which is “doctrinaire about the industrial
revolution” (Buckley Paper, Buckley to Kirk, September 14, 1955). Buckley then
informed Kirk that he will be listed only as a contributor and expressed hope that he can
seek Kirk’s “esteemed opinion” from time to time on editorial mattersKByd apers,
Buckley to Kirk, September 14, 1955). Finally, he also lamented that there was much
bitterness in Kirk’s letters, far more than Chodorov and Meyer felt toward Aiweek

after the first issue, Kirk wrote Buckley that he should not have included him on the
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masthead as “associate and contributor,” as it had caused him “trouble” and was
“bothersome and embarrassing” (Buckley Papers, Kirk to Buckley, November 29, 1955).
However, thanking Buckley for the good intentions, he says that if taken off the
masthead, he “may manage to endure appearing between the same covensaato\C
and Meyer” and that he “won’t be cheek by jowl with them in the masthead” (Buckley
Papers, Kirk to Buckley, November 29, 1955). Buckley agreed to take his name off the
masthead after only four issues, and informed Kirk that it will cause him some
embarrassment. However, Kirk continued to contribute numerous articles andulbe reg
column, “From the Academy.” The conflict with Meyer would nevertheless continue
prompting Buckley to assure him that neither Meyer nor the Volker Fund werdiogera
under the aim of “undermining the influence of one Russell Kirk” (Buckley Papers,
Buckley to Kirk, April 6, 1956). With the mission of creating a unified conservative
coalition, Buckley maintained a semblance of stability and ordéRat

The first issue oNational Reviewlltimately appeared on November 19, 1955.
The early years of the journal treated the New Deal and the welfarerstahguage and
terms consistent with free-market individualism. The first several vaaise
vehemently defended McCarthy and the activities of the House Committee on Un-
American ActivitiestHUAC). Material inNRwhich described its objective solidly
identified it as creating an ideological counterpoint to the left-liberal, @pimaking
establishment. In the “Publisher’'s Statement” in the first issue, Bubid@lighted this

mission.
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The launching of a conservative weekly journal of opinion in a

country widely assumed to be a bastion of conservatism at first

glance looks like a work of supererogation, rather like publishing a

royalist weekly within the walls of Buckingham Palace. Ina

that, of course; if NATIONAL REVIEW is superfluous, it is &0

very different reasons: It stands athwart history, yelling Sb,

time when no one is inclined to do so, or to have much patience

with those who so urge it (Buckley 1955:5 [author's

capitalizationy]).
Carrying the ball in the name of ideas, Buckley, like the libertarians in vgekisaMont
Pelerin group, considered ideas the principal weapons for the campaign to influence the
political culture. Secondary were historical forces and supporting condaisons
emphasized in Buckley’'s assertion that “Did not NATIONAL REVIEWSst, no one
would have invented it” (Buckley 1955:5 [author’s capitalization]). He also agstdt
the gains made by relativism and historicism have been effective exawlyseetheir
imprint on the “American soul are not so easily evident” and because “ideas rule the
world [and thus] the ideologues, having won over the intellectual class, simgduaal
and started to run things” (Buckley 1955:5). They had identified the enemy, and it was
“Liberalism” with a capital “L.” In the first two issues BIR in his regular column,
“The Liberal Line...,” Kendall identified the Liberal boogeyman in a text bdket
bottom of the page. It read, “The Editors of National Review Believe:” andoNawed

by five points. In short, he stated that the leading opinion makers in the US share a
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liberal point of view and indoctrinate the public with it through the use of propaganda; he
asserted that conservatives were at odds with a “huge propaganda machied angag
major, sustained assault upon the sanity and upon the prudence and the morality of the
American people” (Kendall 1955:22National Review’snission was to monitor and
critique the messages put forth through the “Liberal propaganda machine” (Kendal
1955:22). In an article about the first five year®dl& Chamberlain (1960a:1) described
the “new journalism” as a “whole new journalism of ideas.” Chamberlain (1960a:2)
explained that while mild-tempered, the magazine’s editors and contslartonot so
earnest to believe that the political culture “can be changed by fias™vititten by
fighters who know they are in for a war that will still be raging when tleterand the
weapon — have passed to other hands” (Chamberlain 1960a:2).

While the inaugural statement for the journal contained mostly abstractions about
the power of ideas an discussed domestic economics in individualist Rwsuld
spend more of its energy on matters of foreign policy and the global antitg@etm
crusade. The first years of the magazine discussed the New Deal andfahe state in
terms similar to the libertarians, not yet with an emphasis on personal madhedit
decline of the family, and the sexual and reproductive behavior of poor women., Rather
it utilized a rhetoric of preserving individual liberty by combating ctoitéesm and
statism. In some cases, as with Frank M@geiChambers and McCarthy, the American
welfare state was directly associated with the global communist caogpiAn early
article described the “dedicated New Dealer” as one “applying thenglprinciple that

what was bad for General Motors was good for the country” (Minot 1955:13). In the
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regular opening comments (titled “The Week”) of the April 25, 1956 issue, the magazi
protested that the Republican administration of Eisenhower seemed to have ftreaken
sound economic principles of many of its party’s forbears. The piece eitithat the
administration wanted to increase the government’s role in education, housing,
healthcare, and several other aréddational Reviewl956¢). While acknowledging that
how one evaluates this fact depends on one’s position, the position of the magazine was
made clear: “It depends, as NATIONAL REVIEW would say, on how highly you value
freedom” (National Reviewl956¢ [author’s capitalization]). In another article, Social
Security is described as a “tyranny of the majority,” given that theatieds from the
income earner are involuntary (Phillips 1956:12). For Meyer, a system ofgdiebr
represented not only collectivism and an imposition on individual liberty, but the liberal
welfare state was presented as administered and controlled in part by cetawwnoi

had infiltrated the government. Meyer (1958) warned that liberalism and cosmmuni
have the common aim of socialism and merely different means of attaining drew

upon Chambers’ assertion that the New Deal was a revolution in the direction of
socialism under the guise of liberalism. He felt that McCarthy wasiefdor precisely
this reason, that he revealed the “socialist equivalence” of the two politicabpssi
bringing the “accumulated weight of entrenched Liberalism” down on him (Meyer
1956:566). He presented New Deal bureaucrats as being either credulous aed sincer
liberals who were easily manipulated and only partially understood whaivéreydoing

and manipulative communists who knew exactly what was going on and thus were in a

better position for scheming (Meyer 1958).
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While there may have been conservatives of varied traditions listed among the
editors, contributors, and associate®8f the libertarians, with the exception of
Chodorov, rejected the Old Right principle of isolationism in foreign policyarsat
Chodorov only contributed articles during the first years on occasion and aéfefing
featured libertarian writers like the Austrians Wilhelm Ropke and von Miseseriéan
Old Rightists like Rothbard were also infrequent. The magazine toutéaddbez-faire
line right along with fiercely interventionist and militarist demands goadogia for
McCarthy’s persecution of individuals whose ideas were perceived as dangerfas,
Buckley and the magazine were ardently pro McCarthy, justified &ikods for
investigating suspected communists, and tended to portray the political ruin of the
Senator from Wisconsin and his ultimate censure in the US Senate as unwarranted and
unjust. In an exchange of letters Daniel Bell wrote to Buckley ciitigithat associates
of his who collaborated with apologists for McCarthy represented a comproittise w
cultural freedom (Buckley Papers, Bell to Buckley, June 30, 1955). In response, Buckley
wrote that “one is on firmer grounds when resisting communism if one consistently
resists efforts by the state, whether or not democratically sanctionea iissdents
into submission, whether by anti-civil rights legislation or tax legislat{@uitkley
Papers, Buckley to Bell, July 14, 1955). The libertarian rhetoric of anti-stiiiad to
be used without hesitation to support the stifling of individual freedom when it was
regarded as threatening, even if it entailed the use of the state towsakhact tariffs,
or wage war to that end. Buckley then, continuing along this line of one-sided logic,

accused Bell of not respecting his cultural freedom to support McCarthy éuckl
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Papers, Buckley to Bell, July 14, 1955). The opposition to Soviet communism or nothing
standpoint byNational Reviewvas remarkable. McCarthy himself wrote a review of
Dean Acheson’s boak Democrat Looks at His PartyHere, McCarthy says of “the

worst Secretary of State in American history” that his book is an attempaabéogy

for the inadequacy with which communists who had infiltrated the US govatnmeee
handled (McCarthy 1955). He claimed the book emphasized the brains of the Truman
Administration’s foreign policy rather than its accomplishments sincelisypesulted

in the loss of life of 400 million people, of diplomatic initiative, and of a war to the
communists (McCarthy 1955). He concluded the review by saying that AchdsmK
failed to mention the “Red” who is not immediately dangerous, i.e. not a spy oewabot
“but whose mission it is to influence and, where possible, make policy” (McCarthy
1955). In “The Week” of the February 29, 1956 issMN& defended the McCarthy
movement against German-American theologian Paul J. Tillich’s ckawatton of it as
“potentially Fascist.” McCarthyism, as opposed to Nazism, was justsiéa earefully
delimited movement backing the efforts of a man to enforce a reasonable program of
internal security” National Reviewi956a:7). The magazine also assailed Jacob Javits of
New York for his “retroactive vindictiveness” against McCarthy. Javits thvan running
for a US Senate seat and said he would vote against McCarthy’'s beconiingaohat

the Senate’s Investigating Committee on the grounds that his censure indle (%l
surely precluded him from eligibilityNational Review1956d:4). In December 1956,
NRreported that they were “happy to note” that reports of Senator McCarthy’'sgdolitic

demise were exaggeratddational Reviewl956e:4). However, two years later Meyer
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would acknowledge McCarthy’s “political execution by the Watkins Comeitighich
had begun its investigation in 1954 (Meyer 1958:57). Meyer (1958:57) attributed a
“reasonable objectivity” to his own analysis since a few years had passed s
McCarthy’'s censure and a year since his death. He assessed thentredtime Senator
by liberal scholars and media figures as the “treason of the intellettoalhey failed
to see the “essential truth McCarthyism had represented” (Meyer 1958:565T666).
Meyer, the essential truth expressed through McCarthyism amountecetaghysical
assertion of socialism’s absence of validity. Presuming an equivaleacafor
liberalism and communism and taking for granted the falsehood of a ratiomalist
which assesses social patterns based on historical contingency ratheesouamimy an
“Intrinsic virtue or authority” to “inherited value,” Meyer (1958:566) renderkdrhlism
“unfit for the leadership of a free society.”

Though Buckley antlational Revievgought to refine the image of conservatism
and exclude aspects of the movement which were regarded as less paletahktptic
remained indignant, fierce, and uncompromising. The liberal left, on the other hand, was
representing itself more placidly and increasingly in a manner camtsigte Arthur
Schlesinger Jr.’s ([1949] 1988) “vital center” prescriptions. This politcatept
consisted of a call for democracy through a politics of accommodation against
totalitarianism and included a prescription for an acceptable conservatissn. Thi
“responsible conservatism” did not reject the welfare state nor did it unreasoclhadply
to a romantic vision of an aristocratic past. However, while liberalism \&asrmg and

extending its hand in the name of compromise, the conservatives were anything but
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conciliatory. The term, vital center, was developed in Schlesinger’s 1949 (1988) book by
the same title.The Vital Centesignaled a shift in rhetoric and focus for liberals. While
liberals like Schlesinger and Bell were moving rightward, many consersatiee
suspicious and contentious in relation to the vital center posiN&criticized the
Americans for Democratic Action (ADA), an organization of which Schlesimgs a
cofounder, for its condemnation of Senator McCartigtional Reviewl956b). Despite
an ADA affiliate’s overturning a decision to have Alger Hiss give a tawarthmore
College, the magazine chided the organization as the “McCarthyite wihg gréat new
political spectrum fashioned by apostles of the Vital Center” (NationabRelL956D).
Some conservatives saw this move to the center by the left and the expectation of
members of the right to become “respectable” as a divisive ploy to divide the
conservative movement. Liberals like Schlesinger, Bell, historian Ridhefistadter,

and sociologist Seymour Martin Lipset among others were moving in the cdnserva
direction. Considering Hofstadter’'s (and perhaps his own) shift rightward, Bel
remembers that its motivation was a fusion of “nascent fear of popular actiomevith t
rise of authoritarian regimes in the thirties” (quoted in Brown 2003). While sorhe of t
(ex-)liberals and (ex-)progressives stumbling their way into conses\atrain still
accepted the New Deal, writers like Kristol and Moynihan would become pronainent
vocal critics of welfare state programs. Most commentators solidly irotieeovative
encampment were largely rejecting the New Deal and the weltdeeast the grounds

that it represented an oppressive extension of state power over the individual.

151



Generally, conservatives in the traditionalist camp opposed programs of
“leveling” and egalitarian policy objectives on aristocratic philosoplgoalinds. The
articles inNational Reviewand other conservative magazines of opinion which had
adopted a “fusionist” orientation were critiquing government efforts tceadgroverty
on the anti-statist basis of thtssez-fairédframework. In the 1960s, it would be
disgruntled political figures like Newburgh City Manager Joseph Mitchedl would
first publicly attack the welfare poor on moralist grounds and call their behataor i
guestion in order to garner public suppd#k andHuman Eventsvould parrot such
complaints. However, in the 1960s, it was intellectuals who self-identifieblesallwho
would give social scientific credibility to an analysis of poverty andtmaa of welfare
programs which highlighted individual behavior — the “liberals” who emerged as the

group of intellectuals to first acquire the neoconservative moniker.
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PART Ill — The Appearance of the Neocons

-Chapter 5: Fertile Fields for Ideology in the 1960s-

Introduction

The success of ideological practice and its related productions, perastbet
were in the attack on welfare state programs, only make sense when unaliiegstiae
transformations which were taking place in the related economic and socialaendit
Welfare reform discourse which highlighted the actions of “militant” welfeghts
demonstrators, the “dependency” of long-term recipients, and the supposed behavioral
deficiencies of the poor were able to take hold and create a new consensus agimjchan
social and economic conditions which created social and economic insecuréy.alRft
the libertarians and traditionalist conservatives were unyielding andtpetsistheir
attacks on the welfare state since the 1930s, but it was only in the late 1960s that these
ideas began to acquire traction on a large scale. They did so in no small part because of
the emergence of magazines and journals that were producing conservatiamdeas
analysis on a wide range of issues, including welfare policy. Additionally, it
corresponded to important social and economic changes which were taking place through
the decade which anticipated the downturn of the 1970s and which elevated the level of
social and economic insecurity among the middle and working cladso It a
corresponded to the “explosion” in the welfare rolls. Where in the previous decdde, Ai

to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) rolls rose by only 110,000 fanillies
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percent), from December 1960 to February 1969, roughly 800,000 families were added to
the program (a 107 percent increase) (Piven and Cloward [1971] 1993).

Politically, the formation and efforts of a largely grassroots coasige base
during this period, which became especially organized and active during Bar
Goldwater’s political campaigns, helped build a conservative political folomdan
which future political and intellectual figures would acquire status an@ ¢omositions
of power and influence. The issues they would address, such as persistentoaliance
AFDC due to chronic poverty and the apparent increase in the proportion oéchildr
being born to unmarried parents were presented through language which constructed the
poor as behaviorally deficient. Terms such as “dependency” and “illegitimeacyd
enter the public consciousness and welfare reform discourse focused intyeasing
behavior instead of structural economic causes of persistent poverty as the 1960s
progressed. The proto-neoconservative writers, researchers, and acadenaas, s
whom worked in government agencies or played advisory roles to electedsfii@ee
devoting more and more attention, energy, and print to these concerns.

The grassroots organizations and popular conservative base became effectively
organized into an operational and efficient political network (Brennan 1995). This base
included many whites who were resentful of gains made by the ghitsrand black
freedom struggles and who were distressed by the methods of directpaditiocs
occasionally (but notoriously) employed by them. Sweeping federal agkiens |
enforcing the integration of schools were seen as giving in to the pressureus aat

unruly urban black activists. Beaten by a huge margin in the 1964 Presidédiairt
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Senator Barry Goldwater did carry (aside from his home state of Arizonahentieep
south states, where his vote against the Civil Rights Act and opposition to federally
imposed segregation gave him clout among racially conservative whitss@sr 1995;
Mendelberg 2001). The political potential of this conservative grassrootsti@nma
wary of social and political changes which were taking place and nodaigibhat they
viewed as a more wholesome and morally decent time, was well expresseab's Ni
referring to them as a “silent majority” during a period of pragjkespolitical
movements and social upheaval. Cultural conservatism and conservative aatiism
era are thus often historically overlooked, given the more infamous activisnhalh dfe
civil rights and by the countercultural left, but was important for conseevpblitical
achievements and victories, which would become more apparent in years to come. This
chapter attempts to illustrate that attitudes toward welfare \dtmg, a process which
was contingent upon aspects of social life which themselves were in afstate

transformation.

The Silent Majority and the Quiet Depression
The “silent majority” moniker used by President Nixon to describe and inkgire t
quiet, conservative, and ordinary person, representing a neglected majopityiosissof
the social and political transformations which were unfolding and sentinfentbe
simplicity and innocence of days past (perhaps one of the oldest forms of ideology) is
informative. It soundly described a persona which was not iconic in the 1960s, and thus

“silent,” but was emblematic of many dedicated and driven rank and file gatiges,
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the gradual and somewhat unnoticed organization of which supplied much needed power
to the movement. They would ultimately form a network of grassroots organizations
which contributed to the political mobilization of conservative ideas (Brefhf8a5).

The term also captured the mood of many less vocal, regular Americansgltvho f
disempowered and overlooked and who were not part of what Nixon considered “a vocal
minority” who were intent on asserting their radical agenda and subvertimoroecy

(Nixon 1969; Brennan 1995). Also in the 1960s, negatively portrayed and racially
divisive coverage of welfare in the media was becoming more typical. Antuwelf
rhetoric would especially resonate with the so called silent majortymaDaniel Bell
([1962] 2008:24) referred to as “the dispossessed” and was thus more likely to become
ideology. This helped direct policy concerns toward individual behavior at a time when
economic and social conditions were such that people felt increasingly inse@rmagn t

of personal and material stability and safety. Bell ([1962] 2008:24) expldiaethe
“structural changes in society” in one sense threaten the “old’ middis,tiee. the

skilled professional, who resented taxes and regulation. Although, the greatatondi

of the “group that feels most anxious — since life-styles and values providedtierezh

fuel of beliefs and actions — is the strain of Protestant fundamentalism \a$tnati
nationalism, and of good-and-evil moralism” (Bell [1962] 2008:24). In other words, the
silent majority was articulating their frustration and resentment g¢fraypatchwork of
libertarian and traditionalist concepts and language. Encouraging this nationah@ood
were changes perceived as threatening to traditional socialiiostg as well as to

economic well-being, changes which were taking shape in the 1960s and whiclegrece
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the more infamous destabilizing crises of inflation, unemployment, and wages which
occurred with greater ferocity in the early 1970s. This anxiety was afip@canifest in
relation to the shifting structure of the American family and perceptionsrafy college
students and unreasonable demands being made by both black and white “militants”
around issues which included equality and welfare rights. An atmosphere afdear a
exasperation in mainstream America ripe for exploitation was engerd¢ssues related to
the economy, residential displacement, demographic changes, and thenreagsfor
American family structure by the late 1960s was successfully ramterms of

individual behavior and work ethic, ethnic and racial identity, declining sexualitgioral
and loss of tradition, and family disorganization. As Scott (2007) observed, the
ideological premise of two amendments to AFDC in the 1960s, the first in 1962 and the
second in 1967, comprise conceptual and legislative historical strategiescatamgaan
important period of historical transformation for American welfareegtatitics. The

1962 Social Security Administration amendments to what was then Aid to Dependent
Children (ADC) (and which changed the name of the program to AFDC) wesedpbas
with the purpose of expanding benefits to the truly needy, encouraging the movement of
recipients of relief into the labor force, and giving greater control to éibessbver their
own programs. The measure was within the political structure of the Nevidibal
extent that program expansion was intended and concerns over racial equaliejtinesr
ignored or suppressed. However, it also represented the beginning of a ddpamriur
that structure with the Kennedy Administration’s maneuvering against gresdienal

control and the implementation of the idea that the welfare poor needed to be
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rehabilitated through vocational training (Shapiro, Kumar, and Jacobs 2000; Spitzer
2007). The 1967 amendments were a decisive break with the New Deal regimeeand wer
passed with race as a core (and strategic) component of American \pelftace and

with the intention of halting the growth of the AFDC rolls (Spitzer 2007). Moynihan
(1968a:3 [author’s italics]) noted that race was an explicit concern “irdsasuno effort

was made to conceal” that the provisions in the amendments “were designed to halt the
rise inNegrodependence on the AFDC program.”

In the 1960s, the composition of the AFDC rolls and program was in a process of
transition which corresponded to changes in family structure for both white and non-
white families and the displacement of the black workforce and the African éaneri
population in general. Critics of welfare state programs would exploxatasile social
and political atmosphere and successfully correlate the “crisis ian@glfargely caused
by increased pressures from demographic and workforce shifts, to the behavior@f AFD
mothers (Moynihan 1968a:3; Abramovitz 1996). The AFDC program would grow
rapidly during the 1960s — more than 100 percent between 1960 and 1969 (Moynihan
1968a; Piven and Cloward [1971] 1993). The heteronormative vision of a traditional
nuclear family, with a contented, full-time female homemaker andad, lmale
breadwinner flourished in the 1950s, even if the reality behind this facadeagftect
starkly different situation. From 1940 to 1955, the fertility rate increasechardiviorce
rate declined overall in the 1950s (Reese 2005). Also, black families werasingtg
moving from southern agricultural centers, displaced by advances in farm aatgrta

the industrial metropolitan areas of the Northeast and Midwest (Moynihan; 116t
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1973; Piven and Cloward [1971] 1993). In the 1960s, fertility rates continued to increase
for both white and black women, but black rates were doing so more rapidly. CGfmAfric
Americans who remained in the South, more than half lived in cities by the early 1970s
(Jones 1973). While the African American population more than doubled from 1910-
1966, the black urban population increased from 2.6 million to 14.8 million — a five-fold
increase (Jones 1973). The black population between these years outside of the South
saw an eleven-fold increase — from 880,000 to 9.7 million (Jones 1973). In addition to
ongoing population growth after the Second World War, deviations from the normative
American family structure, that is from the 1950s ideal, would become more apparent
the 1960s. The divorce rate, the proportion of families headed by women, and the rate of
births outside of marriage all increased through this decade and contributedrowtie
in the number of women eligible for AFDC (Moynihan ([1965] 1967, Abramovitz 1996).
This relatively sudden restructuring of socioeconomic, population, and familynsatte
would precipitate a major shift in how people thought of the program. The greater
likelihood that black men and women were discriminated against and economically
marginalized and the increased likelihood that black mothers were uedhdirred in
poverty, or were unemployed increased the number of black women who qualified for
welfare benefits (Abramovitz 1996). As Mimi Abramovitz (1996:320) observed,

the mid-twentieth-century assault [on AFDC] reflected the

program’s declining ability to discipline work and family life

according to the traditional rules, that is, to mediate the ctandic

demand for women's home and market labor, to assure the
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reproduction and maintenance of the labor force, and to sustain

patriarchal arrangements under new and more complex conditions.

Noticing these changes, and making use of them to argue for regressive measures
restructuring the program, Moynihan (1968a) illustrated that in 1948, only 29 percent of
ADC families were black while by 1961, that statistic would increase to 4érgertThe
AFDC program responded by changing, almost abruptly, from a widow’s program t
what in certain important respects became a Negro program” (Moynihan:1968&he
impact these changes had on public perceptions of welfare were detriroetstal t
legitimacy and increased the stigmatization of AFDC mothers. Alsognsibty
represented a break in a chief function of the welfare state. Abramovitz319920)

noted that the increased costs and demographic shifts in the welfare rolls fiiem whi
widows to women of color weakened the capacity of the ADC program to exclude
women regarded as undeserving. “Once women seen as out of role came to dominate the
caseload, racism and sexism made it more difficult to distinguish among wemen a
‘deserving’ and ‘undeserving’ of aid based on their compliance with the fathily’
(Abramovitz 1996:320). This would in essence challenge the credibility of the entir
program.

Frances Fox Piven and Richard A. Cloward ([1971] 1993:123) demonstrated in
their groundbreaking booRegulating the Pootthat “public relief arrangements are
initiated or expanded to cope with serious threats to civil order.” These expansions
themselves constitute a crisis and then, once the apparent threats subsige, faress

restructure the system follows “in the name of reform” (Piven and Cloward [1971]
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1993:343). The expansion of welfare state provisions in the 1960s was an effort by the
system to adjust to the black, largely agricultural workforce which was despénd

moving north (Piven and Cloward [1971] 1993). As programs were expanded to manage
a population which was very much in a socially and economically turbulent state,
demands for reform increased (Piven and Cloward [1971] 1993). This systems-based
framework is very effective at explaining the imperatives of wetage expansion in

terms of meeting the needs of the economic system and ensuring its suiaval

Habermas (1975) observed, in order to avert crises (i.e. unresolved steering pamblem
problems of control), institutions make the adjustments perceived as netedaHity

the demands of the economic system. However, the political system must overcome
problems of securing deference and obedience from the general populatiom{&&aber
1975). Herein lies the necessity of ideological practice, which enables tbe dgs

overcome possible crises of legitimation, i.e. failures to succeed “imairang the

requisite level of mass loyalty while steering imperatives... arégedatirough”

(Habermas 1975:46). As has been pointed out, historically the administration 6f AFD
differed among localities “to accommodate local economic interest” arpptoiately

fit the “varying labor requirements of local economic enterprises” (Pavel Cloward

[1971] 1993:126). There is no doubt that the interests of capital have been protected, but
also welfare state programs have been organized to uphold the structures of both gender
and racial hierarchy (Abramovitz 1996). The ideological support for this mecharssm ha

thus tended to be structured and interwoven with already existing ideology.
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A sort of historical pilot case illustrating the public’s intolerance ofavels
perceived contribution to promoting female sexual immorality and to disguitte
structure of the traditional family was the notorious controversy in 1961 in Ngtybur
New York. This case also gravely illustrated the intensity of white gnaier growing
black populations in the North. It should also be noted that less than a year before this,
the governor of Louisiana had cut twenty-three thousand (mostly Africanidemgr
children from the AFDC rolls (Levenstein 2000). The criteria and rationale feutke
had been that homes with families where children had been born outside of neftaage
receiving AFDC benefits were deemed unsuitable (Levenstein 2000). atdtjnthe
Louisiana cuts, publicly framed as hurting “innocent children,” were repeglétb
federal government (Levenstein 2000:11). However, in Newburgh the City Manager
Joseph Mitchell had blamed the city’s unemployment and economic and industrial
decline on the increase in its African American population (Levenstein 20@like the
Louisiana case which was framed in terms of “starving babies,” Mitbhdlclaimed that
Newburgh’s black welfare mothers were being subsidized for their promisicaitying
the AFDC program as “unwed mother aid” (Levenstein 2000:11). Mitchell’'s proposed
“thirteen-point plan” included capping aid for women who had additional “illegite”
children, time limits for able-bodied recipients, and work requirements — &arf@htures
of contemporary discourse on welfare reform (Levenstein 2000:17). The attitutes of t
public would gradually follow which was reflected in opinion polls through the mid
1960s. It was this issue, widely covered in the print and broadcast media, that in many

ways launched the contemporary welfare debate in the familiar terms noly wide

162



employed — those of promoting work, the traditional family, and personal résitions
The controversy garnered much publicity for welfare, with most of the prgsessing
widespread public support of Mitchell’s plan (Levenstein 2000). According tddhe
York Timedndex, theTimesdedicated more stories to welfare in that year than in the
years before or after, until the surge in 1967 (discussed below), when provisions were
amended to AFDC to encourage work and limit the program’s expansion.

There was a sudden increase in the incidence of coverage of welfare @agram
broadcast and print media in 1967 and 196& York Timetdex 1959-1980;
Vanderbilt Television News Archive 1968-1980). A review oflleav York Timefdex
shows that the number of articles under the subject, “welfare” publishedimike
surged from 278 in 1966 up to 826 in 1968. This increase continued steadily over the
next several years, with the number of articles increasing to 1,176 inN&w&1Y(ork
TimesIindex 1959-1980). This means that between 1960 and 1966, the nunibbeesf
articles each year on welfare averaged 288 compared to an average of 82pmatic
year between 1967 and 19M8efv York Timetdex 1959-1980). There were more
broadcast news stories in 1969 on the major news networks than each of the other four
years, but only with modest decreases each year between 1969 and 1972 (Vanderbilt
Television News Archive 1968-1980). However, there was an apparent explosion in
broadcast news stories in 1969 (based on the analogous data comparing 1968 and 1969)

(Vanderbilt Television News Archive 1968-1980). The increase in stories from the
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period, August-December 1968 to August-December 186§taggering, with a rise
from 22 to 135 respectively (or by 514 percent!) (Vanderbilt Television Newsw&rchi
1959-1980).

The demographic transformations already mentioned along with othercaghifi
trends which were developing at the time and which impacted how the issues surrounding
relief and deservedness were interpreted were intensified byawengrfrequency of
media coverage of welfare. Images of race were used to framacpsp#cts of welfare
in either negative or neutral/ positive connotations. Martin Gilens (1999) observed
popular news magazines’ portrayals of welfare programs and the apparentacseiof r
constructing an evaluative tone for the reader. After 1960, photos illustrating
impoverished blacks were being used at a higher rate than the true proportiok®f blac
among the poor, and beginning in 1965 at an even higher proportion. He observed that
the first spike in reporting on poverty was in 1960, which coincided with the Kennedy
Johnson War on Poverty. During this time, though images of blacks were used
disproportionately, white images were widely used as well (Gilens 1999) 9@, the
year that the Economic Opportunity Act was signed, the proportion of images of blacks
and whites roughly reflected the true proportion in the general population (Gilens 1999)
In the next year, however, photographs showing African Americans were used
disproportionately, and the tone of the articles had conspicuously changed. From 1967
through 1992, blacks averaged 57 percent of the poor people pictured in these three

magazines — about twice the true proportion of blacks among the nation’s poor (Gilens

! Only data for the months August through Decembeeéch year were compared because the archive
only began maintaining such data in August 1968.
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1999). Content of the articles was also increasingly critical, and blackassed to
illustrate inefficiency, welfare abuse, and waste in programs (Gi@98). Images of
whites were used for more neutral representations. In topics for which thetelly
more public sympathy (old-age assistance, hunger, and medical care), @blasogfr
whites were more likely to be featured (Gilens 1999). Topics which gattier li
sympathy (the underclass, urban problems, and welfare fraud) typically usals vis
depicting the black poor. For example, between 1950 and 1992, not one article in these
three periodicals used an image of an African American when discussingeold-a
assistance and 100 percent of the articles pictured blacks when discussing ttlassider
(Gilens 1999). The same tendency was found when compared to broadcast news stories,
with a moderately large correlation (Gilens 1999). Television newsddndxaggerate
the number of African Americans among the poor to a larger extent than did news
magazines (Gilens 1999). For select periods, the largest proportion of blacksttegrese
among the poor in television broadcasts was observed in 1968, the year before the sudden
increase in the number of broadcast news programs covering welfare ometajorks
(Gilens 1999). Gilens had not observed the programming in 1969, but if the content was
consistent with that of the previous year, the public was suddenly inundated by a flurry of
television accounts of poverty and welfare which depicted blacks negatively.

Regarding traditional measures of economic well-being, the story of the 1960s
and 1970s tends to be told in terms of a boom period just after World War Il, especially
in terms of wage growth, which continued until 1973 (Levy 1998; Burtless and Smeeding

2002; Mead 2009). Rising inflation rates had historically been kept in efeepkases
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of economic recession. The 1958-1960 recession was enough to reduce inflation to
below 1 percent and by the early to mid 1960s, the Kennedy-Johnson policies of
Keynesian stimulation steadily reduced unemployment, with the rate dropping to 4.4
percent in 1965 (Levy 1998). Even though unemployment began to climb in 1970,
United States census data show that median family income improved through 1972 when,
adjusted for inflation, it was greater than it had been in 1969 (Levy 1998; Buartiéss
Smeeding 2002). Income inequality is generally shown to have been high during the
1920s, with the richest 5 percent of American families having received aboutcg@tper
of all family income (Levy 1998) Inequality would begin to decline toward the end of
the Great Depression, with the income share of the richest 5 percent of faaihestd
17.5 percent in 1947 and to 15.6 percent in 1969 (Levy 1998). According to US Census
data, inequality was more or less stable through the mid 1970s, and then steadily crept
upward until in 1996 the income share for the richest 5 percent of all families was 20.3
percent, greater than it had been in 1947 (Levy 1998; Burtless and Smeeding 2002).
Frank Levy (1998:38) refers to the period from 1973-1980 as a “quiet depression.”
Median family incomes leveled off, and unemployment continued to climb (US Bureau
of the Census 2008b; Bureau of Labor Statistics). Gini ratios from US Census Bureau
(2008c) data, which is the standard measure for gauging the extent of incométinequa
show that the increase in the disparity of American incomes became pidramed
substantial through these years as well.

Yet, despite the evidence of the conventional measures of economic well-being,

there is evidence which suggest somewhat of a different picture of thie bicidle
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economy of the late 1960s, one in which the solid material grounding which preceded the
economic crisis of the 1970s began to come undone earlier than is often recognized. It
may be more appropriate to think of the late 1960s as the beginning of the quiet
depression, that is to say a kind of muffled rumble before the seismic econdisic shi
which would ensue in the next decade. Vulnerability to anti-welfare ideology, réelive

in large part through racially coded and negatively framed media coveragékaly
heightened as income growth began to slow and the failure of the system to control
poverty became more evident. Slower declines in the poverty rate amongiAfrica
Americans relative to the general population and whites, rising inflationhand t
continued rise in income concentration for the rich (by some measures) atlong w
greater concerns over black militancy created fertile fields in which igealepicting
welfare programs and the poor negatively and simplistically could take roote thérie
certainly was a large amount of public discontent being voiced through the movements of
the day, there were many who were clutching on to the tatters in the effort thv&eep t
social order from unraveling. This is not to say that the trends observed hahsaye
correlated historically to the greater likelihood of an emergence of a dorndeatugy.

They are not. But their conjuncture for this particular historical circumstémat is the
constellation of specific features of the period, had contributed to the eaybssif the
formation of a political culture which became hostile toward government retipbbr
mothers, who made for a comparatively easy target for the public’s ire. Withiphaf he
liberalism’s refusal to advocate for means of subsistence which amhassodified

even though subject to state control, and their defense of existing economic
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arrangements, the problems of poverty and anti-poverty policy were presented in a
manner which located in the behavior of the poor the cause of poverty and the emergent
welfare “crisis.” The growing legitimation crisis associatethwworsening material
conditions was averted partly by expanding benefits and partly by tilejlé&tame onto
the poor. This constructed a symbol of public disdain as well as a mechanism of social
control. It did so along the ideological lines of patriarchy and middle clas® ralitl
affirmation by using the welfare poor as a pariah class, who repedsbietembodiment
of the consequences of deviating from the existing productive and reproductive norm

By the end of the decade, point for point, black poverty would appear to be
decreasing more rapidly than white poverty. For example from 1966 to 1968, black
poverty rates decreased by 6.4 points (from 65.3 percent to 58.9) (US Bureau of the
Census 2008d). That was more than five times the reduction for whites in absolate term
However, expressed as a proportion of total poverty, the total decline for blaclessvas
than 10 percent, while white poverty came down 11.5 percent (US Bureau of the Census
2008d). That does not seem like a large margin of difference, but the years prigr to thi
period must be considered and put in context. The post-war era, except during
recessions, is typically regarded as a period of economic progress andaxpaitisi
wages increasing, poverty lessening, and unemployment rates stagivgiselow.
However, the alleviation of poverty during this period of prosperity was not expsdienc
to the same extent and in the same way by all groups. From 1959 to 1969, poverty rates
for the overall population shrank an astonishing 46.0 percent and 47.5 percent for whites

in particular, while black poverty only fell 17.6 percent (US Bureau of the Census
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2008d). While poverty among African Americans was mitigated during this pérad,
historic wage inequality and economic exploitation in the American labdten
persisted.

This is significant given the American ethic of identifying matesiell-being as
an indicator of personal virtue and worth and the further growing stigma dssogith
receiving welfare benefits. While gini coefficients of US Census dayasbiolw income
concentration and inequality as increasing in the 1970s, other measure anadivadt
income data indicate a different trend. The same US Census data, when dxpresse
term of shares of income reveal that inequality increased consistently1967 to 1980
(Jones Jr. and Weinberg 2000). This was true of households atther@bntile
compared to those at the™@s well as those at the'dpercentile to the mean.
Conceptualized in these terms, wage inequality began to increase (andembid do
S0) beginning in 1967. Beginning in the late 1960s, the most affluent households (those
with income at the 95percentile) had amassed larger shares of income while the share
of those at the bottom quintile (income at th& pércentile) had remained virtually
unchanged in comparison (Jones Jr. and Weinberg 2000).

There has been more than some controversy about how income should be defined.
Public discourse on poverty and inequality has relied on pre-tax, post-tracsiee
based on the Current Population Survey (CPS) data of the US Census Bureau, on which
the information above has also been based. The Social Security Adminig@&2n
data on earnings is a pre-tax and pre-transfer measure, so it excludegeQ®liAvivors

and Disability Insurance benefits from work-generated income. étdé¢ational
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Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) study of employment earnings fromeroenm
and industry workers, a group representing workers historically covergddis/

Security since its inception in 1937 and capturing about 70 percent of American
employees, looked at this SSA data historically (Kopszuk, Saez, and Song 2007). Pre-
transfer income among commerce and industry workers is informativakand |
percentile ratios of CPS data, it also provides a narrative about the histé®yinéome
inequality and material well-being inconsistent with what is repreddnt pre-tax, post-
transfer income data, what is commonly regarded as the basic definitiondora.
Returning to the American identification of virtue with material secusitgjal actors’
develop their own identities and perceptions of self-worth within this context. The
usefulness of the SSA data becomes apparent on two levels. First, whetherhpelople t
of themselves as rich, poor, middle class, working class, etc., as tffaeagmnds on their
income, they do so regardless of how income is supplemented (probably with the
exception of the very rich who often have numerous income streams stemming from
multiple business ventures or investments). So if we want to gauge perceptialls of w
being and economic stability, it would be useful to do so in the same conceptuahrealm
which individual social subjects do so. Second, that morality and integrity correspond
with the notions of self-sufficiency and work in the US is not a secret. Sharidgtthe
from the NBER study historically sheds light on the material seafitvorkers with

annual income earnings above one-fourth of one year's minimum wage for fill-tim
employment in 2004 ($2,575) (Kopszekal.2007). The sample can thus be thought of

historically and theoretically as those who have traditionally been juxddpath
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individuals regarded as morally deficient, lazy, or undeserving of publig, ialiether

words, the “shiftless” and “lazy” who “don’t work for a living.” The mediam@ags of

the commerce and industry workers in the NBER study began to level off in the mid
1960s as opposed to what is suggested by the CPS data for the total population, which
show income increasing through the early 1970s (Kopeizak 2007). Inequality

among these workers has continuously increased since 1953 (Ka@ps#L2007). The
share of income among those who might be regarded as working, lower, lower-middle
and middle clagshas also steadily declined since 1953 (Kops#tuM.2007). The share

of income earned by what may be considered upper-midd|€ vlassers was stable
through the 1950s and early 1960s, but began to fall after the mid 1960s (Kepakuk
2007). The earnings share for the upper-income §rshupwved significant increases.
There is a steady increase in the share of income falling betweer"tha®94'

percentiles, while the share of the richest 1% more than doubles from the mid 1960s to
2000 (from 6-14 percent) (Kopszekal.2007). Among the commercial and industrial
workers in the study, inequality and wage reductions began earlier than idlgenera
measured in the CPS data for the general population. Their wages flattened out
beginning in the mid 1960s and inequality grew through the entire decade. Rercenti
ratios of the CPS data only show overall increases in inequality beginning itethe la

1960s.

2 Income share falling between 0.0 and' @@rcentile.
% Income share falling between the"&nhd 8" percentiles.
* Income falling between the 8%nd 99 percentiles and in the top (10@ercentile.
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Inflation began to increase, as discussed, in the mid 1960s as well. The increase
in inflation indicated (based on 2005 as a reference year) in 1966 was 3 peroenastwi
high as it had been since 1959 (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development 2005). Inflation became quite high, running at 5.5 percent in 1969 and 5.8
percent in 1970, the highest it would be until the “supply shock” inflation of 1973
onward. The 1960s dollar squeeze from inflation caused by increased military
involvement in Vietnam by the US, the flattening out of wages for many US \go et
greater concentration of income for the rich had presaged in the 1960s the coming

economic troubles of the following decade and onward.

What do Opinion Surveys Tell Us?

Relying on survey data to make substantive historical claims about complex
political and social phenomena runs the risk of inferring a conclusive outcome when none
exists. As Mills (1953:x) warned, efforts at rigid quantification “break dowtt tand
falsity into such fine particles that we cannot tell the difference betweem't
However, survey data, situated in their proper context and with careful critical
gualifications can present a piece of a narrative which provides a bettertandiexg of
how attitudes and opinions are structured and informed. Intrinsic to the shiftinlg socia
and economic reality discussed in the previous section was the context in which the
politics of the welfare state were presented and interpreted. It {zacatively
uncomplicated to track the themes and narratives about poverty, public relief, and

individual worthiness which appeared increasingly in the 1960s and draw &lparall
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between them and the field of common sense as it pertained to these matters.
Investigating and correlating the social, political, and economic patternyvetbser

actual opinions or public perceptions in relation to welfare, poverty, and work diaeing
period under consideration is much more complicated. Gallup poll data have their
limitations, as do survey techniques in general. However, survey data on welfare
programs and poverty do tell a story and can be tracked over time if surveyrigems a
consistently structured and offered year-to-year on administered surleg<Gallup

poll replicated some questions each year, enabling the building of timefeeries

particular survey items (Smith 1985). The Most Important Problem (MliR)ateit

appears on the Gallup Poll has appeared on surveys since 1935 (Smith 1985). As Smith
(1985) notes, the time series allows for the analysis of long-term trends in quiblizn

as well as short-term consequences to specific events. The MIP questienGailtip

poll is constructed as an open-ended question, with the respondent asked to identify what
he/ she sees as the most important problem facing the country/ nation today. A
detrimental consequence of this configuration of the MIP question is that evieg duri

times when welfare may have been regarded quite unfavorably by much of the
population, the capturing of the public’s attention by, say, rising gas prices in 1973,
would have understated the level of public discontent expressed about welfare programs
So, with the tendency of a few big events to monopolize public perceptions, rates at
which welfare was identified on this item tended to be limited, never represerineg

than 5.25 percent of respondents on a particular survey (Roper Center Public Opinion
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Archives 1959-1980). That being said, there was variation over time whichpoordes
to important socioeconomic trends.

Noticeable intervals where welfare was identified as the most inmpgntablem
seemed to follow periods where median incohines! either slowed in growth or
decreased in real dollars. During the periods 1961-1962, 1970-1971, and 1974-1977
there was a visible rise in responses on the Gallup poll which identified evatfdahe
most important problem (see Figure 1) (Roper Center Public Opinion Archives 1959
1980). The increase from 1961-1962 directly followed a period where median incomes
for commerce and industry workers remained flat (negligible increaskedhe latter two
periods correspondingly followed intervals where median incomes had diminidked.
incomes were steadily rising between 1962 and 1967, welfare had not been identified as
the most important problem facing the nation. It is probable that welfare wei$iéde
in 1960, 1961, and 1962 in part because of the success of Goldwater and his 1960 best
selling book,The Conscience of a Conservatared the highly publicized controversies
which took place in Louisiana and Newburgh, New York.

Income and poverty are intrinsically related, so too are poverty and infla&sn.
US involvement in Vietnam increased in 1965, the Johnson Administration chose to
increase deficit spending rather than raise taxes for an unpopular warl@@8)y The
short-run consequences of this option was a stimulated economy with faster economic

growth and lower unemployment rates, but it set the course for persistatioimflThis

® “Median incomes” indicates median pre-transfer prestax incomes for commerce and industry workers
from the Social Security Administration data. Te&ta are available from Kopszekal.2007 (see
References).
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created a war expenditure bubble in which increasing inflation did not exert its usual
detrimental effect on adjusted wages and thus did not increase pover(yexe$998;

US Bureau of the Census 2008d; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development 2005). Family poverty decreased somewhat rapidly from 1965 to 1969 and
inflation steadily increased during that time (see Figure 2). Howewen, 1969 to 1980,

the poverty rate was correlated to inflation in a fairly symmetredationship (US

Bureau of the Census 2008d). From 1969-1970, increasing inflation precipitated an
increase in poverty, while the period between 1970 and 1972 saw reductions in inflation
correspond to greater reductions in poverty for those years (Organisatiecofiomic
Co-operation and Development 2005; US Bureau of the Census 2008d). This
symmetrical relationship would continue, putting traditional economic utacheliag

back on its feet. Measuring fluctuating poverty this way permits the uadénsg of

periods where the system has failed to reduce poverty and the correspocdimgnoes
where welfare was considered an important problem among the populace, as a function
of inflation (see Figure 3). Welfare was more likely considered an impgntailem
following years where the system had either seen smaller reduictitirespoverty rate or
poverty had worsened. There was no reduction in the poverty rate between 1960and
1961, and during the following year welfare was identified as the most impprédoiem

by a modest number of respondents. Toward the latter 1960s, welfare was comsidered
important problem in 1968, following a relatively small reduction in poverty, 3.4 percent
in 1967 from 15.1 percent in 1966 (US Bureau of the Census 2008d). Accordingly,

welfare was more likely identified as the most important problem from 1968 to 1970,
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from 0.5 percent to 1.5 percent, but increased appreciably to just below 5.0 percent in
1971, the year after poverty increased for the first time in over a decade (Foper

Public Opinion Archives 1959-1980; US Bureau of the Census 2008d). Poverty would
again remain unchanged between 1973 and 1974 and would increase in 1975, from 8.8
percent in 1974 to 9.7 percent in 1975, representing over a 10 percent increase in poverty
that year (US Bureau of the Census 2008d). This was the largest increase ingraverty
thus the largest failure of the system to reduce poverty during the perededbsntil

1980. Following the same pattern, welfare was identified as the most importantproble
at a significantly higher rate, from a meager .29 percent in 1974 to nearlyedtparc

1976 and over 5 percent in 1977 (Roper Center Public Opinion Archives 1959-1980; US
Bureau of the Census 2008d).

The frequency of print and broadcast reports on welfare seemed to correspond to
the likelihood of welfare being identified as an important problem between 1959 and
1980. No accounting of the effect of media on the political culture can be completely
exhaustive or show a direct relationship to opinion. The quantity of print medréstepo
as reflected by the frequency of articles under the subject categogjfafe in theNew
York Timesappeared to be more concurrent to the incidence of respondents identifying
welfare as the most important problem in the 1960-1962 and 1968-1973 intervals (see
Figure 4) New York Timetdex 1959-1980; Roper Center Public Opinion Archives
1959-1980). From 1975 to 1979, the identification of welfare as the most important
problem appears to have been more consistent with the distribution of broagaast ne

programs on the topic (see Figure 5) (Roper Center Public Opinion Archives 1959-1980;
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Vanderbilt Television News Archive 1968-1980). This is possibly explainablehindfg
the moderate decline in readership of daily newspapers during this time@r8m
percent in 1964 to 68.5 percent in 1977/1978 and the corresponding increase in television
viewing hours per home per day and the increase in the number of TV sets per household
during the same time interval (Newspaper Association of America 2004; Tefevisi
Bureau of Advertising 2008). This being said, there does seem to be a correspondence of
welfare being considered a serious problem by the public and the frequency of media
representations. While not a complete review of all representations ofenalfaedia
between these years, it is an informative snapshot providing context to the enaironme
which values on this topic were formed.

As stated, survey methods are not without serious problems. While providing the
advantage of making available trend data over time on public attitudes on wwedfare t
most important problem question on the Gallup poll has its deficiencies. The stridicture o
the survey item likely understated negative public attitudes toward wetiféee s
programs. Modest rates of respondents identifying welfare as the MIP plaesikdjed
larger waves of ideological opposition to it, not unlike the tips of icebergs indicating
massive structures under the surface of the water obscuring their trogut@g As in
icy seas, at times the tips are not even visible. While there were istaitfalow or no
responses naming welfare as the most important problem, it certainly doesarothat
it was by and large regarded favorably by the public or that negativeletitd welfare
were not pervasive. Surveys which addressed welfare directly are infanmathis

respect. When respondents were given preset choices reflectingdalierable or
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unfavorable opinion of welfare programs their responses seemed to indicate a negative
shift in public attitudes as the decade progressed (see Figure 6). A pinodartion of
respondents expressed that “too much was spent on welfare” in 1961 and 1964 at 19 and
20 percent respectively (Roper Center Public Opinion Archives 1959-1980). It should be
noted that 1964 was a year when no respondents identified welfare as the pooistim
problem (Roper Center Public Opinion Archives 1959-1980). In 1966 and 1969, the
proportion of respondents reflecting a negative attitude toward welfageapte was

more than double that of 1961 and 1964. The questions had slightly different phrasing
and showed 44 and 45 percent expressing an unfavorable opinion of welfare respectively
(Roper Center Public Opinion Archives 1959-1980). The latter year, 1969, followed a
year with a surge in both print and broadcast media coverage on theNewiY brk
TimesIndex 1959-1980; Vanderbilt Television News Archive 1968-1980). The 1964

poll featured in Figure 6 also revealed massive public espousal of the morakhvork e

and suspicion of the ethical faculties of those on relief (Roper Center Publio®pini
Archives 1959-1980). When asked if they favor or oppose specific reform plans, 83.8
percent favored reforming welfare so that all men who are physicadyraldt work and

75.6 percent favored capping the benefits of large families at the level which would be
earned at available wages (Roper Center Public Opinion Archives 1959-1980). Another
open ended question on the same survey inquired about overall feelings toward welfare
and relief programs; 21.7 percent expressed that some recipients takiagevd the

program and that it should only be available to those who truly need it (Roper Center

Public Opinion Archives 1959-1980). A small proportion, 5.5 percent, reported that it
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destroys initiative, it breeds laziness, and more recipients should go out and wornk (Rope
Center Public Opinion Archives 1959-1980). In an August 1965 Gallup poll, nearly 8
percent identified among problems of the Democratic Party its supposatyketoward
socialism/ ultra-liberalism, support for welfare, and radicalism (RopeteZ Public

Opinion Archives 1959-1980). While this number seems small, it is somewhat
astonishing that 1 in 12 respondents would attribute such a platform to the Democratic
Party, given that the year before it had nominated the incumbent Lyndon Johnson, a
Democrat known for his conservatism, to run against Barry Goldwater in the ptedide
election. Perhaps the harsh conservative rhetoric coming out of the Goldwapaigra

and the fusionist and grassroots conservatives who supported him were making an
imprint on the public consciousness.

Not only do these survey trends construct a historical context for changing value
on welfare through the 1960s, but observing the way study designers grouped the
responses to the most important problem question over time demonstrated the changing
climate in which attitudes toward the issue were formed. Respondents whoedentifi
welfare as the MIP in the early 1960s represented a very small proportespohdents
and were likely influenced by some well known and greatly publicized incidents which
politicized and framed the issue in terms of race, moral values, and the work ethi
Surveyors grouped the welfare response with Social Security and povekiygma
unclear weather those seeing it as the most important problem facing the dodisty
because they problematized welfare itself and its beneficesiaadeserving or saw

welfare programs as stingy and inadequate and were sympathetic towaishtec As
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the right to relief was increasingly challenged through the decagelicy analysts and

elected officials, the welfare responses were grouped within categuriesive of other
negative responses — those which indicated phenomena widely considered ddttonent
society. To clarify, it can safely be assumed that responses thatiédejutifenile

delinquency as the most important problem did not reflect that the public felt theere wa

not enough delinquency but rather that there was too much. Responses of social security
or aid to the elderly or disabled indicated that respondents felt not enough waddien

for those populations. As the decade progressed, welfare undoubtedly acquired a
negative connotation when identified as the MIP. Consider that 35 percent of survey-
takers responded to an item in 1961 that not enough is spent on welfare for the poor
compared to 18 percent in 1964, even though the two years were statisticallyeha sam
terms of responses that too much was being spent (Roper Center Public Opinion Archives
1959-1980). On a few surveys in 1967 and 1968, the welfare MIP response was grouped
with responses identifying big government as the most important problem. tgltima
welfare framed as “too much welfare” was grouped as its own categodifysog it as a
problem unto itself.

Anti-welfare ideology would come to take hold as the 1960s advanced. The
consequences which would be so important were not that a general consensus had formed
in opposition to welfare but a more consistent idea structure pertaining syevedd
emerged across groups within the population (Bennett 1973). Many had written that the
1950s had signaled the decline of severe ideological polarities (see discusbmfeol

of ideology thesis,” the vital center, and the proto-neoconservatives in thehagtér).
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However, attitudes on welfare would become more polarized in the 1960s, spedifically
1964 and 1968, indicating that there was less of a consensus than in the decade before
(Converse 1964; Bennett 1973). In fact, Bennett (1973:559) found that the consistency
of public attitudes on the issue were as “tightly constrained” in the mid-agsdlB60s

as they were for congressional elites in the late 1950s, indicating that tievgagl
developing more “coherent,” “well thought out,” and “firmly held” beliefs on tpa

than in the previous decade (Bennett 1973:549). Those with the greatest and least
education held the most consistent views in the two years analyzed by E&8r8jtin

the 1960s. Relatively consistent attitudes were also found among those with low-,
moderate-, and high-interest in public affairs, with more coherence of ioheag) dhe
low-interest and high-interest groups in 1968. When looking at people with varying
levels of “opinion leadership,” Bennett (1973:567) categorized subjects into two groups,
the “silent majority” or “inarticulates” and “opinion leaders” or the i@artate minority.”
There are glaring conceptual and typological problems here. However, $sinbesehés

results were informative. While Bennett’s (1973:567) “silent majogtguping showed
slightly less consistency than that of the “opinion leader” group, consistexscgiot

“totally lacking” among the silent majority. This group demonstrated numsistency

of ideas than the entire cross section in a comparable 1958 analysis and nearly as muc
the “congressional elite” in the earlier study (Converse 1964; Bennett 19731666).
appears the “inarticulates” comprising the silent majority in the 1960sma@ne

articulate and engaged socially and politically than is often rezedriBennett

1973:566-567). This coherence of ideas among the divergent groups in his study was
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accounted for by Bennetta the Goldwater campaign and his appeal to populist elements
of American society. This is certainly correct, but the gradual rafigaof the issues

along racial, ethnic, and cultural themes by conservative as well asesbldzdlral social

and cultural critics and policy intellectuals plus the reverberation o thesnes through

the societyvia an increasing number of broadcast and print media representations must
be considered as well.

The shifting values discussed above on welfare and related public issues throug
the 1960s have been presented here, in terms of both their material and ideological
situatedness. The data do not represent causal or one-to-one relationships among
variables. Rising inflation and poverty rates as well as the leveling out dintedec
earnings among commerce and industry workers contributed economic conditions in
which feelings of material security and well-being were reduceducim sonditions,
ideology becomes affixed to everyday thoughts and practices. This insecurity and
uncertainty about the future was well articulated in a 196 article outlining the
results of a LIFE Harris Poll exploring public perceptions about risingtiofi and the
end of the “affluent society” (McGinniss 1969:20). It described a “bitterrega'essed
by 63 percent of respondents that “until something is done, ...there will be continued
deep resentment of a system which leaves most families with a gnawinigaftea
lifetime of work will lead only to an impoverished old age” (McGinniss 1969:25). This
was at a time when according to CPS data, wage growth was continuing steadily (

1998; Burtless and Smeeding 2002). Both capturing and, to an extent, contributing to the
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ire of the silent majority and the pressure felt from the demographic, emraomd
social changes taking place, the article explained that

What emerges most starkly from the poll, in Harris’ wordsais

portrait of a silent, unblack, unurban, unaffluent America in

seething revolt.” Moreover, the heart of that potential revealiss

the heart of ‘Nixon country’: skilled wage-earners and the

property-owning middle-income groups — white, respectable,

suburban and small town. They are convinced that big business

and the rich are getting away with murder in exploiting tax

loopholes and subsidies. Many people are equally convinced that

the poor are boondoggling on relief payments. In both cases they

feel the middle class is bearing the brunt of others’ greed or

laziness (McGinniss 1969:20).
One of the most pernicious ideologies to surface from these circumstaascésaiv
which created an object of blame in the form of the alleged shiftless anddiaye
poor. Inthe passage above, the welfare poor were ascribed as the cause for the
burgeoning economic crisis along with the corporate elite. While 70 percent of the
participants of the LIFE Harris Poll identified the cost of the war innéiet as a cause of
the rising inflation rates, 51 percent identified union wage demands and 40 percent
attributed welfare and relief payments to climbing inflation (McG®A869). In years
to come, capital would prevail over its temporary crisis of legitimacy avnacate

strongly for regressive reforms in relief payments to the poor, while wat&mng would
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increasingly become stigmatized. In the early 1960s, conservativesongioif the

welfare state still generally followed libertarian reasoning and saexip@nded role of
government in ensuring the economic well-being of its citizens as a desfietisien of

its powers over individual liberty. The consequences of welfare programs omuadivi
behavior, morality, and ambition were touched on only peripherally. These themes and
the coded references and indictments of culture and the supposed pathology of the black
family would arise in the literature of liberal policy analysts. Mangynfarprogressives

and leftists comprised this liberal conglomeration and they, their ideatheapdlitics

they advocated would ultimately emerge as the early incarnation of neaairsser

Their hostile response to the more progressive demands of the civil righeseravand
emphasis on behavioral features of poverty cohered with many who had fietite sil
majority profile and further solidified the individual as the main bearer pbresbility

for the level of material well-being in which he or she lived. Some of théhkayes and

leading ideas of this group’s literature are presented in the follashiagter.
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-Chapter 6: “Mugged by Reality”-

Introduction

In aNational Revievarticle appearing in the fall of 1959, John Chamberlain
wrote:

Today we are at the beginning of another murky era, which differs

from that of the fifties in that it does not promise civil wdihere

will be overblown battles about civil rights that will halt progres

in civil rights. There will be quarrels about who should pay for

schools and roads, the locality or the federal government.

Meanwhile, nobody will quite know what “liberalism” is. This

gives the conservative and the libertarian their chance: dasate

politics becomes a teeter-totter affair, the conservative and the

libertarian can go about their business of building voluntary

associations to solve their problems (Chamberlain 1959:392).
As self-proclaimed liberals were moving in the direction of a “mild” coretesm, it did
in fact become a murky era for progressivism where the meaning andspaofiti
liberalism were ambiguous and increasingly less intelligible. Theifgr of an outright
and open conservative coalition of varying figures and organizations withelidesss is
significant in the historical development of contemporary conservative ideadagy a

relates to the role of government in alleviating poverty, inequality, anedaksues.
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The softening of mainstream liberalism and its ultimate integration oy c@rservative
ideas concerning these matters is perhaps more important in this respect.

It was self-described liberals who had become “deradicalized” and had campose
the original intellectual formation which was known as neoconservatism, though most of
these intellectuals continued (and in some cases still continue) to descriseltesnas
liberal (Steinfels 1979; Kristol 1995). Prior to addressing the welfare statenanner
sure to contribute to the sullying of its social and political credibility,ghosip was
posturing itself in an adversarial way against the radical student movementvaneile
In a familiar process of intellectual and political metamorphosis, mang themselves
former socialists, Trotskyites, and Marxists of varying sorts who would become
disenchanted and in a position of fierce opposition to international and domestic
communism. Norman Podhoretz (1968:289), who would take over as editor of
Commentaryn 1960, stated that “In the early fifties, the two main intellectual organs of
the hard anti-Communism which had its roots on the Left rather than the Right were
Commentaryand theNew Leadef The hard anti-Communism of this soft liberalism and
its hostility towards radicalism and dissensus politics of all sorts would somata
itself in to an analysis of the welfare state which would evaluate prognaiersn of their
consistency with institutional imperatives. Some, like the community actommngms
implemented in the War on Poverty, would be criticized as socially disruptive or as
exacerbating perceived social and political crises in the late 1960s. Thencaibcet
the social and cultural effects of welfare state provisions, which were@thamthe

early 1960s during the second explosion in US poor relief policy, became expressed more
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prominently in the second half of that decade. Prior to that, a broad coalition of
advocates, welfare professionals, both private and public, and activists consistiag of
poor and non-poor had helped to frame the issue of poverty and public assistance in an
environmental and family context (Piven and Cloward [1971] 1993; Danziger and
Haveman 2002; Mittlestadt 2005). As the story goes, the controversial Michael
Harrington bookThe Other Americaand the poverty witnessed by John F. Kennedy
during his campaign tour inspired the presidential candidate to do something about it. To
a considerable extent, even though support would decline through the decade, the public
seemed supportive of existing benefits and even willing to see programs expknded.
1961, over two thirds of those who responded to a Gallup poll item, that welfare
expenditures were either “about right” or “not enough,” with 33 percent responding “not
enough.” (Roper Center Public Opinion Archives 1959-1980). Support for welfare

would decline somewhat by 1964, with just over half of respondents replying that
expenditures were “about right” or “not enough,” with 18 percent responding “not
enough” (Roper Center Public Opinion Archives 1959-1980).

The Economic Opportunity Act was signed into effect in 1964 which represented
the execution of the Johnson Administration’s declaration of War on Poverty. Into the
late 1950s and through the 1960s, narratives exploiting patriarchal, white fear and
explanations for poverty which emphasized personal, moral behavior were gmergin
This was especially so in the work of intellectuals like Daniel Patrickiih@an and
others who reinforced the “culture of poverty” argument. By the late 1960s, such

narratives began to acquire academic credibility. This was in part bebauselfare
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rolls had been shifting demographically and AFDC had been visibly transformed from a
program for white widows to one for women of color and unwed mothers (Moynihan
1968a; Abramovitz 1996). Policy analysis was increasingly averse to sdnisira@nd
geared toward highlighting behavioral attributes of the poor, which contributed to the
enactment of welfare legislation which was disciplinary and oriented towards
encouraging work (Moynihan 1968a; Abramovitz 1996).

In the early 1960s, access to government aid was regarded by many aarpecess
given the ebb and flow of the market as well as its failure to ensure subsisteaite
even when the economy was booming. The beginning of the decade saw the
reaffirmation of the idea that with the right elements, government policy cakd e
difference in reducing poverty in America (Danziger and Haveman, 20023ct|n f
poverty in America decreased sharply with the implementation of expandedevatite
programs under the War on Poverty (Burtless and Smeeding 2002; Scholz and Levine
2002; Danziger and Haveman 2002). However, concern was growing about AFDC, and
the Social Security Amendments in 1967 would have provisions attached which
Moynihan (1968a) called the “first purposively punitive welfare legstatn the history
of the American national government” and arguably “the first deliberditeiail rights
measure of the present era.” Its regressiveness notwithstanding, he and many of
contemporaries regarded the measure as prudent since it addressed the supposed
behavioral problems of poor mothers, encouraged work, and brought attention to the
growing “crisis in the American welfare system” (Moynihan [1965] 1967yhittan

1968a:4). The desertion of liberalism by the early neocons and the weakening of the
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ideological and political left helped further ingrain and broaden the power of catiger

ideas in intellectual and political discourse on welfare state policy.

A “Mild” Conservatism

The mid-century, liberal politics of compromise and appeasement were well
articulated and anticipated in Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.’s concept of the “eritrg’
which came to accurately characterize the mainstream left in Aangpolitics. It's
embracing of anti-communism and denouncement of radical popular movements
weakened the American left and helped destabilize liberal opposition tovtHfesienist
conservatism. This movement of the left toward the (center-) right opened therway f
the embracing of many conservative principles by so called Americandibériae
effects of this transformation extended far ahead through history and its leghcy
become evident with the signing of the Welfare Reform Bill in 1996. Bob Dole=dlleg
complained that Clinton was stealing his issues during the 1996 presidentialgggmpa
these measures advocated by Clinton included toughening criminal justtge palting
taxes, and rolling back welfare (Holian 2004). The tempering of polititalitrable
progressive discourse, or the construction of the “vital center” concept, ialdor@ny
discussion of the American political culture in general and as it pertaihe tvelfare
state. This concept was an early expression of political surrender for greigrasout
of which the end of ideology position was later developed by Danieldall,
Schlesinger took for granted a New Deal-style pragmatic liberaisd called for

continued compromise between conservatives and radicals (Schlesing&848] ([
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1988). After the Second World War, he argued that “Americans began to rediscover the
great tradition of liberalism... the tradition of a reasonable responsibility @lotitics

and a moderate pessimism about man” (Schlesinger, Jr. ([1949] 1988:165). With the
threat of communism, which he equated to a Stalinist, totalitarian dictatorship, the
sensible New Dealer is juxtaposed with the short-sighted “doughface miwgtes
(Schlesinger, Jr. ([1949] 1988:160). The New Dealer was a “doer” who understood that
man is far from perfect while the doughface was a “wailer” whose najftets led him

or her to being “the willing accomplice of Communism” (Schlesinger, Jr. ([1949]
1988:160). Political compromise required “a sense of humility” to preserve “deimocra
politics” (Schlesinger ([1949] 1988:174). This arrangement required that the congervati
does not “identify a particulatatus quawith the survival of civilization” and that the

radical recognize that his or her opposition is often self-indulgent and dogmatic
(Schlesinger, Jr. ([1949] 1988:174). “Compromise” he asserted, “is the strategy of
democracy” (Schlesinger, Jr. ([1949] 1988:174).

Schlesinger (1998:184) argued that much more can be done to ensure “essential
standards” in “education, housing, and medical care,” as had already been done for
unemployment insurance and Social Security. On the other hand, he argued that “the
state mushot place its main reliance on a static program of welfare subsidies” and “nor
should it put much stock in the interminable enterprise of government regulation”
(Schlesinger, Jr. ([1949] 1988:184 [author’s italics]). This argument for a provision of
measured guarantees of the public good and preservation of competition and free

enterprise along with calls for the toning down of rhetoric among progressotds
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mention radicals, exposes its own naiveté. The “vital center” argumenéemtdetish
of political centrism, which would become so prominent in years-to-comeneBaiand
Accuracy in Reporting (FAIR) has accurately referred to a “cémtdeslogy” with

regard to the media (Cohen 1989). The essential feature of this fetish isstimagren
of a fixed political and ideological center and that those at the political tabhe, bot
reformers and representatives of capital, are equally bound by its pasantéberever,
with one side having greater power in defining or constructing this center,isliffts
political climate can take place less conspicuously. Even if there is aermsa that the
political climate and field of public opinion is changing, transformed principles and
beliefs which come to constitute the ruling ideology acquire an edifice of ntedesa
and thus they are presumed stable and correct, i.e. “centrist,” “balancéugderate.”
They come to compose their own objective being and rightness by virtue dotagion
in the political center and perceived independence from the conditions in whiclighey a
constructed.

Schlesinger’s vital center and his disparagement of radicalism ateititee
neoconservatism of political figures like Moynihan and members of the group known as
the New York Intellectuals who had steadily retreated from theiakand intellectual
progressivism. This group included writers like Bell, Irving Kristol, anthiia Glazer.
The vital center position for anti-poverty policy articulated a necefsitymited
government provisions but shied away from any type of substantial social wage or
income guaranteeThe New American Righa collection of essays edited by Bell and

published in 1955 was expressly anti-populist and pro-consensus. It was revised and
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updated in 1963 aBhe Radical RightIn addition to Bell, Glazer, and Seymour Martin
Lipset, contributors included Talcott Parsons and Peter Viereck. The proto-
neoconservative members of the New York group (most of whom continued to regard
themselves as liberals) were specifically active in journaldikmmentaryThe Public
Interest and theNew York Review of Booksd would eventually reject political
populism and cultural radicalism. The New Left, welfare rights movemestital
student movement, and black freedom movement all became targets for its weak kneed
authority-adoring, conservative liberal indignation. For example, support fouuthenss
at Berkeley who rebelled against the school’'s administration was prebgrddzer
(1965a:93) as the result of a “disturbed and frightened” faculty; welfars aghbcates
were cast by Moynihan (1968a:20) as instigating a “crisis to bring dawltble
system” to an “apocalyptic and purifying ruin;” and Kristol (1968) langtiat the
concept of democracy as popular participation through political methods of ditiect a
was an ideology propagated by the New Left. While describing his own pérepct
social change and democracy, poet and author George P. Elliott (1970) accurately
captured the character of this liberalism teetering on the brink obAraic and
reactionary politics. Contemptuously he condemned “self-proclaimed rerotis”
who “provoke from authority” violence and tyranny, describing himself as a
“conservative liberal,” who still believes in “representative democraouygh to accept
our oligarchical version of it” (Elliott 1970:72).

Prominent arguments in the work of these early neoconservatives included the

contention that the left tended to overstate the extent of injustice, inequaditsag@sm,
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the privileging of the traditional family and other established sociatutiens, and the
critique of the New Left/ radicalism. In addition, the espousal of the eubfupoverty
thesis, an uneasiness with equality of result as a civil rights and wettgslicy
objective, and an emphasis on the concept of welfare dependency highlighted &he liber
departure from understanding social position and hierarchy in terms of clastenasti
group politics; increasingly it relied on analysis which was centered amrealhd
behavior. In short, a tradition of social criticism emerged that sought teceditention
and culpability from concerns with regard to oppression, social conflict, and pbeeky
on to what they considered idealistic and irresponsible social activisngahsozd
communities, family instability, cultural barriers to motivation, and indigld
dependency. A soft progressivism was maintained. Members of this group scorned
McCarthy as an enemy of cultural freedom, opposed the Vietham war, andcdiltori
defended the philosophical foundations of the New Deal. However, they tended to
advocate a participation in democracy and social programs which was m@aahel aitet
too adversarial. Advocacy for methods of politics or particular causes whrehteo far
beyond thestatus quaor too inconsistent with white, middle class values was often
regarded as self indulgent, short-sighted, naive, or ideological. €nsof welfare state
programs, of the welfare rights movement, and of the so called “negro problene,” whi
containing an air of “being honest about race,” was often itself suffused wité rahial
guilt and anxiety. This constituted a fetish of tepid politics which dictatdhe center
was the place to be. While being its own form of ideology, this trend in political and

social analysis was touted as “knowing-what-one-is-talking-aboutf &8l Kristol
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1965:4). Anything seen as too far on the fringe was portrayed with a tendency t
“preconceive reality” or propose “prefabricated interpretatiorexwting social realities”
(Bell and Kristol 1965:4). While Bell and Kristol (1965) claimed to want to avoid such
gaffes, this group tended to simply replace what they regarded asthlerjpated
interpretations of radicalism with their own ideological framework. Moynihan (2969:
fearful of what would result from the challenging of traditional socialtutgins by the
various radical movements, warned that the majority of Americans sensedigesoe
of an authoritarian society “and they fear it.” In an almost hysterical henepntinued,

Concern for personal safety on the part of city dwellers has

become a livgpolitical fact, while the reappearance — what, praise

God, did we do to bring this upon ourselves? — of a Stalinoid

rhetoric of apocalyptic abuse on the left, and its echoes on the

right, have created a public atmosphere of anxiety and portent that

would seem to have touched us all (Moynihan 1969:4 [author’s

italics]).

As many of the proto-neoconservatives made the gradual political anddtuall
transformation from left to right or, as Glazer (1970:74) described it, ga@ngbeing a
“mild radical” to a “mild conservative,” their level of public exposure andigrice was
expanding. Moynihan (1968b:20) noted that the War on Poverty in the early 1960s —
“rather like the war in Vietham — was pre-eminently the work of intellectuals
specifically those liberal, policy-oriented intellectuals who gathered ishiigton.”

President Kennedy was an important figure in allowing intellectuals taypésager role
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in shaping public policy (Moynihan 1968b). Moynihan (1968b:20) observed that
“beyond these essentially political influences, there arose at the isagnant element of
intellectual influence, deriving from the world of little magazines ancelargversities
of the kind that abound on the Eastern seaboard.” In just what ways their intellectual
contributions and political efforts shaped the “intellectual atmosphere” islesdibed
by Steinfels (1979:6).

Daniel Bell writes a book, and a syndicated columnist appropriates

its theses for his Bicentennial musings. Irving Kristol derides

‘new class’ of liberal intellectuals for its snobbish attituoledrd a

business civilization, and Mobil Oil incorporates this idea in its

public relations advertising. Alexander Bickel, Yale Law School

professor, writes an article on the failure of school integration i

the North, and a White House aide refers to it twice in a 1970

memo to Nixon arguing that ‘the second era of Re-Construction is

over; the ship of integration is going down; it is not our ship... and

we ought not to be aboard’ (Steinfels 1979:6).
Similarly, the sentiment that welfare state programs have faitelgdieto migrate from
proto-neoconservative policy analysis and social commentary to the speéethected
officials and syndicated columns of intellectuals with an ideological platfSteinfels
1979).

The chief target for the proto-neocons was the New l@fimmentanhad

published the work of numerous writers of various political orientations, but by 1960,
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Norman Podhoretz would take over as editor and launch “a frontal assault against the
New Left, the counterculture, and all their pomps and works” (Steinfels 1979:5). Key
liberal figures were moving toward the right but were expressly crioahat they
deemed “the radical right” or the “pseudo-conservative revolt” (HofstfbiRés]

2008:75). However, the shift in the right’'s image and the burgeoning neoconsenfatism
Bell, Trilling, Glazer,et al. became visible in the mood and style of numerous articles in
liberal journals of opinion. While the 1955 edition of Bell's (2008 [1955]:71,TH&)

New American Rightiewed McCarthyism as one of the “ugly excesses” of new social
divisions “created by status anxieties of new middle-class groups,” congerand
consensus were celebrated as “the saving glory” of politics in the US. ©#spit
celebration (and ideology) of consensus, the essays in the book implicitly warn of the
tendency for the conversion of issues into ideologies (Bell [1955] 2008). While these
liberals were taking much care to not be “ideological” or “excessive £dhsciously
ideological right was able to transform the Republican Party into a degisivel
conservative party and the conservative intellectual movement into one whobdsee
less outdated and more dynamic and sophisticated. The preface to the 1963 edition of
Bell's collection warned that though McCarthyism was a passing phenonidren,
deeper-running social currents of a turbulent mid-century Americeg wv@oint of
significant concern (Bell [1955] 2008:Ixxviii). In 19®ational Reviewwhich was
unwaveringly and unapologetically pro McCarthy) noticed the conservatwngs of
these so called liberals. M. Stanton Evans (1967:6) observed that several figures

associated with the left, like Bell and Glazer, were “expressing thematiaatment with
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the doctrine of centralizing authority” and directing criticism “at dpetailures of the
welfare state.” He observed “the emergence of an expanding body off ditvécesm
skeptical of big government, hostile to bureaucracy, and unhappy about the way federal
welfare schemes have been developing” (Evans 1967:6). One might wondersif Bell’
consensus was partially realized when Evans (1967:6) euphorically inflatiedal
Reviewreaders that “the new consensus, cutting across ideological lines” is among
“philosophical conservatives and disgruntled liberals, and the common theme is a
concern for the autonomy and integrity of the individual in combat with the leviathan.”
He continued that liberals like Lionel Trilling and Daniel Bell had cooneriticize
“various aspects of the big-government welfare ethic” and saw “that kkeedrpower is
dangerous to freedom” (Evans 1967:6).

The chorus of proto-neoconservative voices coming to prominence emanated
from prestigious universities and journals of opinion. They were uncomfortableheith t
actions of the Student Non-Violent Coordinating Committee (SNCC) and Campus
Congress of Racial Equality (CORE) at Berkeley in 1964. The emerging
neoconservatives felt personally affronted by the Student’'s Afro-AareBociety (SAS)
and Students for Democratic Society (SDS) activities at Columbia in 196& wieHfare
mothers who were organized by the Poverty Rights Action Center and the National
Welfare Rights Organization, who indignantly staged a wait-in during &®@ept 1967
Senate Finance Committee hearing where they were seemingly snublzedegreas
carrying out an extreme response to well-meaning and benevolent legislatis

wavering liberalism was an establishment liberalism, fearful thatithkenges
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confronted by the establishment could effectively and radically resteuittarinstitutions

of traditional power in which they had benefited (Coser [1973] 1974). This (proto-
neoconservative) liberalism was a distinctly white, American literaéind desperately
tried to shed its critical orientation in favor of an unwavering and rosy pencet
institutions, power, and authority. It grappled with and pondered the so called Negro
problem, urban poverty, democracy, and social change, and increasingly came to feel
betrayed and let down by movements for racial and social justice. The |gevéten
patronizingly discounted the efforts of blacks, progressives, and radicals,tandsatlid

S0 in a self-conscious and guilt-stricken tone and style. As s@detnentaryvas an
important and early source for such sentiment. Both symbolically and sometime
through actual biographic recollections, references were often madesomgler
disappointment and feelings of betrayal with an almost “How can they do this to us?”
attitude, an attitude which would inevitably make an impression on a fearful aiedsnx
white America. This articulated betrayal at times even redeath overt fear and
traumatized consciousness — a sort of theory of society informed by post-tcasiness.
Kristol once famously quipped that a neoconservative is a liberal who had been “mugged
by reality” (Qquoted in Lichtman 2008:284). In an infamous essay titled “MydNegr
Problem and Ours,” Podhoretz (1963:97), after recounting several instances winade he
been assaulted by and made afraid of black youths in Brooklyn during his childhood,
warned of the “writers and intellectuals and artists who romanticizeode@nd pander

to them, assuming a guilt that is not properly theirs.” He expressed puzzléement a
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white liberals who permit Negroes to blackmail them into adopting

a double standard of moral judgment, and who lend themselves —

again assuming the responsibility for crimes they never cdeunit

— to cunning and contemptuous exploitation by Negroes they

employ or try to befriend (Podhoretz 1963:97).
Aaron Wildavsky (1968:3) correctly described their mood rangbn d'étre

Torn between a nagging guilt and a secret desire to turn on their

black tormentors, white liberals have become spectators watching

with frozen horror as their integrationist ideals and favorite publi

programs disintegrate amidst violent black rebellion. How did the

maddening situation come about? What can be done about it?
Wildavsky (1968:6) critiqued “reward and blackmail theories” for racial wadlesnd
riots, that is to say that outbursts in black communities were continuing belcayse
were rewarded through the introduction of new government programs. Such theories, he
argued, were too crude, and he suggested that a more complex explanation was required.
However, he did not stop short of making a similar assertion regarding the actions and
analyses of the New Left. While he acknowledged that the goal of inteyeatd
possibility of Americans “emerging as a single people” would be hamperaddsg
repression,” he accused the New Left of “capitulation to lawless behaviorhandér
for humiliation” (Wildavsky 1968:16). This, Wildavsky (1968:16) argued, only

succeeded “in demeaning everyone.”
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A Politics for the Lackluster and Melancholy

The approach to politics elaborated and advocated was moderate, pragmatic, and
based on compromise and consensus. This orientation informed their critique of the
social movements for equality and of legal protections of individual rights assvieir
understanding of the field in which competing political and economic interests contended
and of the demands made by those engaged in direct political struggle. The onerall t
was that times were changing, the threat from communists, radicalsasteeal, and
American society was really not as terrible as the opposition was tpiriiarl E.
Meyer (1958:461) described the political scene in the late 1950s as one where the
November 1958 election returns signaled a transition to a “new collectivenpbtg in
American politics” which was “most readily apparent in the Democratity Palt
represented no less than a new style of politics and leadership, embodied bystbk like
Senators Edmund Muskie and John F. Kennedy. Politicians with this style Meyer
(1958:462) referred to as “Smooth Dealers” as opposed to “the bold insurgent” and “old-
style indignant” New Dealer. While saying that the term, “Smooth’Deaot intended
to be “altogether pejorative,” one does not find a solid endorsement of the patiasiy
decisively liberal New Dealer in this article (Meyer 1958:462). His detsani of the
new “prudent” liberal was pejorative only so far as he described new lilasrals
composed with a temper of “stoic resignation” in an environment where poléres w
“lackluster” and “melancholy” (Meyer 1958:462). However, his enthusiasm for the new
liberals is much less contained. Remarking on their good qualities, he sapeyhat t

“tend to be more fair-minded, better educated, less hysterical, mare afthe
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limitations of political reform, and more culturally civilized” (Meyer 19%5&2).
lllustrated here is the emergent liberal political temperamentrdekectual disposition
which expressed itself in a measured, moderate, and conservative way.

In a 1957 book review, Kristol condemned sociology itself as intimately
connected to various nineteenth-century movements for equality and criticizésetha
authors under review are “Marxists despite themselves” by virtue of‘éfifart to be
‘sociological.” Kristol (1957:358) argued that leftist ideology had by that timyeained
itself so deeply into the discipline, that the “meliorist and leveling impulse... has
remained dominant.” It was argued that this tendency had led to an advershrial a
critical orientation which ranged from sociologya friori anthropological skepticism
toward institutions of one’s own society” to its building of “critical momentum” and
generating “around itself a full-blown climate of radical dissentiqii¢t 1957:358).
Kristol (1957) excoriated one author for identifying as ideology both the c@tse
vision of a natural aristocracy and belief in natural hierarchy, as wéleaSaviet
government’s assertion that it had created a class-free society.eAtpaonly Soviet
propaganda qualified as such. To substantiate his assertion, he refers toyHiayisé
concern that “It almost seems as if the facts of human inequality are t@asami to the
social scientist, so that he loses his objectivity or his courage” (Kristol3&®&)7

Formerly an “avowed young Marxist,” Sydney Hook (1987:81; Gordon 1998)
traveled to the Soviet Union in 1929 despite Stalin’s atrocities alreadywelhg

established. He was an enthusiastic supporter of communism, and wrote to his parents

! Along with Wilbert E. Moore, Davis (1945) develapehat came to be known as the “Davis and Moore
Thesis” which, among other things, argued for theivVersal necessity” of social inequality.
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while in Russia that “just mingling with the people” had allowed him to “tap the @éins
enthusiasm that run deep under the surface of things” (quoted in Gordon 1998:16).
However, like many of the “New York intellectuals,” he would become a fervert ant
communist. After World War II, he dispensed his services on behalf of the Cold War and
the fight against communism. In his autobiography, Hook (1987:313) proudly noted that
while President Truman referred to Stalin as “good old Joe,” and more Amerieesns w
seeing the Soviet Union as a “‘gallant democratic ally’ only the Socialeldgatic

weekly, The New Leader. continued its lonely fight for the truth.” In tiNew York

Times Magazindn July 1950, Hook wrote an article, the main thesis of which would be
published as a book in 1953 under the tleresy, Yes Conspiracy, Ntistinguishing
“realistic liberalism” from “ritualistic liberalism.” A re&w of the book irCommentary
described it and Hook as “sensitive to the best values in democracy, andeintigliadert

to the contemporary issues which define the problems of the day” (Fitch 1953:86). The
thesis he developed here and the “best values” to which he was sensitive amounted to
little more than a philosophical justification for the branding of the ideas of those
affiliated with the Communist Party (CP) as ethically reprehensibtelyniey

association. He defended the right of individuals to espouse unpopular ideas, which he
referred to as “heresy” (Hook 1950:98; 1953:22). This term he juxtaposed with
“conspiracy,” which sets out to accomplish its objectives “outside the rules of tl&& gam
by undermining “the conditions which are required in order that doctrines may freel
compete for acceptance,” and thus “conspiracies can not be tolerated” (Hook 1950: 9;

1953:22). A realistic liberalism must “defend freedom of ideas against thosen$ ag
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and apologists of Communist totalitarianism” who “resort to conspiratoridiadstof
anonymity and other techniques of fifth columnists” (Hook 1950: 135; 1953:35). Hook
(1950; 1957) accused ritualistic liberals of considering the communist movemast as |
another set of unpopular ideas (or heresies) which should be protected as freeldpeech.
argued that they carried their claims to the extreme, where the antitogat assertions

of Hook (1950:124; 1953:31) and others were seen as a “hysteria much more dangerous
than Communist expansion from without and infiltration from within.” In the field of
education, Hook argued that the protection of the right to academic freedom did not apply
to teachers who were part of the communist movement. A person’s associatidrewith t
Communist Party was enough to “disqualify” his or her ideas as worthy of fioatec

against agencies seeking to impose orthodoxy, presumably as long as thoss agaacie
under an ideological banner different from that of communism (Hook 1950: 30;
1953:34). Hook justified this by virtue of a person’s “declaration of intention, as
evidenced by official statements of his party, to practice educationdr ffldook

1950:930; 1953:34).

The advocacy of protecting democratic institutions from “Communist infdtra
through undemocratic measures was revisited in a C@5Tmentanarticle by Hook
(1957:51) comparing the liberalism of Justice Felix Frankfurter to tHagaf scholar,
Zechariah Chaffe. Though certain actions committed by possible communisemtsurg
may not be illegal, they may remain “highly undesirable” (Hook 1957:51). Unlike usual
due process, the objective for a viable “security program... is to prevent thiegeac

from taking place, not to punish those gudfyer they have taken place (Hook 1957:51
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[author’s italics]). He applauded Frankfurter’s “old-fashioned” liberalas opposed to
that of Chaffe’s, which “radiates a breezy confidence” that makes those fidrardi
opinion “suspect in their devotion to freedom” (Hook 1957:50). Hook described
Frankfurter’s liberalism as disciplined and impartial, which made hinxpere
interpreter of the law. Along these lines, he argued that the occasioass$itgtto
abridge a particular freedom in order to safeguard the entire complexadrfne on
which the democratic way of life rests” might be necessary (Hook 1957:49). akis w
justifiably illustrated in Frankfurter's upholding of the provisions of the Bt in the
Dennis v. United States case in 1951 (Hook 1957:49). He explained that there was a
conflict between the excessive restriction of what he called “thegitdteedoms” (i.e.
that of press, speech, assembly, etc.) and “legitimate concern for theysafcouwit
system of freedom” (Hook 1957:49). Rather than specifying that individual political
freedom was necessary for fulfillment, self determination, or frearaliind political
engagement and association, he emphasized it as a political-economic caltégory
explained that it is upon such liberty that the “functioning of the free market i
commodities depends,” thus prioritizing the system of commodity exchange and
conceptualizing the liberty of the individual in terms of consumption over that of pblitic
or social engagement (Hook 1957:49). He argued that Chafee’s defense of fcbdarspee
virtually all cases, is noble and “magnificent,” but mainly in its rhetoric. Huoake,

We are living in an age one of whose paradoxical featurestisitha

the abstract everyone is in favor of free speech, just asoaeery

in favor of democracy. No longer is there honest opposition to free
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speech as a principle, or to democracy as a form of government. In

the case of totalitarians like Communists and fascists, thensef

of free speech, or claim to be democratic on occasion, is yargel

dishonest, and consciously so (Hook 1957:50).

It is based on this that Hook (1957:54) defended Harvard University’s “magnificent
record in defense of academic freedom” when the university declared that theyld

regard present membership in the Communist Party by a member of ouy Bacal

grave misconduct, justifying removal.” Much of Hook’s (1957:50) work had become
dedicated to proffering fuel to fear drummed up from years of red baitinghéind a
communist harangues which had become commonplace in American media and cultural
criticism.

The “end of ideology” thesis, briefly discussed in the literature re\haw been
developed by Daniel Bell, Edward Shils, and Seymour Martin Lipset among others.
Bell's The End of Ideologgppeared in 1960, but contained essays written over the
previous 10 years. Bell ([1960] 1988:13-14) explained its premise as an avowed
opposition to the “falsity of simplification” of radical (mainly leftistjtques of
American society and politics. The end of ideology thesis identified tbe &ffview the
American political arena in terms of elite power and class interests lasger feasible
(Bell 1988). This was a corollary of Lipset’s concept of “status politichjtlv
predominated over class politics during periods of prosperity, and Hofstadter’s
explanation of McCarthyism in terms of status anxiety (Hofstadter [1955] 2008:84;

Lipset [1955] 2008:308). Firmly assuming that US society is an egalitarian one wher
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social position is not fixed, Bell ([1960] 1988:119) proposed that “the acquisition of
status becomes all-important, and the threats to one’s status anxiety-prévélomger
in the United States, he explained, had become diffuse, and increasingly ons’sustiat
technical skill in the more and more socially and technologically compléstgoc
provided “the bases from which power is wielded” (Bell [1960] 1988; [1962] 2008:21)
With the politics of class division and interest group struggle becoming
supposedly less relevant, the efforts of the latter day radical had becartlegsand
ideological to Bell and his proto-neoconservative cohorts. They had regardedftire wel
consensus in the US, and what they saw as a pluralistic field of competing$raects
expanded opportunities, as a shining example of what Glazer later descrildes gsod
society” (Glazer 1963a:226). Debating the end of ideology position in the pages of
CommentaryBell (1964:64) argued that “the egalitarian and socially mobile society
which the ‘free-floating intellectuals’ associated with the Marxadition have been
calling for during the last hundred years has finally emerged in the foour of
cumbersome, bureaucratic mass society, and has in turn engulfed the heresiaseivH
of American capitalism could be described as consistent with the ideology disphjra
specifically one disputing notions of concentrated power on the part of elithse&e
the system as self-correcting. He acknowledged that it is cgréainisiness society.
However, it is one with a “general acceptance of corporate capitalism i@ddalyf union
power and checked by government control, [where] the deals and interest gdougp tra
proceeds” (Bell [1960] 1988:109). Often drawing on Weber and ever pragmatic, Bell is a

guardian of the politics of compromise. He sees various radical movements as akin t
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secular religions or comprising a “total ideology,” rather than basedtmmal motives

(Bell [1960] 1988:399-400). When status politics are more prominent, there is a greater
tendency for political debate to become polarized and ideological (Bell [1960] 1988). He
warned that such conflicts can only damage society, but Bell ([1960] 1988:121) assured
his readers that “it has been one of the glories of the United States thas pal#ialways
been a pragmatic give-and-take rather than a series of warsdedtie Thus

democracy in the US is reflected by the bargaining of “legitimate graupise “search

for consensus” (Bell [1960] 1988:121). Of course the interests of the communist was not
considered by Bell ([1960 1988]) as legitimate, and, following Hook, he sees the
communist movement not as a genuine dissenting group but as conspiratorial agnd failin
to play by the rules. Similarly, he argued that communism was detrinb@nta

democracy, occasionally warranting society’s acting against it [B#0] 1988).

While discussing the woes of governing New York City, Glazer (1961:192)
argued that the way to cut through the stifling bureaucracy in the city, and beeeyww
American politics for that matter, was the need for “disruptors of the orgamgatnen
who can batter the bureaucracies and make them respond to the real problems.”
Sounding like a radical proposition, and at this point, he may still have self-idensifeed a
“mild radical,” he was not calling upon community leaders and activists to ghaks
up through sit-ins, demonstrations, or other direct action strategies, but rathessgdta p
to follow the example of the elected officials and administrators who plasefdraner
role in politics He was calling for imagination and originality by both Dente@nad

Republicans, wealthy property owners and labor leaders (Glazer 1961). In otdsy w
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disruption was tolerable and even regarded as necessary by those who pléipaaira
role in the established channels through which such struggles take place, thosé who wi
disturb the usual running of things but not make lofty and “unreasonable” demands to
overhaul them.

Two years later iCommentaryGlazer (1963:226) addressed the notion of the
“good society.” He felt that the days when radicals and progressivalélfead an
understanding of what terms like “progress” and “justice” meant and who hdk $soug
create “a society in which all men could finally live together contentedlsticety, and
as brothers” were over (Glazer 1963:226). The major movements for change,
communism, socialism, anti-colonialism, and the American labor movement, had
contributed a great deal to the breaking down of this understanding, ushering in a
temperament of anti-ideology and skepticism (Glazer 1963). Implicitiyrhped
himself in with these political and intellectual movements which destadili
conventional notions of political progress, and thought that while conceivably it was
better to have a greater understanding of the complexity of these issieffiseto
address the issues may have become hampered as a result. While seemimpiient
of critical self-reflection, he goes on to point out that the real obstruction tongarut
the problems of housing, urban poverty, unemployment, and failing schools, as well as
the growing social malaise in an increasingly technological soeiety the radicals who
were busy making demands for thestsociety (Glazer 1963:63 [author’s italics]).
While he considered himself among those who “joined in the new spirit of social

enthusiasm” where these issues could be addressed without the bias of one or another
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ideology, he argued that the radicals continued to be enemies of the good airttentet
of losing a realistic perspective of social arrangements that adaquate (Glazer

1963a). In defense of his friend, Seymour Martin Lipset, Glazer (1963b) rebuked a
negative reviewer of Lipset’s bookirst New Nation He argued that many radicals in
the US find American society “so impossible they can barely stand looking ainidi to f
out what is going on” (Glazer 1963b:{3). He was in disbelief that the reviewer, Jason
Epstein, could truly be concerned about constraints on equality of opportunity ighthe r
to privacy (Glazer 1963b). To Glazer (1963b), Epstein is just one more radieatabs
who found things such a complete failure that he attacked those trying to md&eate
improvements and treated them with disgust. What such critics are truly bpsttre
claims, is that “here we have opportunity, and it turns out life is awful, we heeyr
and it turns out just as bad. The question becomes, why is it so bad for us? From this
point of view, anyone who finds this country even a relative success must Ing writi
gibberish” (Glazer 1963b:14). Glazer then alluded to Epstein being akin toedspoil
child rebelling against his parents. This analogy appeared more thaniaéswrt the
early neoconservative critique of the radical social movements and New@réfts

who employed too harsh a set of criteria for success or who failed to givénen to t
impulse of saying things aren’t so bad or could be worse were regarded ad,spoil
unreasonably militant, or ideological. Though there was a declared oppositibn to al
ideology, be it conservative, liberal, or radical, it was clear who the neocamnsesva

were essentially targeting (Bell and Kristol 1965).
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The early neoconservatives were suspicious and defensive about the New Left’
tendency to question and challenge existing institutions. There was atdesiteh on
to bits of the existing system which were regarded as preventative forsttentlef late
industrial society into chaos, and many of these intellectuals had a stakevorkiregs
of the institutions which were being challenged and opposed. Wholesalisroriticand
opposition to the system was resented. This was well demonstrated by theae$pons
many of these intellectuals to the campus protests of the 1960s, often with the
temperament of a let down parent, whose children were acting out despijwithieiged
and nurturing upbringing. Lipset (1965), Glazer (1965b), and others contextualized the
student protest movement at Berkeley in 1964 in a manner not unlike antediluvian
analyses of juvenile delinquency or criminal deviance. While the editors, kipdet
Sheldon Wolin, disclaimed that it was not their purpose to either assign blame or
commend the students involved, they identified among the “obvious characteristics”
displayed by the new generation of students a “preoccupation with protest” and
(depending on one’s perspective) a highly or overly developed “sensitivity td socia
abuses” (Lipset and Wolin 1965:xii). Lipset depicted the participation in and espbusal
radical politics by the students as “an outgrowth of elements specific thuaeon and
environment of university life, disposing students toward deviant behavior” (Lipset
1965:3). The anxiety of leaving the security of one’s family and not knowing what lie
store in terms of career and marriage (especially for students ial ldves programs
which do not easily lead to a career) was identified as a “major soueesadris which

fosters the availability of young people for organized ‘deviance™ (tih965:5).
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Glazer’s response to the movement was a combination of anxiety on the side of the
university and system, plus worry on behalf of the students themselves (Lipset 1965). He
argued that they were being short-sighted in that they neglected to understand how the
university's power to regulate their activity was for their own good (Lipset 1965¢
issue, argued Glazer, was not free speech or the university’s unfagti@ssron student
political activity on campus (Lipset 1965). This was how the issue wasdrayhe
students and supporters. Rather, the problem lay in the unfair demands by sthdéents “t
any political action whatever should be permitted without any step being takiea by t
university against any person or organization as a result” (Glazer 1965b:304¢r Gla
wrote that “we must be disturbed and concerned” that the underlying causes of the
campus protests may likely not be resolved: that (1) students may continue their
disruptive political tactics or intensify them and extend their applicatianflteencing
the academic operations of the university, and (2) that the community matg pull i
support from the students and the university if the intensity of their actions coiatinue
have consequences in the community which are regarded as unfavorable (Glazer
1965b:302).

Diana Trilling, ardent anti-communist and literary critic had respondad in
similar manner to the student protests in the 1960s. The motives and demands of the
younger activists were discredited as having “no political ideas, onlyehstthces on
the part of the insurrectionary students, adversary postures in life and pdyticula
relation to life in America” (Trilling [1964] 1977:56). In reference to the Colambi

student uprising in 1968, the University was described by her as her “husband’s
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university” which not unlike one’s in-laws, one matrries into it “much as one once
married into one’s husband’s family” (Trilling [1964] 1977:78, 99). The actions of the
students were treated as an attack on an institution as hallowed as thetathilgnd

the behavior of the students toward administration and faculty as insolence ayal betra
against paternal authority (Trilling [1964] 1977). In contrast to the black student
occupation of Hamilton Hall, she regarded the more privileged white protesters as
“cosseted middle-class boys” who played “violent games” and who felt nomeed t
consider the consequences of their actions (Trilling [1964] 1977:115-116). The SDS-led
student demonstrators were behaving badly, and as opposed to their black revolutionary
counterparts, did not have a legitimate ground for revolutionary feelingri@rll964]
1977). She resented that “campus ‘fathers™ were being called to task for reutipigpt
their student-children (Trilling [1964] 1977:121). A student, who had been captured in
widely publicized photographs during the occupation of the university presidentss, offic
sitting in the president’s chair, propping his feet on his desk, and smoking his bayghrs
called for Trilling’s husband, literary critic and Columbia professor, Lidnding, to

have done more in protecting him against the police (Trilling [1964] 1977:121). This
type of appeal by the student body was regarded by her as “the wail &f acrhing out

of tantrum” (Trilling [1964] 1977:121). In contrast, the experience of the faculy wa
depicted by her in terms of “personal, moral, and intellectual offense” suffetéern at
the hands of the students in the uprising. “Pain” and “loneliness” due to the “refgction
our university teachers by the students to whom they have given their devdi®n,” s

claimed, was bound to be dismissed in the way that the scorn and rejection of egdighten
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and loving parents by their children was increasingly being dismissed titrteat
(Trilling [1964] 1977:131).

Most disturbing to the proto-neoconservatives was that the political radicalism
demonstrated in the student uprisings represented the rejection of their brand ratenode
liberalism. The student protests were a revolt against an increagmgdint and
conciliatory liberal ethos which was appropriating substance and styleteonght.
Trilling also identified liberalism’s failures as a catalysttze unrest on the college
campuses in the 1960s, but places the bulk of the blame with the New Left. She portrays
the New Left as having deliberately set out to upset any kind of pobticelensus that
had been built “among Democrats, left-wing Republicans, liberals, and radiaélsg
[1964] 1977:127). She contended, “For many among the educated classes, the right
aspect of responsibility has for long been centrist moderation, a cautious matur
deliberation in the implementing of social ideals; it has been difficult to egevisa
responsibility in any other way than this, which is the liberal way” (hglli1964]
1977:133). The student protests were against liberalism, and she warned that if
liberalism failed to resist the New Left and foolishly identifiedntgerests as those of the
“contemporary revolution, it will have a major responsibility for the triumph aftiea
in this country” (Trilling [1964] 1977:129).

Glazer’'s candidness about his own political conversion is helpful in terms of
understanding the liberal-to-neoconservative metamorphosis. In seveed, @ad in an
open and personal way, he discussed the motive, incentive, and animus behind his

political and intellectual migration. Glazer even confessed that on sonhé lestered
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him. He commented that he and others had gone from being radical or liberal to being
“relatively conservative” in their older years, what he would later tefas being a

“mild conservative” (Glazer 1968:31; Glazer 1970:74). In a written rebuke of the New
Left, he admitted suspicion of those intent on fixing society by “mobilizing thepofv

all the disadvantaged groups among us.” He confessed that it aroused in him a
“skepticism in the face of so much passion and indeed accomplishment” which he often
found troubling (Glazer 1968:31). The dimension of the New Left critique of society
which particularly concerned him, i.e. where he “felt the pinch,” was its comehiat
society’s problems did not lie merely in the institutions of capitalism but ifi>e¢d and
formal institutions” (Glazer 1968:32). By extension, he argued that the Newdieély
assumed that humans are good by nature but are corrupted by institutions (Glazer 1968)
Thus, with an analysis that sees society as so dreadfully amiss, the an®wetaase
human kind’s spontaneity either through revolution or constant pressure through direct
action methods (Glazer 1968). Glazer saw three major flaws with this visionialf s

and political liberation. The first was the assumption that the necessagiss to be
waged were in the realm of power and between interest groups (Glazer 3&3gr

(1968) saw this realm of conflict as greatly diminished in significamiceé he asserted

that it was being replaced by more complex problems which were oftamndakin

nature. The next flaw Glazer (1968) observed with this reasoning was that social
problems were becoming more complex because industrial societies are becoming
increasingly dynamic. The third flaw with the New Left's prescriptiansblving

society’s problems was its prospect for more freedom and spontaneityr((3&83. As
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the problems of society were becoming more complex, Glazer (1968) arguedtbat m
organization will be required, contrary to the demands of the New Left fatensyot
constituted by technical rationality or approaching total administratioz¢G1068).
These assertions by Glazer are revealing. While they seem to beaeald practical,
they represent a case for the system as it currently operates. Despiy@amism of
social and cultural life, the necessary political acts to be carriedeatministrative

and technical in nature. The assumption he was making was that the society was
relatively just and good that it needed only fine tuning from time to time to s&rea
technical efficiency. Glazer wanted to maintain social institutions etb@ir flaws and
despite the demands of activists who were demanding changes thought to nake soc
equality and justice a possibility. The argument in favor ostaris quaand to preserve
existing institutions was premised on anxiety and uncertainty regardia whi
alternatives would be chosen to take their place. The maintenance of “fixed aall form
institutions was recommended as they were already constructed to gvipplee
problems being faced (Glazer 1968:32). As solutions in technically advancetiesoci
were never final, Glazer (1968:35) argued that there was “no alterrative t
bureaucracies, administrators, and experts.” Thus the hopes for a radicafigrtreed
society, and even simply a more liberal one, were considered unrealistic. Thtamgr, G
did see a role for the New Left to play. The proper spirit of radicalism shoutdlpddip
the establishment on the shoulder and ask it to pay attention to some problems which

seem to have fallen beyond its scope. However, he maintained that radicaliam was
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longer a “great sword of vengeance and correction which goes to the source of the
distress and cuts it out” (Glazer 1968:39).

Like Bell and others, Glazer had described the cause of his deradicalization a
being rooted in a dynamic and complex reality which was beyond the scope and
understanding of what was being proposed by the radicals of the 1960s. Berkeley had
made Glazer apprehensive of what he saw as a “casual attack on exisitunipins
without considering what would replace them and whether it would mark any
improvement” (Glazer 1970:75). During a stint in the Housing and Home Finance
Administration, he developed a respect and admiration for the workers within the
bureaucracies. Bell ([1962] 2008) and Glazer (1970) conceded that while current
institutions, with increasing levels of specialization and bureaucratizetintributed to
increased surveillance and control, it also improved the standard of living, e.g. food,
housing, and other services. Bell (1972) discounted the demands in radical populist
politics for equality of result as rooted, not in fairness, but anti-elitism, thels® not
being justice, but rather that i#ssentiment Bell (1972:65) objected that radicals
resented authority, an “authority represented in the superior competencevioluialdi”
When the potential for radical change and politics was at its greatest, thisofjroup
intellectuals had retreated to the side of authority and power out of fear ofvaund be
left of the world as they knew it when replacea radical prescriptions. Bell illustrated
the orientation quite well when offering a definition for authority in the early 1870
service of the concept (and ideology) of meritocracy. “Authority is competessed

upon skill, learning, talent, artistry, or some similar attribute. Inevitalidads to
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distinctions between those who are superior and those who are not. A meritocracy is

made up of those who have earned their authority” (Bell 1972:66).

Politicizing Welfare

For the neoconservative critics of the welfare state, extending theigintg r
movement’'s demands for opportunity and equal rights to equality of condition or result
was identified as short-sighted and profoundly flawed logically. This would extend to a
attack on the efforts to mobilize the welfare poor and to employ the public rediefrsy
as a vehicle to realize the progressive aim of direct political action ancipetron. The
expansion of the rolls and efforts to empower the poor politically would come to
constitute a social crisis framed in racial and patriarchal terms. ci2ofigy welfare
required characterizing it on the basis of myth, appealing to white anrtear, and
representing the problems associated with it as the result of individugdiafaamd
cultural pathology. Prior to Podhoretz taking over as its editor, an insightful essay
appeared iCommentary Michael Harrington (1959) perceptively identified some
prevailing myths in the United States about poverty. Harrington (1959:19) wrote:

A fair statement of a current myth about poverty in the United

States would probably go something like this: the poor are a small,

rapidly declining group; they have achieved a substantial measure

of protection as a result of the reforms of the New Deal; ingsfa

they exist, they are mostly non-whites and rural Southerners; and
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as industrial productivity continues to rise, they will entirely

disappear.

He went on to discuss that in the US, many continue to live below reasonable
standards and that among the 50 million who do, they are predominately an urban, white
population (Harrington 1959). While corporate profits tripled between 1940 and 1957
from gains in productivity, poverty had not been suppressed and the poverty rate
increased in 1957 and 1958 (Harrington 1959). The economic booms during World War
Il and the Korean War had not substantially affected the poor, and those who were poor
already were the first to lose their jobs from the recession of 1958 (Harrington 1959).
His analysis was prescient because the assumptions and criticism$aoé welte
programs were in a period of transition among intellectuals concerned withsadgres
poverty, and they were shifting based on the myths Harrington outlined, although the
welfare poor were principally imagined as an urban, non-white population bydhe m
1960s as displaced racial and ethnic minority populations were increasingly rwving
industrial urban centers in the Midwest and Northeast. Harrington (1959:24) argued tha
it was with a mistaken optimism that a viable policy strategy for widadgseosperity
should be hinged on the premise that the conduct of individuals and classes on one hand
and government policy on the other “are consistent with one another and mutually
reinforcing.” Also, he suggested that it would be misguided to assume that a
comprehensive and successful anti-poverty program can be based on values consistent
with the liberal middle class. While the middle class were actidesapportive of poor

relief prior to the war, he observed that it had seemed to no longer be conceimed wi
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poverty in the years after (Harrington 1959). He hypothesized that as mareraerh
the liberal middle class had upwardly mobilized from lower income levels dilnméng
war, many had become “more interested in protecting and enhancing their pbsition t
in broad social reforms” (Harrington 1959:27). Harrington’s observations are
enlightening, and constituted a warning of sorts which would be mostly unnoticed by
those constructing the narratives of poverty and anti-poverty policy which woukltoom
dominate the public consciousness on these matters. Critiques of the demands advocated
through the social movements for the poor and for expanding welfare entitlenoesds
tend to reinforce the myths Harrington outlined and would increasingly be found in the
pages of “little magazine$tike Commentaryand latefThe Public InterestTrilling
[1950]2008:97).

Bell and Kristol had founde@ihe Public Interesin 1965, and it challenged the
tenets of progressive liberalism and the perceived egalitarian ingfulse social
sciences. Kristol (1976:17) once identified as a common thread linking neocarssrvat
“their dislike of the ‘counter-culture.” He would ask friends of his to contribttteles,
people whom he felt were also “upset by the frothy ideological climate ohithd960s”
(Kristol 1995:29). In the first article in the opening issu&loé Public InterestBell and
Kristol (1965:4) say that with the occasional exception, the magazine will avoid the

“glittering generalities” of ideological essays, the kind enjoygthle “adolescent mind.”

2 The term is from Lionel Trilling’s chapter, “ThauRction of the Little Magazine,” ifthe Liberal
Imaginationwhich was first published in 1950. He was describing“thetory” of the Partisan Review'’s
survival through its first decade and its missioftidge the gap between important literature &ed t
“educated class” (Trilling [1950] 2008:97). He adated that the little magazine could reinvigoeate
literary movement of social and cultural criticisiot seen since the 1920s and like in th® déntury,
serious ideas could again be “heard and consid€fiedling [1950] 2008:96).
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They complained that “Unfortunately, there are always more adolesasg than
adolescents around” (Bell and Kristol 1965:4). Promoting “American politiedbsr’
and “sacred American beliefs,” like equality of opportunity and individualism
(themselves forms of pervasive ideology) was commonplace. (Raab 1966:46, 47).
Despite their ideological basis, these notions were taken for granteceamthe
foundations upon which these scholars composed their arguments.

An article in the Spring 1966 issue by Earl Raab (1966:47), a high school friend
of Kristol, challenged the achievements of the War on Poverty, which in addition to
expanding economic opportunity, had been a “kind of sociological surprise ball.” It
argued that it operated under the premise of equality of opportunity and thgéies
that it would address general poverty. However the anti-poverty program prd¢eede
engage in a complicated series of manueuvers [sic] that astonish and cangternat
literal-minded” (Raab 1966:47). The essay suggested that the War on Poedy wa
essential part of the “Negro revolution, of the direct action demonstrations andianarc
ghetto restlessness” (Raab 1966:47). The result was an anti-poverty prdgciam w
targeted an urban, black population, even though they were only a portion of the
country’s poor, and the article further warned that “the American Negro is not.g t@oin
be satisfied with mere equality of opportunity. What he demands is something like an
equality of achievement” (Raab 1966:47). What's more, it was cautioned that the
community action program component of the War on Poverty legitimated militanity, as
was organized to open up access to participation by underprivileged members @ minor

communities in the administration of the programs themselves. Howevederttads of
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“anti-poverty militants, ...the Negro and Spanish-speaking activists leftfimrarthe

civil rights movement,” were expanded, and they were organizing membées of t
community to communicate and implement “their needs and desires in all arenas of
public life” (Raab 1966:51-52). This was not to be taken pejoratively or feared, becaus
the pattern of program design and implementation was seen as turning into “old
fashioned ward politics” and possibly “traditional centers of political powsd reot into
“mass proletarian movements” (Raab 1966:54-55). What is interesting aboutitkes ar
and a feature of several of these works is a perspective and technique which dast not c
the subject matter explicitly in favorable or unfavorable terms. They tanditdgain an
“objective” and “non-ideological” exterior but subtly insert terms sure toerbitter
sentiments in their readers, especially their white readers. Ternfisdikelogical

surprise ball” and “anti-poverty militants,” and inferring that the effoftsuch militants
made certain that “the slum Negro... is the special target of the anti-povegtam’
despite being “only 30 percent of the poor,” can be regarded as free of ideology anly
Bizzaro world.

The Public Interestvas launched the same year the Moynihan report was released
and Moynihan was an occasional contributor through the 1960s. While different
variations of Oscar Lewis’ concept of the culture of poverty was apprapbstproto-
neoconservative policy analysts, he had not intended it to be used as a meansfpr placi
the blame for poverty on the poor themselves. The term was introduér@ iRamilies:
Mexican Case Studies in the Culture of Povert{959. Lewis ([1959] 1975) was trying

to articulate the common ways in which the poor adapt to, cope with, and address

221



poverty. Contrary to the way the concept was appropriated by those with more
conservative motivations, he was identifying a dynamic set of factors whichaos$
regional, rural-urban, and even national boundaries” (Lewis [1968] 1969:2). Lewis
developed the concept with an emphasis on factors which function to help people manage
and adapt to larger problematic structural forces. He presented the culhoredf in

terms of cultural responses to common problems which constitute their own ratjonality
even if in contrast to dominant culture values. For example, the higher proportion of out-
of-wedlock births among those with a culture of poverty was contextualized by asw

a response to the reality that marriage was restrictive and disempgfervomen. He
argued, “Women feel that consensual union gives them a better break; it gives trem som
of the freedom and flexibility that men have. By not giving the fathers af¢hedren

legal status as husbands, the women have a stronger claim on their childrenetitey d

to leave their men” (Lewis [1968] 1969:190). It is this perspective, that ofijatiteg to
understand the logical basis of a cultural group looking from the inside out andionrela

to the contrasting values of the often repressive dominant culture that mdikkesaent

from the uses employed by Moynihan at that time and critics of the wetlfdedike

Robert Rector and Charles Murray in years to come. To be fair, Lewis adsedsthe

culture of poverty in terms of the “nature of the family” and the “charactactate of

the individual” (Lewis [1968] 1969:191). This led him to contextualizing behavioral
patterns within the culture of poverty with observations like the initiatiangex at an

early age, the abandonment of wives and children by men at a relatively highdate, a

feelings of helplessness and marginality which reinforced repeessaracteristics of the
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larger culture and made the concept ripe for misuse (Lewis [1968 1969). In a@ollecti

of essays edited by Moynihan, Lewis ([1968] 1969) stated that integration into large
social institutions like jail, the army, or welfare does not by itself aatizadly reduce
features of the culture of poverty. ldentifying welfare state benefitshwinere

inadequate and not comprehensive enough as a reason for the coping strategies which
comprise the culture of poverty, he wrote, “In the case of a relief systdrbarely keeps
people alive, both the basic poverty and the sense of hopelessness are perpetuated rather
than eliminated” (Lewis [1968] 1969:189). It is precisely the opposite inferdrate

benefits were too generous and therefore encouraged a permissive antialgtviee of
poverty, which would constitute the misuse of the concept by the proto-neoconservative
and become such an important feature of later welfare reform discourse.

“The Negro Family,” the Moynihan report’s actual title, provided a moral
dimension to the critique of the welfare state. It culled from Lewisuceilof poverty
framework elements which underscored behavioral patterns amongcatagoor that
were considered out of synch with white, middle class values. This contributed to
revitalizing old, stigmatizing distinctions, like worthy and unworthy, forgbher. While
he did not use the term, culture of poverty verbatim, he described these behavior patterns
for black Americans as a “tangle of pathology” (Moynihan [1965] 1967). Thidwa®
means the first application of the culture of poverty concept to describgdleot urban
poverty in the US. The Council of Economic Advisors, in their planning and deliberating
for Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, conceptualized the problem of poverty as a “lif

cycle” in which one of the stages was “cultural and environmental obstacles to
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motivatiod (Moynihan 1966:4 [author’s italics]). The problem emerged as one of
“family structure” and “welfare dependency,” and Moynihan ([1965] 1967:i, 14),
building on the observations of the Council, suggested that this dependency contributed
to further family instability which led to more welfare dependency. &pert cited
“lllegitimacy,” divorce, and single motherhood as pathological culturaépes
demonstrated by black families (Moynihan [1965] 1967).

Lewis’ theoretical orientation implicitly and explicitly assessaitgrof the
dominant culture critically, e.g. the identification of pervasive alienand repressed
sensuality and spontaneity among the middle class. While Lewis did proizke faanily
and individual behavior in the culture of poverty to a greater extent, he did not do so out
of context. Lewis ([1968] 1969:188) argued that it tends to flourish in societies,where
among other things, the values of the dominant class stress the “accumulatiortlof weal
and property, the possibility of upward mobility, and thrift” and explained “low economic
status as the result of personal inadequacy or inferiority.” In contrast, Moy({L965]
1967:30) only touched on larger social forces like the legacy and effects of blaaly sla
and low employment rates, and he emphasized that the “center of the tangle of
pathology” was the “weakness of the family structure.” He argued thats$bnee, the
Negro community has been forced into a matriarchal structure which, because afit
of line with the rest of the American society, seriously retards the psogidéise group
as a whole” (Moynihan [1965] 1967:29). This, Moynihan ([1965] 1967:30) contended,
was “the principal source of most of the aberrant, inadequate, or anti-socialop¢hatvi

did not establish, but now serves to perpetuate the cycle of poverty and deprivation.” He
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highlighted a particular statistic in the report, that in 1960, for the first timeutinder

of Aid to Dependent Children cases (ADC), continued to increase despite ttieafact
unemployment decreased (Moynihan [1965] 1967). Also, even as employment and ADC
cases increased, “nonwhite illegitimacy” seemed to increase and tlua pdrtever-
married” black women either divorced or separated from their husbands had remained
relatively unchanged (Moynihan [1965] 1967:9). Moynihan interpreted from this data
that the problem with the program was that it partially constituted the oycl

dependency, rather than emphasizing its function in terms of deficient fihsungeort

and inadequate scope of services. While rhetorically acknowledgintp¢hatoblem

was complex and required “one general strategy,” he concluded that “a naffortal
towards the problems of Negro Americans must be directed towards the question of
family structure” (Moynihan [1965] 1967:47). He determined that the dimension of the
issue of poverty most important were those related to the culture of the poor themselve
Without considering how his own framing of the issue and considerable influence
contributed to public attitudes toward AFDC, a few years after the repsnteleased,
Moynihan (1968:4) would describe the “crisis in welfare” as one where fitalaing
violence” and “mounting dependency” in American cities was leading to ai@rtuat

where “a massive withdrawal of support for programs to eliminate powsay'taking

place. Pointing out that AFDC had surpassed Old Age Assistance as the ntgst cost
federal welfare program, he stated that it “had become perhaps the leaalimglrum of

American domestic policy” (Moynihan 1968:4-5).
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Contextualizing black poverty in this way, as part of a complex jumble of
behavioral pathology, helped to sustain the social stigma associated with p#or bla
communities. Moynihan ([1965] 1967:29-30) warned that the “pathology of the
disturbed group” also presented a danger to middle class black children who live near or
in slums in that they too may get “drawn into it.” By incautiously identifyiregcycle
and culture of poverty with welfare, Moynihan ([1965] 1967:29-30) also helped reinforce
the stigma connected with receiving AFDC and other benefits. Perhaps skeing, |
Lewis ([1968] 1969:192) did, a “great potential for revolutionary protest” in the culture
of poverty of poor African American neighborhoods, the proto-neoconservativereacti
ranged from cautious and skeptical to anxious and fearful, especiallyinggtel
organizing efforts of the welfare rights movement by non-white milité&tsliforetz
1963; Raab 1966; Moynihan 1966; Glazer 1968; Moynihan 1968a). Moynihan (1969:3)
would come to conclude that the social unrest which was taking place arose frasis“a c
of authority.” He bemoaned that “institutions that shaped conduct and behavior in the
past” were “being challenged or, worse, ignored (Moynihan 1969:3-4). CitsigetNand
inadvertently defining the conditions of hegemonic control, he explained that auibori
consensual and not coercive. Moynihan (1969:4 [author’s italics]) continued, “When
authority systems collapse, they are replaced by power systerasghatrcive. While
not explicitly linking the two, he seemed to suggest that the demands foryeqtialit
result over simply that of opportunity was related to the emergence of avearstem
of power. At the heart of the crises Moynihan was describing was the |lashoifity,

be it through the emergence of the female-headed family signaling defcthree
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authority of men over women and children or Community Action Programs indicaéing t
decline of the authority of traditional agency representatives and bursaoaea ghetto
residents and city dwellers.

Community Action Programs especially did not sit well with the emerging
neoconservatives. Kristol (1995:29), in an effort to express just how “frothy” the
political climate was in the mid-1960s, wrote that “The centerpiece of thekVa
Poverty was the sociological fantasy that if one gave political power to thelgyoor
sponsoring ‘community action,’ they would then lift themselves out of poverty a the
expense of the rich and powerful.” Prior to his 1969 bdtdgimum Feasible
Misunderstandingwhich outlined what Moynihan saw as the failures of the War on
Poverty, especially the Community Action Programs, he published severasatti¢he
same effect iMhe Public InterestIn a Fall 1966°ublic Interesipiece, he wrote an
article highlighting what he saw as the ambiguity of interests Inidtanti-poverty
programs, which highlighted gaps between existing agencies and the populations they
were intended to serve (Moynihan 1966). Moynihan’s (1966) analysis of the War on
Poverty was written from a perspective somewhere between an agency nzatbhge
worried guardian of the current social order, and in the essay he asked thenfpllowi
guestions: Was it supposed to make or prevent trouble? Should it have hired and
involved or been dominated by the poor? Should it improve race relations or enhance
racial pride? He argued that with disruption and conflict being among the agaim
community action programs, they created and fostered distrust among tie\pelkbr

and more settled working class groups as well as between militant communitygergani
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and their constituents and agency administrators (Moynihan 1966). While Moynihan
(1966) acknowledged that the program facilitated the involvement of the poor in service
administration, gave them more of a say, and promoted self-determirmegioriticized
that the program fostered resentment by administrators. Those most adtiveri i
branded as troublemakers.

Following this same line of reasoning, two years later Moynihan wrotg abo
“The Crisis in Welfare.” As already noted, he acknowledged that the provisions to the
Social Security Amendments of 1967 were anti-civil rights and punitive but ceded that
the move was “probably a useful one” given the “mounting crises in the American
welfare system” (Moynihan 1968:4). Pressure would be put on AFDC mothers to work
for benefits and the measure was openly designed to address what was considlered bla
welfare dependence (Moynihan 1968). Moynihan’s objective was to improvefand re
the welfare system, but what would come to pass as reform would be regressiw and, a
he stated in his advocate persona, punitive. In a seeming about face, he argued that wha
made reforms so difficult was that the system worked so well (Moynihan 1968). d5or on
he stated that it is hard to imagine a government program with equal importance
(Moynihan 1968). He was also clear that neither was it a fiscaltisatie/as at the heart
of the crisis, pointing out that at the time, as a percentage of GNP, sociabwelfar
expenditures were reasonably low when compared with other westernesocieti
(Moynihan 1968). Finally, he cautioned that a drastic change in the sysidloh ve
disruptive and costly on multiple levels (Moynihan 1968). In a moment of critical

aptitude, Moynihan (1968) even acknowledged that “most industrial democracies would
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consider” the burgeoning pressure to reform the American approach to unemployment
and poverty “profoundly short-sighted and potentially disastrous.”

As was often the case in his writing on welfare and poverty, this Moynihan, the
liberal advocate for the underprivileged, fades away, and the Moynihan wroulght wit
racial anxiety, panic, and fear rears his head. Regarding which sisatemild be
effective, he argued that eliminating “dependency” would require an “imposifi
uniformities of behavior” which, while against the American individualist ethozjlevbe
necessary for reform (Moynihan 1968:10). This would come to be a core component in
the new paternalism approach to welfare reform, which had greatly léf$cisrsive
imprint in the 1996 Welfare Reform Bill in 1996. Moynihan (1968:10-11) noted that at
the time, behavioral enforcement was also contrary with the demands of ‘tgngroap
spokesmen,” who had protested the restrictions on individual freedom imposed & the U
welfare system. However, he then relieved his liberal consciencedmatating that the
American poor “enjoy a quite unprecedented de facto freedom to abandon tloearchil
in the certain knowledge that society will care for them” (Moynihan (1968:10\W/hjle
the tacit acceptance by capital of the welfare state was begionmgak down and with
elites increasingly seeing entitlements as foiling labor disciplingnian (1968:6-7)
warned that “the likelihood, is that those who wish — and wish with good reason — for
radical change will dominate the discussion and set an agenda so extreméhinainid
little if anything will happen.” Moynihan revealed his conflicted way of thinlonghe
process of reform again. He contextualized increasing hostility torevétfaerms of

demographic and economic changes (outlined in the previous chapter) and extogniz
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that the negative perceptions are based on paternalism and racism (Moynihan 1968).
Also, he commented correctly that the conditions in which black families live and
struggle are indicative of a system which is unjust (Moynihan 1968). Thoughjmtpang
tack again, he identified dependency as at the heart of the crisis and, likenfiartiheus
Moynihan Report, he cited the increase in “illegitimacy” to support his cl&@lso, he
noted that while injustice is a reality for black families, the conditionsfteyprovide
fuel for claims that the families in the grip of such conditions are wortHiésgnfhan
1968). While such attitudes “may be based on nothing more than race prejudice,”
Moynihan (1968:18) argued that “it would be greatly mistaken to suppose that it is
derived solely or even largely from racial considerations.”

Absolving himself and his cohorts of any responsibility in contributing to the
growingly hostile political environment for welfare, Moynihan saw the ocwetisy
around welfare, in part, as the result of efforts by radical professors aNdwheeft
student movements. These advocates, he argued, were using welfare asah politi
weapon (Moynihan 1968). The policy analysis approach illustrated above by Moyniha
was a sort of trademark for the proto-neoconservatives. The dictum was: on the one
hand, people need help, but on the other, those receiving relief are behaviorally deficient
or are represented by activists who lack expertise and understanding aaraiddnt.
While Moynihan (1968) interrogates in a namesake fashion the ideologessyh and
patriarchy, he uses those very ideologies to make his case. Senator Ruggeihe
man in charge of the legislation involved,” was defended by Moynihan (1968:21), despite

his bigoted and patriarchal assertions about the appropriate role for poenwom
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Notorious and racist references to welfare rights mothers were blamied mothers
themselves and the radical anti-poverty activists politically mobilizing ffMoynihan

1968). He declared that “in truth their tactics have invited such racial dWiegh(han
1968:21). This was consistent with the tangle of pathology argument, which implied, and
this premise underpins the entire early neoconservative framework, that gleoyule

just play the game politically and adopt preferable cultural chardetengthout

asserting any kind of collective political agency. For the neoconsevatiypotentially
threatening groups do go the route of self-conscious collective politicah gitte bases

and results must always be ideological.

The “vital center” would travel far in the conceptual geography toward agsolit
opposed to a social wage for poor mothers as an entitlement. So much so that welfare
reform had become a forgone conclusion in the late 1990s. In the introduction to the
1997 edition ofThe Vital Center: The Politics of Freeddand the year after the passing
of the Welfare Reform Bill), Schlesinger (1998) did not even mention welf@ae a
mentions the New Deal only in passing. The explicit acceptance of waHtge s
programs, both by the public and by much of the business community, is no longer a
characteristic of a politics of a responsible conservatism, vital centmydype of
viable liberalism. Most of the figures on the right who became prominent in shaping the
direction in which the movement would grow were not at all receptive to calls for a more
responsible (or liberal) conservatism. Some even interpreted calls for anodeeate,
respectable conservatism as a liberal ploy to divide conservative ranks1988).

With the steering rightward of the American left and the intellectual sgvéntual
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consolidation and vitalization, hostility toward welfare would become normalizedhand t
neoconservative perspective on public assistance would become a feataredsfrate
political position. The politics of promoting enhancements of social prograrttsefor
poor, let alone a social wage external to private labor markets, has migggitedl the
boundaries of the vital center and therefore beyond the acceptable paramebétcalf

consideration.
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PART IV — Mobilizing a Movement and Constructing the Welfare Poor

-Chapter 7: Elite Mobilization-

There should be no hesitation to attack the Naders, the Marcuses
and others who openly seek destruction of the system. There
should not be the slightest hesitation to press vigorously in all
political arenas for support of the enterprise system. Nor should
there be reluctance to penalize politically those who oppose it.

-Lewis F. Powell, Jr. ([1971] 2004:999)

Introduction

From the early 1960s and into the 1980s, the conservative attack on welfare
would change its rhetorical objective from attacking “Socialism-throughfafism” to
addressing “destructive social behaviwid “requiring welfare recipients to take personal
responsibility for the decisions they make” (Goldwater 1960:70; Gingrichepret
al.1994:65). The latter quote is found in the infam@aatract with Americapublished
in 1994, but the fundamental premise on which this critique of welfare is based could be
found in key publications from the mid 1960s onward. During the 1960s, the
conservative movement would come to acquire a considerable degree of tiyaaizd
drive. While its constituent ideological features were inharmonious, the moverag
advancing an exterior which presented itself as coherent and consissemid Aeen

indicated in previous chapters, it had been newly energized and refashioned along
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fusionist lines, and was enjoying a gradually increasing influence on theabpulelic.
Anti-communism, red-baiting, and the attack on welfarism as domestic coiecivere

the issues which consolidated different types of conservatives into a prpotitiehl
formation. While the drive to elect Senator Barry Goldwater to the offi@easident

was not successful, it was triumphant in securing the power of the conservative
movement within the Republican Party (Hofstadter 1964; Brennan 1995; Brennan 2003;
Dallek 2004). Goldwater had failed to win the Republican Party’s nomination in 1960,
and though nominated to run in the 1964 election, he had lost by a colossal margin
against the Democratic incumbent, Lyndon Johnson. However, Goldwater’s
contributions to the conservative movement were important, even though he had not been
elected. First, the major push behind him had been comprised of a grassroots,
conservative base, and conservative operatives had learned from each of thgnsampa
(Brennan 1995; Brennan 2003; Dallek 2004). Second, the Arizona Senator was not
known for reserved, moderate rhetoric. While he alienated and scared off masy vote
he had succeeded in exposing the public to a platform of conservative ideas on a very
broad scale, even if their political realization was improbable (Brennan B&&&nan

2003). Goldwater enjoyed full support from and occasionally appeared in the
conservative journals of opinion in circulation at the time. Goldwater’'s poppieal
cuman emergent fusionist conservative press was accessible and inspithreg &lent,
conservative majority of Americans to which Nixon famously referrece (“th

dispossessed” to use Bell's ([1962] 2008:24) term) as well as to conservative erporat
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elites who were beginning to finance and organize conservative idedlagicpolitical
efforts.

Neoconservatism, on the other hand, and the entree of neocons into the world of
think tanks and research groups corresponded with increased funding for conservative
scholarship and activism by the corporate elite. The neoconservatives alsdeskiiee
conservative political formation to include moral and religious concerns anitetadil
the inclusion of non-elite religious conservatives into the fold of voters which would
ultimately elect Ronald Reagan to the presidency in 1980. The coalescence of
intellectuals, political advisors, appointees, and individuals who had served in office
within the think tanks during the 1970s would forge bonds which would prove to be
powerful in years to come. The neoconservative critics of welfare pregralimed the
methods and language of the social sciences and created a templatefof foetpolicy
analysis which would come to dominate the mainstream debate on welfare reform.
Recently, the paleo-conservative critique of neoconservatism, most nceablyyed by
Senator Ron Paul (2003) that they “express no opposition to the welfare state,” is
certainly not true (Paul 2003). Rather, the neoconservatives tended toamdiénat the
welfare state was indispensible, and have offered a torrent of expressedtions and
concerns about its consequences for decades. In fact, the political success of
neoconservatism helped softened the political culture to the ideas for relfiacn w
ultimately shaped the Welfare Reform Bill of 1996. Having been subjected taxgngoi
critique, welfare state programs had become vulnerable to ongoing reforamshave

gradually altered them to be more consistent with the shifting regemtsrof the
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economic system and elite preferences. In other words, the politicabdudtdibecome
such that maintaining existing entitlements or proposing new ones required cognpell
justification, making the welfare state weak and susceptible todiatdi;- anti-welfare,
sexually moralistic, subtly racist, etc.) ideology. Symbolic attackb®pador and
hysterical calls for the welfare system’s abolishment from the higi# helped to
maintain the welfare system’s troubled and beleaguered status. While thegiauadu
laissez-fairdibertarianism had lent an aura of economistic tenability to fusionist
conservatism, it was a strategic political weapon for the neoconservatigestdiag to
Kristol (1995:37), the success of neoconservatism was to take the philosophy of
traditional American (or libertarian) conservatism and increassdpe to consider the
social and cultural matters with which it had been engaged all along: to tave it
intellectual dimension that goes beyond economics to reflections on the roots lof socia
and cultural stability, those of the moral issues which impact social and tultura
stability.” Noconservatism’s contribution then was to make American oatssn

“more acceptable and appealing to the average American” (Kristol 1995).

The Fusionists and Goldwater
As Richard Hofstadter (1964) has pointed out, the capturing of the GOP by
Goldwater was “a remarkable political performance” since he repegsenty “a special
minority point of view.” The Senator’s charm, charisma, and unrelenting pylelaking
achievements had put “innumerable Republican workers around the country in his debt,”

but especially led to the recruitment and inspiring of a “corps of fanaticékvsosuch as
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no other candidate could mobilize” (Hofstadter 1964:$14)so, a recently vitalized
conservative press was heavily endorsing Goldwater's campaatsefMagazines like
Human EventandNational Review (NRyere steadfast in their support of Goldwater.
Murray Rothbard (2007:168), occasional contributddBin its early years and staunch
libertarian, identified William Rusher and many of the staff and contributd¥sidnal
Reviewas “the clique that inspired the Draft Goldwater movement and Youth for
Goldwater in 1960.” Conservatives were decreasingly speaking only to each other in
little known forums and a platform was being constructed from which pe@pielveing
exposed to conservative ideas to a greater extent (Brennan 1995; Nash 1998; Brennan
2003). College youth were discovering this fairly new literature on campuseglhr
various journals of opinion and student political societies like the Intercollegpaiety

of Individualists, Young Republicans, and the Young Americans for Freedom ste fir
two groups having been more moderate but then greatly shifting to the right itethe la
1950s (Chamberlain 1960b; Brennan 1995; Brennan 2003; Rothbard 2007). In a 1960
Human Eventarticle, John Chamberlain (1960b:575) directly linked Goldwater’s
popularity with a “new’ radicalism” which was “on the attack in the college
communities.” This purported conservative radicalism and the popularity of Geltswvat

The Conscience of a Conservatwas attributed to a “big swing” among the young away

! Revealing his own neoconservatism, Hofstadter41@6gued that the moderate, Eastern Establishment
Republicans needed to win back the GOP and offer igsponsible conservatism which distinguished
itself from the Democrats and from the fringe of tonservative movement. He disapproved of
Goldwater’s persona as “nuclear gambler” or ingpagitator with a tendency to see aggression as a
valued opportunity in international affairs (Hofdtar 1964: 122). While this incarnation of the &en

was akin to what Hofstadter (1964:921-22) descridmethe preferred “American missionary impulse that
once sent us out to make the world safe for demgcrae argued that it diverged from it in that
Goldwater advocated a “total victory” through thestruction of the enemy as an ideological force
possessing the means to power” and took a “dim wemost kinds of foreign aid.”
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from “State-Welfarist political ideas” which he argued had dominated tiece
implementation of the New Deal (Chamberlain 1960b:575).

Goldwater’s book was ghostwritten by Buckley's brother-in-law and old college
roommate, L. Brent Bozell, and was a popular sensation (Nash 1998; Rothbard 2007).
The book was published in 1960 and was one of the most successful conservative books
of its day, having gone through more than twenty printings in four years and over one
hundred thousand copies in its first year (Goldwater 1960; Nash 1998). It not only
elevated the popularity of the eventual GOP presidential nominee, but also helped to
advance conservative, free-market language on to the populace. The ddiberat
accessible prose in the book was, by 1960, also an objechirfat their articles. This
would be the case only after some mild commotion among the staff. Just a fsw yea
before the book was published Chodorov (Buckley Papers, Chodorov to Buckley,
December 21, 1956) and Burnham (Buckley Papers, Burnham to Buckley, October 23,
1957) pushed for more easy-to-read pieces at the magazine in the effort MRkeep
readership as great as possible. In a letter, Chodorov specificallyt@adibat he was
happy to see more simplistic language in the magazine: “l was pleasedripieae...;
you are getting rid of literary sophistication and writing in idiomatic Ehgl(Buckley
Papers, Chodorov to Buckley, December 21, 1956). However, he remained troubled that,
overall, many of the articles continued to be too abstract: “Willi [Schlaconmfirmed
my suspicion thalRis directed at the elite (which puts a limit on your circulation)”
(Buckley Papers, Chodorov to Buckley, December 21, 1966hscience of a

Conservativevas user-friendly enough, but perhaps more importantly, this collaboration
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signified an early alliance between a major conservative office-hatakicon and
intellectuals who were prolific in the world of conservative magazines and [jsaina
opinion. Bozell and Goldwater shared a fierce, pro-intervention stance on foregn poli
with regard to the Soviet Union. At a right-wing rally, Bozell famouskycamced, “I
would favor destroying not only the whole world, but the entire universe out to the
furthermost star, rather than suffer Communism to live” (quoted in Rothbard 2007:169).
In Conscienceand with a similar tone, the tough foreign policy rhetoric was laid out for
which Goldwater became infamous and, for many, respected as principled, hodes
strong (and not only by members of the far right). Brennan (1995) suggested that this
perceived integrity hurt Goldwater in the election in that the public acticalkyhim at
his word and were frightened off. In a chapter titled, “The Soviet Menace,%it wa
asserted, “We want to stay alive, of course; but more than that we want te’be fre
(Goldwater 1960:91). While such talk in relation to Soviet Russia did indeed play more
of a saber-rattling and authenticity-assurance function among conseryviite/bsok
was also an early example of conservative, intellectual soft wadanesa a number of
other targets, including the power of the central government and taxes, the labor
movement, and the American welfare state (Goldwater 1960).

The book presented the welfare state in a manner consistent with the atti-stat
libertarian rhetoric that predominated fusionist conservative analysielfare at the
time. This reflected an early tendency by conservative intelledtualsy away from
discussing individual morality and behavior in relation to welfare. While the

“consequences to the recipient of welfarism” were mention&birscienceit was only
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in a peripheral way (Goldwater 1960:73). The language was generally consisie
arguments which had already been expressalRjrthat the welfare state was but
another form of collectivism, with the “ultimate goal” of subordinating “theviiaidial to
the State,” however by subtler methods rather than direct seizure oé#ms of
production (Goldwater 1960:69). The argument in the book was that the strategy of the
collectivists has been modified; it had been learned “that Socialism can beeatchi
through Welfarism quite as well as through Nationalization. They understand tadé pri
property can be confiscated as effectively by taxation as by expropiiati@pldwater
1960:69). When the critique of welfare included a moral dimension, it was mainty al
economic lines, particularly that the very premise of the welfare gialates the
sacrosanct principles of the market, i.e. that in order to “care for the ofetbeés fellow
citizens” the state must “confiscate the earnings of X and give them(@ofdwater
1960:72). It did address behavioral consequences, but sparsely. In one instance, the
book claimed that the “more important” effect of welfare on the individual wa# tha
eliminates “any feeling of responsibility for his own welfare and thaisfamily and
neighbors,” but this effect was considered a byproduct of the welfapgeergaconceding
“to the government the ultimate political power — the power to grant or withhold from
him the necessities of life as the government sees fit” (Goldwater 1960:7@3¢ndzamcy
was mentioned as a tangential concern. It was addressed, but mainly ioftérenstate,
through welfare programs becoming able to act toward citizens as “wards and
dependents” and accumulating for itself unlimited and absolute economic anchpoliti

power (Goldwater 1960:72).
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The book’s infamous plaint, that classical and modern liberalism focus only on
the material side of humanity, implicates itself as well. While it atgbat conservatism
“looks upon the enhancement of man’s spiritual nature as the primary concern oflpolitica
philosophy,” of which collectivism is a paramount violation, the modern liberal’s
program toward equality takes on the futility of a “fight against Nature”d@ater
1960:10-11). With an unholy alliance of incompatible ideologies, the book’s philosophic
slight of hand makes the liberal quest for economic justice one that is agsingt and
morality while purporting to be acting charitably. The uskiskez-faireprinciples in
the book was typical for the emerging fusionist conservatism and later nevedisse,
and what had been a philosophy set against traditional authority and hierarchy had
become one which was the ideological framework for a new set of such arrarggement
For the fusionists and neoconservatives, free-market ideology was usedabevalnew
system of hierarchy. Therefore, Goldwater (1960:10 [my italics]), throogklB could
make the claim that “It is Conservatism that puts material things inptogaer place —
that has a structured view of the human being and of human society, in which economics
plays only a subsidiary role.” This claim, of course, was totally falseethéh
Goldwater knew it or notaissez-faireeconomic discourse for fusionist conservatism and
the emerging neoconservatism was the ideological mortar which adhenetfiscand
scholastic credibility to an aristocratic and elitist politics, amebiild come to justify
existing class arrangements. Along with anti-communism, it provided the \a@neer
consistency that the movement needed. This ideological feature of fusionatvatism

and neoconservatism was a paramount feature of right-wing critiques ofewelfa
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According to this ideology, social wages were regarded as market obstrudtichs
limited capital investment and were identified as undemocratic, opposedrty, ldvel at
times even fascistic.

Until the late 1960s, most articles in the conservative journals of opinion which
addressed welfare tended to follow this pseudo-free-market or neoliberaActual
liberals in the classical sense, or true libertarians, had mostly beematiaegl and
would only be asked to contribute when it would lend economic credibility to a largely
aristocratic and interventionist endeavor. Some articles in the more pnomine
conservative magazines during the early 1960s did discuss race and morabitytimed
hurtfully and maliciously, but tended to follow closely the language surrounding the
specific events they were covering, e.g. the Newburgh controversy. &uapkx some
essays ilNRandHuman Eventaddressed individual morality, but simply by parroting
the demands of the Newburgh City Manager, Joseph Mitchell to deny relidiilfinea
born outside of marriage and to require work for able-bodied recipldatagn Events
1961a;Human Event4961b; Franke 196 Human Event4961c; Fowler 1961\ ational
Reviewl962a;National Reviewl962b). The conservative magazines crowed with
delight when Mitchell released whidiman Event$1961a:446) called the “13 Points
Toward Welfare Sanity.” Following a similar demographic trend as mdiey ot
Northeastern cities, Newburgh’s black population more than doubled between 1950 and
1960, and Mitchell’s assailing of the behavior of “the new element” of the cortymuni
and his swearing to fight the state if it “steps in to tell us what to do"ezlieiteuphoric

response in the conservative prdsargan Eventd961a:445-446; Franke 1961:4HNR
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reported that Newburgh was “not trying to cut off help to people who honestly need it,”
and nor was it “discriminating against Negroes” (Franke 1961:44). However, iedxtol
Mitchell's declaration that “the time had come for action” due to greatheased

welfare expenditures and his grumblings that things had gotten to the poistitwas

no longer unusual for “whiskey and automobiles” to be “purchased with welfare money”
(Franke 1961:44). Mitchell’s investigating committee reported that the newsome
“apparently have no desire to take root and become part of community life. ...In short
the broadening of the base of public welfare has not curtailed social problehas— it
increased them” (Franke 1961:44).

Human Eventgrinted a letter Goldwater had written to Mitchell. The Senator
wrote to him that his “stand on welfarism,” the account of which he had réagEn
magazine, “was as refreshing as breathing the clean air of my native &r{tlnrman
Eventsl961b:467). He told Mitchell that his actions were courageous, and Goldwater
urged that the way to nudge opinion in their favor was to widely make known their
account of what was happening. The letter continued, “It is the kind of courageutiiat m
be displayed across this nation if we are to survive. The abuses in the welfaagecfiel
mounting and the only way to curtail them are the steps which you have alreauly ta
(HumanEvents 1961b:467). Mitchell’s actions were widely displayed, and much of it
reflected Mitchell’s version of what was happening. QuotingMashington Daily News
and following the events in NewburghHaman Event§1961c) article even made the
argument that welfare was immoral to the children it assisted becanseutaged their

“sub-normal” parents to give birth to more of them. Such women, it argued “should be
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sterilized. Or if that is too much for the squeamish to tolerate, they should be coofined t
institutions” Human Eventd961c:499). The article was especially sinister in its
language and suppositions: “Since morons tend to beget morons, these children have
little enough chance at best and that, rather than even the large sumg ofaedyg

involved, should be the main concern in this connectibltihfan Eventd961c:499).
Periodicals likeHuman EventandNational Reviewmainstream magazines lik&E,

and throughout American news media in general, Mitchell’s attempted socciEem

the welfare state was greatly takenhtunan Eventd961a; Levenstein 2000). While

such accounts were offered and were sometimes nasty, the lion’s shaides ar
highlighted libertarian arguments — more generally the increasistg of welfare

programs, the further consolidation of power by the central government, and thatinhere
tyranny involved in using taxes to pay for the welfare system (see Chamidd69;

Hazlitt 1962; Poirot 1962; Chamberlin 1964; Thornton 1965; Freeman 1965; Buckley
1966; Hazlitt 1966; Opitz 1968; Hazlitt 1969; et al.). Articles criticizingwietfare state

in this way were crammed onto the same pages as those advocating increlzse wig
combating communism domestically and internationally, criticizing labor unaoms
arguing for representatives of American Business to begin coaemuihorganizing

politically.
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“What Can Businessmen Do?”

Capital’s strategy of placating labor since the postwar period and its taci
acceptance of an expanding social welfare system since the enactrhenieit Deal
would begin to show signs of fray in the 1960s. The political activation and engagement
of capital around these matters would be in full-swing by the early 1970s. The drive
within conservative media to set these processes in motion had begun earliefongh ef
to drum up attention to and support for many conservative policy concerns within the
business community. A May 196f8uman Eventsrticle titled, “What Can Businessmen
Do?” argued that a “bi-partisan” public affairs effort by business had stelpped up,
given the comparatively greater political activity of organized lalgwhlson 1962:
365). The political strategy of capital was presented as democratictiah@and
“decentralized” while those of unions were described as “compulsory” and ‘icasdra
(Ingwalson 1962:366). However, closer inspection of the stated objectives of the
“business political action courses” promotedHhyman Eventseveals that they were “in
the struggle to maintain the competitive market economy and to stem centmalofat
government” as well as to elect into office “many conservative candjtialeof which
were regarded aspriori good aims (Ingwalson 1962:364, 366). This was surely not an
impartial endeavor. Graduates of such courses in the first few yehesdddade totaled
“over a quarter of a million persons,” and based on regdusian Eventsleclared that
“the impact of businessmen in politics will be felt increasingly in thesyahead”
(Ingwalson 1962:366). The article cited Goldwater’s support for businessalolitic

activity, arguing that employers should allow their employees to engggo-business
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activism. The matter was described as urgent since the few sharahead would
reveal whether the US would be a socialist or capitalist country and as Galdwat
frantically warned, “It's past [the] days of socialism creepings-iere!” (Ingwalson
1962:366).

Calls to arms were coming from within business as well. At a summer
convention of the National Industrial Council, Rayburn Watkins, Executive Vice
President of Associated Industries of Kentucky, gave a speech where he aagued th
making free enterprise appealing to the general public meant that “tHeadéts,” in
addition to the general population, needed to be targeted (Watkins 1962:765). Quoting
an “astute Kentucky politician,” he told his audience that in order to have political
influence, people simply need to “THINK you have political influence” (Watkins
1962:765 [author’s capitalization]). This he said was primarily a “communications
challenge” and it required “facts, conviction and courage” as well aacatte
packaging” and “salesmanship” (Watkins 1962:765). The approval of “thought leaders,”
Watkins (1962:765) argued, would “lend social credence and respectability to the truth
we would convey.” He continued, “They are willing to listen, in most cases, if live wi
only speak out knowingly and sincerely ...if we keep on articulating ...if we colystant
find new avenues for our evangelistic endeavor” (Watkins 1962:766). Common
concerns, like rising inflation and declining profits would ultimately provideidsetthat
would bring powerful players together to impact policy, such as high level adaiorsir
investors, or members of corporate boards, all representing different firrsisniat

class interests. A 1965 report by the Meadow Brook National Bank in West Hempstead,

246



New York had declared, “The maintenance of a business climate that emsourag
adequate corporate profits is thus of the utmost importance to the continued growth of
this nation” (12). The report had indicated that the US was failing in thisomissice
corporate profits, as a portion of GNP, as a portion of national income, and as a portion of
total sales, had been decreasing since 1948 (Meadow Brook National Bank 1965).
Though pre-tax profits had increased 5.7 times since 1929, after-tax profits had been
reduced because of the increase in corporate taxes during this 35-year peaddyM
Brook National Bank 1965). Just as the crises which are associated with tHEOZ8dy
and which diminished the general sense of material security among the public we
presaged in the decade before, so too were the crises affecting capitapdal

shortages, increased taxes, slow-downs in productivity, and the reduction in profits
(Meadow Brook National Bank 1965; Edsall 1984). Labor discipline was seen as
undermined by generous government provisions like unemployment insurance, social
security, and minimum wage laws (Navarro 1991; Akard 1992; Perruci and Wysong
2007). Also, a generous and permissive welfare system was believed toberdive

for segments of the population not to work (Navarro 1991; Akard 1992; Perruci and
Wysong 2007).

Since policy developments which favored labor and the expansion of the welfare
state in the 1960s had become identified with reduced corporate profits anite idec
capitalist class power, business and like minded political elites had begurzmgbili
around particular policy concerns (Navarro 1991; Akard 1992; Perruci and Wysong

2007). Groundbreaking legislation was implemented which resulted from dines eff
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organized labor, consumer advocacy, and the welfare rights movements and included the
1966 Coal Mine Safety Act, the 1969 National Environmental Policy Act, the 1970
Occupational Health and Safety Act, and the various programs implemented tim@ugh t
War on Poverty and the Great Society (Navarro 1991; Perucci and Wysong 2087). Th
pro-capital and conservative magazines provided a mouthpiece for American husiness
where its grievances and concerns could be expressed about these Rabignams of

the Great Society were seen as rewarding idleness and enlargiadehs budget with

the effect of creating further inflationary pressures on the economy andaxesefar

high income earners and corporations (De Toleando 1965; Hazlitt 1969). Recapping
results from a Wall Street Journal survey of the business commNatipnal Review

(1972a; 1972b) had outlined some concerns of business with regard to the progressive
welfare platform of Presidential candidate George McGovern (the macalratkasures

of which he would ultimately abandon after a sharp backlash in the media). His
proposals, which were described as “horrendous” and as vehicles for “income
redistribution” included funding for education, childcare, pollution control, public works,
and socialized healthcarddtional Reviewl 972a;National Reviewl972b:784). Instead

of being thought of in terms of an investment in the public good, they were considered in
terms of a declining level of business activity, reduction in the share of laticoae

going to the private sector, and decreased consumption and investment due tedncreas

individual and corporate income tax&afional Reviewl972a;National Reviewl972b).
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The Neo-Orthodoxy

Economistic discourse had been appropriated to give a managerial and economic
authority to a politics which were at their essence aristocraticnanalistic. This
attribute of fusionist conservatism and neoconservatism was at itsleotegical and
provided a component to the right-wing critique of welfare which was eagifgpduced
through anti-statist and populist slogans. In the fall of 1967, impending changes to the
Social Security Act (SSA) had sparked protests from organized welfahersotThe
demands from the welfare rights activists included a guaranteed incomplamaith a
future” (US Congress 1967a:26486). When snubbed by the majority of the members of
the Senate Finance Committee during a hearing, protestors were understandably
and staged a “wait-in” (US Congress 1967a:26486). During debate in the Senate on the
1967 SSA amendment provisions, Senator Russell Long of Louisiana defended more
strict work requirements and caps on AFDC funding (US Congress 1967b). The
concerns of more moderate senators (e.g. Jacob Javits and Robert Kennedykthat wor
requirements were too strict sparked their call for and eventual passingamendment
which exempted guardians of children under sixteen-years-old from engaioyhich
required that they be working when the children were home from school (Law
1983:1263).

While calls for more stringent reforms tended to cite dependency and the growth
of the rolls as indicators of a growing welfare crisis, remarks beadernn Congress
were also echoing the neoconservative condemnations of the New Left, student, and

welfare rights movements. Senator Byrd of West Virginia compared the weljare
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mothers to “vermin that are honeycombing the fabric of this Nation” (US Congress
1967a:26486). They had likened the situation to an “overall strategy of revolution” one
which was encouraged by misguided liberal “publicity seeking agitgld& Congress
1967a:26486). An article by Piven and Cloward, which advocated expanding caseloads
to people legally eligible, was even printed in the Congressional Rectwl r@uest of
Senator Byrd as an example of such irresponsible encouragement of “civil disokédie
(US Congress 1967a:26489). Senator Long had demanded, “If they can find time to
march in the streets, picket, and sit all day in committee hearing roomsathépnd

time to do some useful work” (US Congress 1967a:26487). In response to Senators
Javits and Kennedy, Long had suggested that the welfare poor were “sitting ardund a
drinking wine all day” and complained that if the amendment passed, a poor mother
“would not have to do so much as swat a mosquito off her leg as a condition for getting
aid from the government” (US Congress 1967b:33542-33543). Insinuating blame to poor
mothers for the condition of low-income communities, Long asserted that widhcehne

and work enforcement, “The mothers would then have no excuse under the sun for
refusing to do something constructive, if it is nothing more than to clean up thenmess i
front of their own houses” (US Congress 1967b:33543). The understanding here is that
poor folks should know their place. Poor, black welfare mothers, rather than picketing
and complaining should be obedient and disciplined laborers, consistent with the
prescriptions of the market and the expectations of elite ideology. Women who were

“out of role,” to reiterate Abramovitz’s phrase, had been castigated in Congitbss, w
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Russell Long calling the demonstrators “Black Brood Mares, Inc.” (Mwmn 1968:21;
Abramovitz 1996:320).

The early neoconservative attack on radicalism, the defense of traditional
institutions, and the use and advocacy of select tenets of libertarianism would find
expression in the political struggle to roll back progressive gains andfpebte
interests in the decades to come. While Chapter 6 focuses on the emergence and
intellectual origins of the neoconservatives and outlines their critique daravel
specifically, the evolution of Irving Kristol's political orientation whicimang the
neoconservatives who trace their intellectual origins to the movement’s beginis
probably most explicit about advocating elitist political arrangementsnféis
(1979:81) referred to Kristol as the “standard bearer” and Coser ([1973] 1974:5)
considered him the “prototype of the group.” His overall influence in defining the
“neoconservative persuasion,” as he would come to think of it, and his activism as its
leading exponent must be detailed a bit further. Multiple strands of cons@rvatis
converge in a provocative and dynamic way in the work of this so called “godfather” of
neoconservatism (Kristol 2003:92). Kristol was not so much an accomplished academic
like Bell or Hook nor politically situated along the lines of a Moynihan. Rather his
power and efficacy were due to the fact that he was active in multiple sphetits
activism, not to mention that he possessed an ironic and approachable, if not humorous
demeanor and writing style. He identified Trilling and Leo Strauss ahiab
influences, especially Strauss’ aristocratic framework which saditibn as the

“practical wisdom” which best guided the lives of the “common man” (Kristol 1995:7).
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The connection to Strauss is important. Strauss’ legacy on American poétics
neoconservatism is usually associated with its approach to foreign policy.véfowe
through his influence on Kristol and other “Straussians,” a position which accepiad
hierarchy as natural and preferable and which saw modernism’s valorizatien of t
common man and of equality as destructive came to inform a point of view on welfare
state policy as well. Strauss’ (1964) critique of the moderns and their camcepti
individual rights in favor of the system and priorities of the ancients wastalution
both to the resurgence of traditionalism and to early neoconservatismassStt863.viii,
1965) identified Thomas Hobbes as the earliest figure in political philosophy to give
importance to the “rights of men” in theories of natural law. He had set out to réepen t
case of “moderns against the ancients” because theories of modern aatwvaidh
derived from Hobbes emphasized legitimacy to the individual claim for agermagthr
natural rights as opposed to an objective structure of laws already locatearé nat
(Strauss 1963:xv). Implicit in Strauss’ critique of Hobbes, and also existent both
implicitly and explicitly in the work of the traditionalists and neoconseveatiis the
opposition to reducing the scientific analysis of society to a merelyialate
understanding. Strauss (1963:2) noted that Hobbes attributed his own achievements to
those “made possible by the application of a new method, the method by which Galileo
raised physics to the rank of a science.” By way of this method, complex anctisabje
concepts like justice and the role of the state itself are reduced to fackscahibe
reduced to their elements (“the individual wills”) and analyzed (Strauss 1963@h F

this point, and resulting from the method, the possibility of a “collective will” is
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developed through a connection of the given facts and what was “at first dariatta

whole is ‘rationalized (Strauss 1963:2). One of the distinguishing elements of globbe
philosophy and of liberalism, “the absolute priority of the individual to the Stats” w

seen by Strauss (1963:2) as “determined by... and implied in the method.” He identified
two crises of modernity, the first highlighted in the work of Rousseau and the second in
the work of Nietzsche (Strauss 1965). He finds in Rousseau’s work an acknowledgement
that the “modern venture was a radical error” but also an implicit tensiondretive city
(virtue) and the state of nature which Strauss (1965:253) identified as the substaace
thought. Rousseau’s critique of modernity was in favor of both classical antguaity
reformed version of modernity itself (Strauss 1965). The great anciestldie Rome,
Sparta, and Athens were replete with “public spirit,” “patriotism,” and “vir{&tauss
1965:253). The “sacred unity” of the ancient city “has been destroyed” in mades ti
through the “dualism of power temporal and power spiritual, and ultimately by the
dualism of the earthly and the heavenly fatherland” (Strauss 1965:253-254).

Strauss’ influence on American conservatism has been varied and vast. Many
challenges to liberalism (both classical and modern) would come from his stuants a
disciples. In a criticism of judicial interpretation of the First Ameadmone of Strauss’
students, Walter Berns (1957), argued that the pattern of liberal interpretaten of
amendment resulted from the destructive political doctrine of liberalismhvinaid
become an American tradition. His conceptual targets were individualism, individual
natural rights as opposed to natural law, and the notion of a hostile state against whic

individual liberty and self-realization are in opposition. Berns, like his teachdruted
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these components of American liberalism to Thomas Hobbes (Strauss [1936] 1963,
[1950] 1965). He held that virtue and character were higher goods over freedom and
argued that American liberals held asagpriori truth the inaliable rights of man against
the state. Only in a community with “citizensgefod charactewho trust one another, is
freedom not only possible but desirable” (Berns 1957: 255-256 [author’s italics]). He
argued that only in such a community would freedom encourage virtue which is after all
the objective of the legal system (Berns 1957). Berns’ was clearly not avaiisser

open to a libertarian, small government perspective. Since the conservativeenbve
came to appropriate an anti-state rhetoric, Berns found himself in oppositionavith m
conservatives, such as Meyer and Willmoore Kendall. Other Straussians weulthent
arena in which the struggle to define American conservatism was taking pacen
Diamond and Harry Jaffa also were advocating a strong central governradimghep a
powerful republic as opposed to greater sovereignty to the states (Goldwin anoh§&rodz
1963). The constitutional convention was seen as the prevailing of the “nationalist”
position over that of the federalists and also the best resolution to protect @eraticst
minority from the tyranny of combinations formed by the masses (Goldwin andi@sodz
1963:71).

In addition to the debate over the ancient and modern concepts of natural law
versus natural right and by extension state versus individual sovereigntyengsetof
Strauss’ philosophy by his students and followers to justify a secretive andaimsper
foreign policy and overall deceitful and manipulative stance towards public informat

Also important are the intellectual and political genealogies enmgriatim Strauss and
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which include figures who would become notable in the fields of opinion and/ or politics.
According to a former student of Joseph Cropsey, himself a former student and afente
Struass, some Straussians were more philosophical and others more politicadly ac
(Norton 2005). The Straussian, Harvey Mansfield, from Harvard taught both Fukuyama
and Kristol (Norton 2005). Cropsey at Chicago taught Paul Wolfowitz and Abram
Shulsky, both Republican functionaries within the foreign policy elite (Norton 2005).
Included on the list of more infamous students of Strauss are Jaffa, Berns,aand All
Bloom (Norton 2005). Bloom was especially influential in shaping those of Strauss’
intellectual descendents who would later hold posts in government (Norton 2005).
Bloom recalls that Strauss’ vision of modern democracy was consistent viahntsers
(Spinoza, Montesquieu, Rousseau, Jefferson), that “with its orientation towardsalnivers
freedom it is nonetheless meant to be a regime of virtue” (quoted in Strauss 1995:vi)
Quoting his teacher, Bloom recounts that Strauss’ vision of democracy wadeitt®
be “an aristocracy which has broadened into a universal aristocracy’ssS1@95:vi, 4-
5). The ruling elite within this aristocracy would be absent of those that weretbhpwo
namely people that read only “the sports page and the comic section” of the pmwspa
and “can be appropriated by the meanest capacities without any intellectuabeal
effort whatsoever and at a very low monetary price” (Strauss 1995:5).

Critics of Strauss and Straussianism identify as the source of thigaitsiif for
lying to the public hig?ersecution and the Art of WritingHere, Strauss (1988:34) noted
that the pre-modern philosophers wrote on the assumption that the gap separating the

“wise” few and “vulgar” masses was rooted in human nature itself and that namprogr
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freedom of speech or popular education could close it. Philosophers in this tradition
therefore constructed their writings which were accessible to the ntassegh “brief
indication” and in a commonplace, popular manner (Strauss 1988:35). These
philosophers hated “the lie in the soul” most of all and therefore recognizebehat t
opinions they expressed exoterically were merely “likely tales” or ®bes” (Strauss
1988:35). It's important to note here that the debates about what S&allgsneant by
his academic efforts or whether teally intended for the formation of a neoconservative
cabal which privileged elite power are not important (for example, see Drury 1999;
Zuckert and Zuckert 2006 [my italics]). His specific views on the wetitate are also
not what is relevant in terms of his significance, influence, and legacy,rgsahhis
students supported the expansion of state power without any particular criti@stedlir
toward welfare programs. What is important, and it has been passed on and reproduced
through Strauss’ students, admirers, and mentees, is the political and intidibgetoa
which advocates mass public deception and looks toward the general public witst.distr
Kristol (1995:8) fondly remembered that Strauss “was contemptuous of the modern
demagogic idolatry of the common man,” and shared with many of the ancientsnaaste
care in his writing “so as not, as the British would say, to ‘frighten the hdraahile
Strauss’ thought is not directly involved with welfare state policy, the Sieausadition
which defends elite manipulation, deceit, and “lying nobly,” heralds the virtuesiehanc
political philosophies that advocate the organizing of democratic societiesratwag
traditional and hierarchical grounds, and identifies as an imperative the fowhdarg

aristocracy within democratic mass society” translates straiglafdty into a point of
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view seeking to organize the public assistance system so as to miniyizied of
collective political agency (Strauss [1968] 1995:10). As Kristol (1995:9) noted, “One
didn’t study Strauss to discover ready-made political opinions.”

Kristol (1995:5) described himself as “neo-orthodox” in relation to religion, and
while not an observant Jew or convinced of God’s existence, he was respectful of
“tradition bound religion,” and impressed with the Christian theological “ceytai.that
the human condition placed inherent limitations on human possibility.” Kristol
understood the Christian metaphysic of original sin in this context as tedicta
humanity is simply not cut out for utopian doctrines, or as a healthy tendencgsowar
skepticism of ideology. Praising Strauss’ controversial and elitisttation, he
explained that the common sense of the common man must be guided by tradition, often
in the capacity of religion, itself the collectively expressed supeiggom of the
ancients (Kristol 1995). The Enlightenment “dogma” that the truth will set gtsciet
members free was rejected, as truth and the political order were seen astipla¢iodds
with one another (Kristol 1995:8). He recounted that though the foundiftigedPublic
Interestis commonly regarded as the beginning of neoconservatism, the core group
around the magazine, Bell, Moynihan, Glazer, himself, and others, consideredikemse
dissenting liberals at the time (Kristol 199%ational Reviewvas “too right-wing” and
lacked sufficient analysis and intellectualism for the emerging neoc@atises (Kristol
1995:31). Kristol (1995:31) described the early neoconservatives as having a narrow
spectrum of opinion, with himself a bit to the right and Bell to the left, but all being

“skeptical of government programs that ignored history and experience in fabhenef
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fashionable left-wing ideas spawned by the academy.” Many in this grawlp w

eventually become secure in their conservatism and be overtaken by tfehise
counterculture and the student movement in the 1960s. This was the “major event of that
period” which took them by surprise and which led them to discover that they “had been
cultural conservatives all along” (Kristol 1995:31).

These disenchanted liberals were reacting to the liberal environmentiat¢he
which they had seen as reshaped by the “New Left and the counterculturé&sl(Kris
1995:31). This environment, Kristol (1995) argued, mistakenly led the Great Society in
the direction of attempting to empower the poor through Community Action Programs
and had culminated in the nomination of Senator George McGovern as the Democratic
presidential candidate in 1972. Given his Straussian orientation, “metaphysigal be
and his realization that he and the other neoconservatives were bourgeois “by habit and
instinct,” a politics which empowered collectivities of the poor to directlyagadhe
state and fight for their own economic well being independently from employensisw
led him to conclude that “no politics ...was viable if its own culture was radically

subversive of it” (Kristol 1995:6, 31).

Capital’s Mobilization
The 1970s saw large-scale organizing by the capitalist class in anefieaken
organized labor and roll back the welfare state. The American Enterstgate (AEI)
(2003) started in New York City in 1938 as the American Enterprise Associafioh) (A

The organization’s website boasts that it was “the avant-garde of two nousent
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developments of the decades to come, both responding to the growing size and power of
the federal government: the migration of business and trade associations from
commercial centers to the nation's capital and the emergence of the'thatic tank’™
(American Enterprise Institute 2003: Y1). The formation of the AEA was thexgomi
together of prominent corporate officers from companies like Bristol-Megremical
Bank, and General Mills, and libertarian intellectuals like Henry iHald ex- turned
anti-New Dealer Raymond Moley (American Enterprise Institute 2003). The
organization was strongly libertarian in the early years promoting unpopuaunes
like privatizing the Social Security system. In 1954, William Baroody took wver a
president of the AEI. He was an effective scout and recruiter of intelleakeiad &nd
advanced policy recommendations which were brashly libertarian at a herdaissez-
faire individualism had yet to become considered politically useful or viable (&areri
Enterprise Institute 2003). Economists, Milton Friedman, Paul McCracken, andedottf
Haberler had signed on and served in the AEI's academic advisory board byythe ear
1960s (American Enterprise Institute 2003). By the 1970s, the AEI became a place
where neoconservative and other conservative thinkers came together for the purpose of
mobilizing “ideas” for the purpose of moving “practical politics” and its opanatwere
considerably expanded (Peschek 1987; Kristol 1995; American Enterprise Institute
2003:94; Micklethwait and Wooldridge 2004).

In August 1971, a corporate lawyer by the name of Lewis F. Powell ([1971] 2004)
wrote a memorandum to a friend and US Chamber of Commerce Director who had

recently become Chairman of the Chamber’s Education Committee. The memo was
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dated two months prior to Powell's ([1971] 2004) nomination to the US Supreme Court
by President Nixon. At the time, he was the member of 11 corporate boards and the
memo was a manifesto of sorts for corporate political and ideological mabitiz&a he
memo did its part in compelling like minded figures to found, fund, and remain active in
groups with corresponding objectives. This included the establishment of thegeri
Foundation, Manhattan Institute, Cato Institute, and the growth of the AEI and other
think tanks and research organizations (Powell [1971] 2004). The memo warned that an
“assault on the enterprise system” had been mounted gradually over the two previous
decades (Powell [1971] 2004:936). While “New Leftist spokesmen” were sfutlyess
“radicalizing thousands of the young,” a greater cause for concern wdsogtaity of
respectable liberals and social reformers” and their views and infludecaccumulation

of which could “fatally weaken or destroy the system” (Powell [1971] 2004):912). The
memo was a rallying call for business to protect capitalism genérglliso a piece of
intellectual advocacy for what would one day be called corporate welfare. [Powel
worried that economic policies favoring private power were one of the ffavanrent
targets” of those trying to bring down capitalism. Rather than seeingepsbee calls for
corporate reform as enhancing the democratic condition or advocating on behalf of
ordinary people, Powell ([1971] 2004: 119) was appalled by the “shotgun attack on the
system” comprised by liberal descriptions of tax structures which beapitatas “tax
breaks,’ ‘loop holes,’ or ‘tax benefits’ for the benefit of business.” He complanaed t
such “rifle shots ...undermine confidence and confuse the public” (Powell[1971] 2004:

119).
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Powell was clear about what should be done by business executives. Firstly,
fighting such propaganda should be a “primary responsibility of corporate nnagwije
(Powell [1971] 2004: 1128). The survival of the system itself, he argued, depended on
“top management” making this a point of concern and doing more than just increasing
their attention toward “public relations’ or ‘governmental affairs’ -etareas in which
corporations long have invested substantial sums.” (Powell [1971] 2004: 30). Secondly,
firms must do more than acting independently:

Strength lies in organization, in careful long-range planning and

implementation, in consistency of action over an indefinite period

of years, in the scale of financing available only through joint

effort, and in the political power available only through united

action and national organizations (Powell [1971] 2004: 132).

Powell ([1971] 2004) felt that the Chamber of Commerce, as the collective trade
organization for business, should play an important role in this. The mounting project to
endorse a less restrained capitalism was intellectual and ideojdgitat its essence it

was political. Alliances needed to be made and emphasis was to lie on comnsonalitie
between the various entities in this effort in combating anti-capitaliasi The memo
asserted that intellectuals like Herbert Marcuse and more ambiliakrat critics need

not be in the majority in the universities (Powell [1971] 2004). Powell ([1971] 2004:944)
recommended that the Chamber pull together a group of “highly qualified scimallaes i
social sciences who do believe in the system” and who have published prolificatly, eve

if the business community were in disagreement with some of their work. s oérm
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reaching the public, the intellectual component of this burgeoning formation needed t
“do the thinking, the analysis, the writing, and the speaking,” but also “staéfresis
who are thoroughly familiar with the media” and who know “how most effectively to
communicate with the public” (Powell [1971] 2004: 161). This “faculty of schokrd”
communications experts would carefully monitor and utilize media such asitaevis
radio, the press, scholarly journals, books, pamphlets, and paid advertisements (Powell
[1971] 2004: 161).

Perhaps the most prescient aspect of the memo was Powell’s ([1971] 2004: 190,
192) appeal to business to emulate what he saw as the labor movement’s successful
political characteristics, i.e. losing its “disposition to appease,” shedditendency “to
regard the opposition as willing to compromise,” and becoming “far more aygress
than in the past.” This was an explicit call for business to discontinue its plaet in
Fordist arrangement, in other words, to forgo its end of the implicit bargain lbetwee
capital and labor. Be it labor or other “self-interested groups” or “the Nlaither
Marcuses and others” who Powell ([1971] 2004: 78, 193) saw as trying to dhstroy t
American system of capitalism, he insisted that there should be no besitatievelop a
political and ideological counterattack. With the same skill and effectivériess
displayed in the fields of production and, through influencing consumer choicehlthroug
marketing and advertising, the memo announced that, “It is time for Americandsusine
...to apply their great talents vigorously to the preservation of the systerh (igsmifell
[1971] 2004: 195). This would require a massive ideological effort, because thet Fordi

arrangement, as has been illustrated by others (Foster 1988; Navarro 1991), was not
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established as a consequence of the good nature of employers but rather asfa result
working class pressure. Ford himself actually opposed the establishniestNg#w

Deal and subsequent social welfare measures (Nevins and Hill 1963; Wik 1972pNavar
1991).

While not a libertarian, Kristol understood the political and strategic beoéfits
free-market economics. In many ways, he was the embodiment of thiidrafrom the
proto-neoconservatism of the early year3loéPublic Interesinto the combination of
contradictory but more decisively conservative political philosophies andldefogical
and political maneuvering that became the essence of today’s neocosserwAftile
Kristol (1995:40; 2003:92) later recanted the statement, he boasted that thesesattribut
for the “neoconservative impulse” were “pretty much absorbed into a larges, mor
comprehensive conservatism.” The right had been transformed and made “more
acceptable to a majority of American voters” (Kristol 2003:94). Around the SBamae
Powell made his recommendations to the US Chamber of Commerce, Kristol ([1971]
1995:43) published an article in the Atlantic Monthly titled, “Welfare: The Best of
Intentions, the Worst of Results.” In it, he addressed what he considered were the
“unanticipated and perverse consequences” of the welfare system ([1971] 1995:48). He
offered a critique of Piven and ClowardRggulating the Pogmwhich was based on an
obvious misreading and misunderstanding (or deliberate misrepresentatiogi)y of t
argument. Moralisnsumeconomism was used to explain why welfare programs had
“bred all sorts of unanticipated and perverse consequences” (Kristol [1971] 1995:48).

Taking the thesis of the Moynihan Report and incorporating a dubious economic
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explanation for the decline in social and familial morality, he argued th&revdlad
robbed the economic function from the institution of the family as well as encdurage
males to no longer “persist at their not-always-interesting jobs” (Kfit®71] 1995:49).
George Gilder would pick this argument up almost verbatim in his landwieakth and
Poverty and Charles Murray’sosing Groundused similar logic. Evidently, families
only stayed together when their members were pressured to do so by virtue of the
economic circumstances. Kristol ([1971] 1995:49) stated, “Above all, wetihsetihe
head of the household bis economic function, and tends to make of him a ‘superfluous
man.” Welfare, it must be rememberedmpetesvith his (usually low) earning ability;
and the more generous the welfare program, the worse he makes out in this mrhpetit
(Kristol [1971] 1995:49 [author’s italics]).

Kristol (1995:32) recalled that in the spring of 1972, none of the grolipeat
Public Interestwere Republican or even knew any members of the GOP, but their
“political landscape was in the process of being transformed.” Just moreyhan a
before, Buckley and the staff and contributorBlational Review1971:249) noticed the
rightward shift among the regulars@mmentarynagazine and invited Podhoretz,
Glazer, and others to “Come On In, the Water’s Fine.” The alliance withdsssand
adoption of supply-side, free-market language facilitated greatess@nd influence for
the neoconservatives and would provide momentum for the movement overall,
ideologically and politically. A key moment in the history of this transfolonavas
when conservative editorialist at téall Street JournalRobert Bartley had been paying

attention to the articles and criticisms of the welfare stat@ePublic InterestKristol
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1995). Bartley would go on to have a distinguished career as the editoNVéhlirstreet
Journal a vice president of the Dow Jones Corporation, which owned the paper at the
time, and a recipient of the Presidential Medal of Freedom from the George W. Bush
White House in 2003 (White House Archives 2003). When he had noticed the work of
Bell, Moynihan, Glazer, and Kristol, he was on Wall Street Journal’®ditorial board,
and his article, “Irving Kristol and Friends,” appeared in May of that yeast(i{ 1995).
Kristol (1995:32) recalled that the article was “favorable almost (but not quitie¢ t

point of embarrassment.” Now the emerging neocons had gained national attention
(Kristol 1995). Both Bartley and Kristol would become great advocates of the soon to
emerge supply-side economic doctrine, although for different reasons, anddhaled
page of the Wall Street Journal, under Bartley’s editorship, became a bastiochfor s
principles.

Meanwhile, American business was trying to further increase its paer a
influence in the political sphere. The Powell memo had spread within Chandbes cir
(Schmitt 2005). One person who recalled being incited by the memo and decided to
commit his company to a more prominent role in conservative political activisrhagas
baron, Joseph Coors (Edwards 1997). After some unsuccessful attempts to fund and
support existing conservative political research groups, he would partner with Edwi
Feulner, Jr. and Paul Weyrich to start the Heritage Foundation in February 19FH&kPesc
1987; Edwards 1997; Micklethwait and Wooldridge 2004). Coors put up $250,000 and
Richard Mellon Scaife of the Mellon family line and legacy, and one of Goldwater’

early supporters, would contribute even more funds allowing a relatively newoadditi
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the policy planning network to use its peripheral status to act as an “ultranzaings
gadfly” (Post 1998:16).

Business was intensifying its lobbying efforts as well. Risingtiofiadeclining
profits, and enduring the accomplishments of the welfare rights and labor nraseme
prompted a more active role for capital in the political process. Powetlleasthat
organized labor had been effective in political engagement, and while labor leadgrs
not have been beloved, ...they have been respected — where it counts the most — by
politicians, on the campus, and among the media” (Powell [1971] 2004:994). Industry
trade associations and Chamber of Commerce networks had become stronger, and in
1972, heads of some of the largest corporations had formed the Business Roundtable
(BR) (Peschek 1987; Akard 1992; Royce 2009). The BR would play a major part in
corporate lobbying, especially around the issues of labor and consuneetiproand
taxation (Peschek 1987; Akard 1992; Royce 2009). Small and medium business would
be mobilized by comprehensive lobbying groups like the National Association of
Manufacturers (NAM) and a revitalized US Chamber of Commerce (Akard 1992). Over
the next decade, the Chamber would more than quadruple its membership, with 60,000
member firms in 1972 growing to 257,000 in 1982 (Blyth 2002). In 1974, the NAM
would move its headquarters to Washington, DC to “increase its presence in the nation’s
capital,” was working in greater partnership with the Chamber, and wassimg &g
lobbying and legal research efforts (Blyth 2002; NAM 2008:943). One of the NAM'’s

secondary organizations, the Council for a Union-Free Environment, would authorize
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reports and vigorously work to promote union free shops and fight progressive labor
reform legislation (Levitt 1993; Blyth 2002).

This constituted, as Akard (1992:597) has pointed out, a “unified, class-conscious
policy offensive.” This mobilization by prominent business leaders and lobbyongg
represented all sectors of capital and had escalated into an effecthenmatto
influence policy. Akard (1992) has described two types of scenarios which promote
political cohesion within the business community. First, in the social, political, or
economic environment, there must be perceived among multiple sectors of capital a
common threat to shared interests (Akard 1992). Second, there must be social, economic,
or organizational ties between associations, firms, or other sectors &é proveer
(Akard 1992). Perhaps a another dimension should be added to this model, that the
network of firms with shared interests possess a means to create and digtebast The
groupings and means to distribute information are no doubt important, but so too are
intellectuals who craft the ideas being dispersed. Not only has this network thclude
lobbying groups, like numerous Political Action Committees, the Chamber, and the
NAM, but also activist intellectuals who had been mostly associated witarsities
before the early 1970s, but after had also been connected to the growing system of
research groups and think tanks promoting various traditionalist and freetmarke
conservative ideas. In other words, the effort must include both a political and
ideological component. These ties usually bring powerful players togetheashgh
level administrators, investors, or members of corporate boards, all represiifdiramt

firms but similar class interest. During the economic stagnation of tlgs187
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consensus emerged between big and small business: that there was a shortagé of capit
for private investment and inflation was created as a result of reduced froofits
increased wages for unionized laborers and excessive government reguliatich (A
1992; Burris 1992).

In the mid 1970s, there was also a remarkable increase in the number of corporate
political action committees (PACSs), which direct funds to candidates for pafbtie
who are sympathetic to their agenda (Akard 1992). Ironically, the use of PACs wa
originated by public interest groups and organized labor. In 1974, 201 pro-labor PACS
were on the lobbying scene, in comparison to only 89 corporate PACs. By 1978, there
was 784 corporate PACs in operation (not including the 500 or so trade organizations
which were then active) compared to only 217 sponsored by labor (Akard 1992).
Grassroots lobbying networks emerged, like the Committee for Economicopmegit,
the Conference Board, and the Business Council, but the BR was the lobbying
organization which would be especially active in effecting legislationansyt® come
(Akard 1992). Some of these organizations, like the BR and the NAM were renowned
for their extreme conservatism. The NAM, whose roots go back to the fatedgury,
began as an anti-union shop of employers. The BR was formed by three smaller
organizations with an anti-labor agenda (Jacobs 1998:5). They had put together the
“Nothing Committee” to mount an ideological drive against labor, which included
reaching out and attempting to co-opt leading liberal intellectuals teding to

influence the content of television programming (Jacobs 1998). The Nothing
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Committee’s main target was what it saw as an overly obstructtieridl Labor
Relations Board.

This network of organizations unified to address the perceived problem of labor
and excessive government expenditures for social programs. It succestdatdethe
outcomes of several pieces of planned legislation and its influence in this asena wa
becoming apparent. The outcomes of two pieces of legislation, proposed between 1974
and 1978, represented the success of the business lobby on the defensive. The first of
these, the proposition to establish an independent Consumer Protection Agency (CPA) to
monitor the actions of other regulatory agencies, represent labor’s ist@mesdact as a
“general clearinghouse” for grievances against business for unfair peasiis expected
to come to fruition given the election of a Democratic President and a largecEaeimn
majority in Congress in 1976 (Akard 1992:603). A centralized organization, the
Consumer Issues Working Group had represented the points of view of the NAM, BR,
and Chamber against the bill, and it was defeated by the full house in early 1978 (Akard
1992). An organization hired by the BR waged a media war against the bill witivaega
articles, ads, cartoons, and prepackaged editorials about the CPA which wimetelds
for free to hundreds of small media outlets all over the country (Akard 1992; Jacobs
1998). They were largely published, and politicians looked at this media attention as
“proof” of negative public opinion. Though the bill for the implementation of the CPA
initially enjoyed wide public support, it would ultimately not see the light of dayaue

the efforts of the Business Roundtable.

269



Another labor bill was successfully contesteobugh unified elements of an
increasingly savvy American business lobby. The 1970s saw an increase iawabor |
violations, more incidents of union busting, and other unfair labor practices. As a result,
there was a growing backlog at the National Labor Relations Board (NIaRB an
initiative to amend the National Labor Relations Act (NLRA) to quicken proesdor
settling grievances and strengthening sanctions against employers (8R&ardldcobs
1998). The same players came together again to launch a propaganda defensive. The
NAM and Chamber, joined later by the BR, hired a public relations firm to talse pol
produce and release “canned editorials,” and again send facsimiles to Cémgress
“prove” that public opinion was against the measure (Akard 1992). A key component to
this effort was the recruitment and support of small business. The debate was now able
to be framed as big labor beating up on the little guys: workers and small basines
Though the bill easily cleared the full house, it was held up by a Republican fitibuste
summer 1978, and offers by the bill's sponsors for compromise were rejected (Akard
1992; Jacobs 1998). The Democrats decided to send it back to committee in hopes that it
could be proposed at a more opportune time, however, it was never proposed again. This
was a jolting legislative defeat for labor at the hands of a strong anddurofigorate
lobby forming ad hoc coalitions and using public relations tactics to demonize an
initiative which would have given greater leverage to labor at the expensataf.ca

A third case represented a supply-side tax revolt and forever changed the
American political and economic landscape and took place in 1981. It was once more the

result of a successful campaign waged by this same united front for private potver
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this time it illustrated business on the offensive rather than defendingeitssist With

the election of Ronald Reagan to the presidency, the opportunity for business to put
social advocates and labor on the ropes arose. The decisive victory for suppotiteys

a rhetorical anti-statist agenda was the passing of his economic progitzarOmnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act and the Economic Recovery Tax Act (or Kemp-Rotlobill)
1981 (Akard 1992; Blyth 2002). Progressive policies of redistribution, both in taxing and
spending, would be reversed through the measures (Edsall 1984). The ad hoc coalition
representing the interest of American corporations this time would be tH&fCa

Group,” named for the hotel where informal breakfast meetings took place (Akard 1992)
Included in this group were representatives from the BR, the National Fedexat
Independent Businesses (NFIB), the Chamber, the American Council fealCapi
Formation, the Committee for Effective Capital Recovery, and the RetalCdarmittee
(Akard 1992). The Reagan package eventually was passed and in the words of Donald
Kroes, manager of the Chamber lobbying campaign, “it was important to keepda unite
front within the business community so we don’t start tearing the package apartt(quote
in Akard 1992:608). Among the final results included a 30 percent reduction in
individual tax rates and an Accelerated Cost Recovery System (ACRS&)sioess

(Akard 1992).
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The Supply-Siders

The role of the business lobby was crucial to the transformations whreh we
underway. The Reagan tax-plan was heralded as the beginning of a revolution and was
predicated on a fairly new rendition of an old rhetorical device, that of supply-side
economics. The neoliberal, supply-side doctrine, the paradigm which defined
government spending, social programs, and taxes as unnecessary evils, wasetbns
“fringe heresy” just a few short years before (Wanniski [1981] 2004: f5)aslt w
developed by economists, Arthur B. Laffer (creator of the iconic Laffer Canck
Robert Mundell but had spread as a result of the efforts of key players in thengmerg
policy planning network — Jude Wanniski, a supporter of the doctrine “with a remarkabl
capacity for infectious zealotry,” funding from a mutual financial suppoit&he Public
Interest and the resourceful Irving Kristol (Karaagac 2001; Wanniski [1981] 2004:99).
In December 1974, Laffer, then a professor at the University of Chicago, Wamvhski
was working as an associate editor atwWhl Street JournalDonald Rumsfeld, who was
Ford’s Chief of Staff at the time, and Rumsfeld’'s deputy, Dick Cheney were having
dinner (Laffer 2004). While discussing proposed tax increases by the Ford
Administration, Laffer had penned the now iconic Laffer curve on a napkin (Laffer
2004). It had read, “If you tax a product less results. If you subsidize a product more
results. We’ve been taxing work, output, and income and subsidizing non-work, leisure
and unemployment. The consequences are obvious!” (Laffer 1974) This development, at
the time on the fringes of classical liberal economic theory, would become renatyt

and a would constitute a new economic orthodoxy.
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In 1975, the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development appointed
eight eminent economists, most of whom had held high government positions, to prepare
a report addressing the worsening economic conditions of the early 1970siengcess
rising inflation, and growing unemployment rates (McCracken and OECD 19%ié). T
committee was headed by, Paul McCracken an economist who was chairmarmdeiPres
Nixon’s Council of Economic Advisors from 1969-1971, headed up the AEI's Council of
Academic Advisors, and who would succeed Baroody as interim President of the AEI i
1986 (American Enterprise Institute; American Enterprise Institute 2008 report
was illustrative of the changing character of economic thinking and policy.d&begy
of the report, the recommendations of which were broadly quoted, would contribute to
the economic paradigm shift which was taking place (Keohane 1978; McKay 1996). The
report argued that economic policy should aim to increase profits and investmematand t
government funding for social programs would have to be diminished (McCracken and
OECD 1977). Attributed among the causes for rising inflation and seversioecegre
increased aggressiveness in union bargaining and the provision of unemployment and
other welfare benefits (McCracken and OECD 1977). By providing a viable &lterna
to employment through such programs, it made the employed less likely to pagept
cuts and those who were not working less likely to accept just any job. The reped arg
that such conditions made reducing inflation much more difficult. McCraskeh
(1977:18) stated that, “Those responsible for price setting and wage-bargaining
increasingly behaved as if there was no way in which they could price thremeel of

markets or of jobs” (McCracken and OECD 1977:18). By enlarging the “emphasis in
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government spending ...away from concern with growth towards welfare and quality of
life objectives,” the committee argued, these expenditures have built into them
“rigidities” which “inhibit later attempts to control them for stabilipat purposes.”

Kristol recalled that when he had been first exposed to neoliberal, supply-side
economics at the AEI, he “was not certain of its economic merits but quicklysaw it
political possibilities” (Kristol 1995:35). The neoconservative critique ofpassive tax
and social policy centered on the idea that that strategies for distributige gisjoint
individuals from regulatory and moral norms and that such strategies tend toweake
position of the elites deemed worthy of their economic and political power andgivile
Kristol made use of free-market principles when they helped achievedlesds, but
laissez-fairedoctrine was maintained for ideological purposes only. Neoconservatism
was emerging as a powerful force in the larger movement and was honlingsiise
means to maintain a consistent and logical appearance to a inconsistent ancctanytradi
set of principles. Kristol openly wielded these contradictory notions witherrogfact
and unapologetic confidence. On one hand, the paternalistic brand of economic
admonitions, which were a hallmark of the libertarian right, were describaddismal
science,” sounding “parent-like,” and too focused on “why the good things ihdife t
[people] wanted were all too expensive” (Kristol 1995:35). Here Kristol wpakying
that the libertarians were too doctrinaire in emphasizing the markbésant
disciplinary character. Elsewhere, he evoked Adam Smith to criti@fare programs
and give justification for supply-side theory (Kristol 1975). He agreedSviitih’'s

understanding that “poverty is abolished” not through leveling or redistribution, but by
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economic growth (Kristol 1975:15). But on the other hand, the contemporary social
problems associated with the “bourgeois ethos” can be averted if it is “cliokelg to

what we call the Puritan or Protestant ethos, which prescribes a connectiearbetw
personal merit — as represented by such bourgeois virtues as honesty, sobrietgedilig
and thrift — and worldly success” (Kristol [1973] 1995: 100). In other words, people
needed a guiding hand, but the market’s invisible hand was not always the best
determiner of moral outcomes. Consumption was necessary for economic growth, but
consumers had to be thrifty and temperate. The discipline of traditional autratity
religion were legitimate but the discipline inherent in the market did not alassure

virtue and order in personal moral choices. For example Kristol ([1973] 1995:102)
argued that libertarians like Milton Friedman see pornography and New Left
denunciations of the institution of the family as fields for investment rathertects

of culture which require moral correction: “One gathers that he is, in the oh
‘libertarianism,’ reluctant to impose any prohibition or inhibition on the libertine
tendencies of modern bourgeois society.” Having noted Hayek’s openness to moralism
and hostility to the “adversary culture,” Kristol ([1973] 1995:102-103) acknowledged
Hayek’s “Burkean Whig” tendencies and his “reverence toward traditionaliinstis

that incorporate this wisdom.” However, he complains that Hayek also falls “back on a
faith in the ultimate benefits of ‘self-realization’ — a phrase he usedgraguently as
possible, but which he is nevertheless forced to use in crucial instancemg Battk on

his aristocratic, neoconservative foundation, Kristol ([1973] 1995:103) maintains that

libertarianism lacks the perspective to address the following question: Wbt
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happen if “the ‘self’ that is ‘realized’ under the conditions of liberaltedipm is a self
that despises liberal capitalism, and uses its liberty to subvert and aboéshsadiety?”
This simultaneous and contradictory intellectual existence in multiple
conservative camps, while ideological, proved to be quite effective. Combinedhavith t
neocon style, it constructed a political philosophic narrative which appeatneceat and
which was necessary to hold the larger movement of conservatism together. A
collaborator of Kristol's in the establishment of the Institute of Educatibffairs in the
late 1970s (and former treasury secretary under Presidents Nixon and Fordjn\iilli
Simon (1995:90), would praise this political inconsistency as an understanding of “the
nexus between economic freedom and political freedom.” In contrast to this
complimentary explanation of the neoconservative style, Steinfels (1979:103n1l0S), i
very good book on the early neocons noted more insightfully that Kristol's antimeale
was a “hopping back and forth from one philosophical leg to the other” — a coincident
fascination with “a politics of virtue” and “a politics of the market which irtHigs
exploration of the past and his projection of any ideal for the future.” This citelle
demeanor situated the neoconservative defenders of the system syniiiiramica
ideologically, allowing for a show of illusory and logical unity. This orthodoxessed
as heterodoxy and the desire to build economic and political alliances in part is what
allowed Kristol and neoconservatism, and by extension the larger Americanvebinse
movement, to flourish. Kristol (1995:34) had taken a sabbatical from New York
University and became a visiting fellow at the AEI during the acadesaicsy1976-1979

to become “economically literate.” While he learned about the soon-to-be sigmly-s
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orthodoxy from the AEI economists, he also developed lifetime ties with forrrenNi

and Ford appointees. They included former acting Attorney General anddgolicit
General, Robert Bork, former Assistant Attorney General and eventual Su@eumt
Justice, Antonin Scalia, and former acting Attorney General and Ambassador to
Yugoslavia, Laurence Silberman (Kristol 1995). Wanniski had shown Kristol (1995) the
potential of neoliberalism and supply-side economics, and his influential BoeRVay

the World Workswas written while he was at the AEI (and with grant money largely
secured through Kristol's connections). Wanniski ([1981] 2004) had contributed two
articles forThe Public Interestout of which his book was developed. The $40,000 grant
was received from the Smith Richardson Foundation, which at that time had underwritten
The Public Interest’sfifty-thousand-dollar-or-so annual deficit” (Wanniski [1981]
2004:914). In addition to Kristol, Wanniski influenced the supply-side conversion of
Bartley (which would later include the entire editorial board aitadl Street Journal)
Jeffrey Bell who was on Reagan’s national campaign staff in 1976, and then New York
Congressman, Jack Kemp (Wanniski [1981] 2004). Bell had been inspired by
Wanniski's firstPublic Interesipiece and had introduced the model to Reagan in 1976,
but it was Kemp who Kristol explained had “almost single-handed,” converted iReaga
the economic doctrine (Wanniski [1981] 2004; Kristol 1995:35). Though Kemp had
worked with Reagan in California, and Reagan was on board with the proposed Kemp-
Roth Tax Cut by 1978 and was a full convert to the doctrine by 1979, Wanniski, Kemp,
and company were not the only influences on Reagan’s move in the supply-side direction

(Karaagac 2001; Wanniski [1981] 2004). Reagan’s views on the topic had developed
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over several years with the counsel of his key economic advisors, which included
McCracken, Friedman, and future Federal Reserve Chairman, Alan Greenspfn, all

whom had supported the Kemp-Roth tax cut (McCracken 1981; Anderson 1990).

The Passing of the Torch

The conservative political hero of the twentieth century certainly was Ronald
Reagan. Even before he was elected governor in California, he was idestifibd a
new Republican Hope” who “could become a serious contestant for a Republican
presidential or vice-presidential nomination in 19@8tan Eventd4965:4). While it
would take longer than envisioned, his winning of the 1980 presidential election
represented a conservative electoral triumph, which for American gatises was a
long overdue. Regarded as having been aligned with right-wing extremistsgrighe
1960s, his Gubernatorial campaign advisors helped steer Reagan toward a moagemode
position to help temper public impressions of the candidate (Brennan 1995; Dallek [2000]
2004). He gained credibility and established ties with the conservative ketinbe
GOP (as opposed to the moderate, “Eastern establishment” network within yegpelt
was able to acquire a reputation as being a true conservative but reasonable in
disposition. During the 1966 race for Governor of California, John Birch Society
members (with whom Reagan had been formerly allied) were excluded froypaicg
events, and his aides worked hard not to have supporters “organize as Goldwaterites fo
Reagan” (Dallek [2000] 2004). Reagan was a Goldwater supporter in early 1964sand wa

an ardent anti-communist, even during his years as a supporter of the Newmdeal a
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Screen Actor’s Guild (SAG) member (and eventual president of the union)kDalle

[2000] 2004). While an early supporter of labor, he criticized more radical unions as
unpatriotic when they encouraged strikes or work stoppages during the wak (Dall

[2000] 2004). He testified before and provided names to the House Committee on Un-
American Activities (HUAC), due to what he considered dangerous infiltragion b
communists into the labor movement and film industry (Dallek [2000] 2004). He
infamously entered the speech circuit, touring General Electric plants laretidg a

more or less canned presentation which was patriotic, anti-government, antisgistnm

and pro-business — it was “homogenized enough that it could be used before any audience
in the country,” and “it was known as The Speech” (Cannon [1991] 2000:66-67). The
Speech repeated many of the political points found in the conservative litendtioee |
1950s and covered many of the positions which would appear in Goldwadeissience

of a Conservative Reagan had delivered his “thousand years of darkness” speech just
over a week before the 1964 presidential election which did not depart much from what
he usually said (Cannon [1991] 2000; Dallek [2000] 2004:68). He scathingly reproached
the welfare state and his political “debut” was considered a “smashaogss” (Cannon
[1991] 2000:67; Dallek [2000] 2004:68). After Goldwater’s defeat, Reagan had become
the next “leader” of the movement, remaining hopeful and giving speeches about not
turning the party over to “traitors” and admonishing moderates for not turning out to
support Goldwater (Meyerson 1984; Dallek [2000] 2004:70). Nixon had noted after
watching the television address, that Reagan had shown something which wag imant

Goldwater, “the ability to present his views in a reasonable and eloquent m@uced
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in Brennan 1995:102)Human Eventsbserved in the summer of 1965, “Reagan has
charm, wit, and can deliver a stirring talk on the lecture circuit. And, unlike Barry
Goldwater, he has mastered that powerful political medium, televidgthmhén Events
1965:3).

Brennan (1995:141) argued that the securing of the right’'s domination within the
Republican Party had legitimized the movement, with an activated group of supporters
built from the “precinct level up instead of merely imposing their ideas frorothé
However, the establishment of the policy planning network of lobbying and research
organizations with funding from wealthy sectors of capital as well as theadt made
with the religious right, had given conservatism a power which also emanated
ideologically from above. Public impressions could then be steered around particular
issues which would be picked up by candidates whose campaigns were effectively
mobilized at the local and grassroots levels. The need for cooperation among various
conservative groups was a political lesson learned from the Goldwater carapdigias
put into action by Reagan’s aides advancing both his and the movement's ascendance
(Dionne [1991] 2004; Brennan 1995). Skillfully, the combination of free-market rhetoric
(embodied in the supply-side doctrine) and traditional moral values, the efforts of both
capital’'s and the religious right’s political apparatuses (like direst tactics and
lobbying), and the movement becoming more moderate and attractive through Reagan’
broad appeal, inclusive rhetoric, and charming persona as an actor, corporate spokesma
and then politician helped bring the conservative movement to a position of palitica

ideological dominance. Looking back on Reagan’s presidential triumph, WilliesneR
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correctly credited Reagan’s development of a broad coalition of consesviatitee

1980 victory (Meyerson 1984). Noting the importance of the populist voting base and of
moral conservatism, anti-feminist and anti-ERA crusader, Phyllis $ghidlserved that
“Reagan won in 1980 because he brought in voters who had never voted before, because
they don’t care about politics. The advisers don’t understand how Reagan’s stand on
such issues as abortion and gay rights and the ERA and drafting women strongly
motivated so many people who normally don’t vote at all” (Meyerson 1984:18).
Neoconservatism’s incorporation of individual morality in its policy critique and it
capability to turn philosophical and logical ambiguity into a political and ideolbgica
asset facilitated this alliance, even if the fusionists and hard-linealitzars were not
convinced of their authenticity as conservatives. Therefore, Kristol (20G8st

claimed Reagan as a hero for the neoconservatives, while “Republican asvatves
worthies as Calvin Coolidge, Herbert Hoover, Dwight Eisenhower, and Barry &eidw

are politely overlooked.” Reagan was already moving in the direction of “a more popula
form of conservatism, transforming a largely fringe movement prone to egireimio a

more appealing, broad-based movement” in the mid 1960s, just after Goldwaterts defea
(Dallek [2000] 2004:73). The hard-lit@issez-faireand anti-communist rhetoric of
Goldwater and the fusionists saw welfare as a hidden form of socialispperglslope

to totalitarianism, a road to serfdom. Neoconservatism, on the other hand express
discontent over “the concentration of services in the welfare state” andrgmeks “to

study alternative ways of delivering these services” (Kristol 2003: M)ch more

pragmatic, the neocons were content with organizing welfare programditatéathe
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class structure, ensure a system of “just” inequality, and operatesatritee of

repressive economic and social institutions. Reagan and the neocons shared the sam
pragmatic approach to politics, preferring the forging of alliancesdivisive in-

fighting and a cheery, upbeat conservatism over a dismal and defeatist one. The
arguments against welfare which had first appeared in the work of the earyaéad
been integrated into a massive and pervasive attack and had represented the cenvergen
of contradictory rationales and rhetoric, those of supply-side economithgitmeugh

small government and low taxes and of traditionalist, social conservatism. The
intellectuals working within the network of conservative think tanks would play a
significant role in normalizing analyses of poverty and welfare which focused on what
was considered behavioral pathology as well as shaping the public discourseran refor

and legislation.
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-Chapter 8: Stabilizing the Myth of the Welfare Queen -

Introduction

The Reagan “revolution” was unmistakable. It was largely characterizie by
drastic reductions in taxes, especially for corporations and the affluent, anlingpeuts
for government programs, the effects of which were evident after just &awe iyeoffice.
These policies were framed by the administration as bold measures vanech w
addressing the consequences of liberal “extravagance,” measures whitincheyht us
inflation, unemployment, high interest rates, and an intolerable debt,” agsnvedlifare
and dependency (Reagan 1981:136). Those who had been addressing welfare on the right
and whose ideas had common cause with those in the administration, had been depicting
poverty and welfare in terms of the growth in the proportion of out-of-wedlock births, the
decline of the nuclear family, a growing culture of poverty which was pextas
“largely a black culture,” chronic welfare dependency, and unemployment among poor
single-mothers. (Kaus 1986:1; Schram 1996; Thompson 2001). This current of thought
had become prominent in the welfare reform discourse in the late 1960s, anckd areat
gendered and racialized stereotype which associated “illegitimaayjnality, and
behavioral pathology with the poor, unwed black mother. Reagan infamously reinforced
this image during his 1976 campaign for the Republican presidential nomindigonhe
had evoked a now infamous and mythic prototype, that of the “Welfare Queen.”
Modifying the behavior of the poor was regarded as a challenge and an iuvgpanati

was placed in the context of a policy model centered around managerial prohem. sol
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This required an ideology of enforcing “good behavior” and “getting things
accomplished” and tended to see “real reform” exclusively in termgdssive
transformations in the state mechanism of determining eligibility plus asheriimig

grants and services. With the problem being defined in managerial and behavior terms,
welfare reform required identifying and addressing the everyday beba¥iararge

chunk of the population as pathological and unconstructive. Moving people into work,
cost-benefit analyses, imposing the values of the middle class in evalhatiggality of
poor families became institutional ends unto themselves, constitutingyevedfform as
ideology. The reinforcement of traditional gender roles and upholding of contrgdictor
roles for poor versus affluent women were explicitly supported by more comgervat
policy makers and intellectuals and taken for granted or tolerated, if not supyrtee

so called moderates.

The same mechanism which had mobilized business against pro-labor [@gislati
was utilized in promoting conservative political attitudes and support for the iReaga
Bush presidential ticket. While there was not across-the board enthusiasraganRe
among conservatives, the success of his candidacy was a rallying point for the
conservative movement which previously was largely on the margins advadtatng
outside mainstream politics, that is until 1981. The network of conservativectesear
institutions now had expanded access for influencing national welfare policall#t$or
decentralization, work requirements and time limits for recipients,réragtion of the
two-parent heteronormative family, and the enforcement of the finasidightion for

the presumed “financially-endowed” and “economically viable” father wonihdtitute
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the mainstream and “moderate” discourse driving anti-poverty policy and resedne

1990s (Fineman [1991] 1997:90). In 1996, the year of the signing of the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), Clinton had
challenged Congress to deliver him a bill which was “bipartisan” (Clinton [1996]
1998:129). This “bipartisanship” would mean “sweeping” reform which encouraged the
values of “family and work” and would require “time limits” and “tough work
requirements” (Clinton [1996] 1998:928). The “dominant discourse about welfare” had
changed, corresponding to the shifting of the “political climate ...moving to the rig
starting in the “70s though the ‘90s” (Mead 2009). Research which had reinforced what
Sanford Schram (1996; 2000a; 2000b) had called an economistic-therapeutic-mbanageria
discourse presented poverty as the product of individual pathology which was worsened
by permissive and generous welfare provisions. Lawrence Mead (2009), whoiwas act
in the public dialogue leading up to the legislation, had identified the shift as “adiffer
framing of the issue” which was “not so ideological,” but rather had “to do with
employment rather than structural issues and is more focused on problem solving.”
While Mead did recognize that there was not sufficient evidence to support thmasser

of Charles Murray and others that welfare benefits contributed to familylaliss and

teen and unwed motherhood, discouraging the traditional family model, such reasoning
had already become part of the elite and non-elite discourse on povertyltand.wehe
effects of this discourse were lasting and evident in the remarks obriCént the

language of the bill, and even later of President Barak Obama.
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The Reagan Revolution

Ronald Reagan’s federal welfare reform strategy was greatiymefbby elite
policy planning institutions and the reform of California’s welfare systedeuhis
gubernatorial administration. The same tactics employed in the pdditicailsm of the
Business Roundtable and the US Chamber of Commerce in the late 1970s were also used
to deliver a huge conservative electoral victory in the 1980 elections. This veasgo0s
through an alliance of diverse conservative political resources and opeestiwedl as
through a collection of voters who were increasingly rejecting liberabgiopns and
embracing conservative ones. The political activities of “ad hoc ‘home arilgl fam
groups™ were organized and strengthened by the Conservative Caucus whivbadead
by Howard Phillips and direct mail maestro, Richard A. Viguerie (Crawford 39R0:
While the Roe v. Wade decision was important for mobilizing the Christian Right in the
1970s, the gradual recasting of poverty in behavioral terms and of welfare as an enabl
of all sorts of immoral behaviors and family dissolution brought conservatives from both
religious/ traditionalist and libertarian leanings to the common groundpafsing
AFDC, albeit for different reasons. Neoconservatism was a lynchpin $oaltlaince,
having facilitated the diffusion of the behavioral pathology model for poverty, dissle
measures offered by the left, and understood the value of moralistic arguments i
producing compelling ideology and swaying opinion. The neocons made the partnership
between traditionalism and neoliberal, supply-side economics more durable.

Direct mail made the grassroots mobilization needed for a conservative

presidential victory possible. Richard Viguerie’s own webpage describesshine
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person who “transformed American politics in the 1960s and ‘70s by pioneering the use
of direct mail fundraising in the political and ideological spheres” (ConseevEil).com
200991). The televangelist, Reverend Jerry Falwell founded the Moral Majo1i®y9
(Viguerie and Franke 2004). This method of information distribution connected millions
of Americans to issue analyses and fundraising materials and did so ygaksing

large media outlets (Viguerie and Franke 2004). This gave the movement the
independence to frame issues and events as was seen fit for the purposes obpersuasi
and inciting political action within local political contexts and networks. Falvel the
Moral Majority also used direct mail to distribute information including theanthly

tabloid, theMoral Majority Report(Viguerie and Franke 2004). The major labor
initiatives which had been defeated in the 1970s had confused many political insiders
given that there was a Democratic president and that Democrats compridetvea

thirds of the House and Senate (Viguerie and Franke 2004). Viguerie explained to the
Washington Post’s David Broder that his direct mail operation was sending out up to 70
million mailings per year for conservative groups who had opposed Carter’'s more
progressive initiatives (Viguerie and Franke 2004). Direct mail was aonagbilize
conservative voters on the grassroots level around specific issues asawghyso

attack liberal candidates “under the radar” (Viguerie and Franke 2004:134). The 1980
elections were a huge victory for the conservative ideological apparatusylmamsisly
because of the election of Reagan, but also because, “In the House, the ‘Newt Gingrich
class’ of conservative candidates — about 35 of them — were sworn in as congifessme

(Viguerie and Franke 2004:135). Reagan’s victory, according to Viguerie amkeFra
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(2004), was made possible by direct mail: “Seventy-five percent of the mamey f
Reagan’s campaign was raised by direct mail, and behind that was the more tham 1 bi
pieces of conservative mail that had gone directly to voters in the precedyeask
(Viguerie and Franke 2004:135).

The Reagan presidency fulfilled a unification function for American cgaiem
not unlike the appearance of Buckleiational ReviewWNR) 25 years before (Nash
1998). Publisher diiRin 1984, William Rusher accurately credited Reagan for putting
“together a successful combination of economic conservatives and social covsgrvat
that produces victories at the presidential level” (Meyerson 1984:17). The jdRohey,
Reviewwhich was first published by the Heritage Foundation (HF) in 1977, had featured
a symposium on varied conservatives and their impressions of Reagan’sifirsiXéile
there were a varied range of reviews, from total support to great disappoirttmeeat
were areas of noteworthy consistency (Meyerson 1984). A common critiaésrthat
Reagan had not been tough enough, lacked “follow-through,” and had a tendency to
appease rather than fight the enemy (Meyerson 1984:13). Howard Philips, head of the
Conservative Caucus, commented, “Reagan is just the sort of nice fellow I'd hiawe
as a neighbor, but he defers too quickly to anyone in a three-piece suit” (Meyerson
1984:16). John T. Dolan, then chairman of the National Conservative Political Action
Committee (NCPAC), lamented, “I expected more to happen. ...Reagan proposed
cutting Social Security benefits, but you don’t need to cut benefits; you needritb gfet
the system so that benefits will increase” (Meyerson 1984:15). But thelseta#t of

Reagan actually worked in his favor in that his appeal and the appeal ofvedinser
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ideas had become more broad-based and been brought further into the mainstream. The
participants of th&olicy Reviewsymposium expressed across-the-board approval of the
tax cuts and asserted that further spending reductions for governmentnzogra
especially welfare entitlements, were needed and the reductions aftHeur years had
not gone far enough (Meyerson 1984). Complaints that he had not drastically overhauled
AFDC or social security reflected a sort of chomping at the bit and hasbge®me
conservatives. Newt Gingrich and Charles Murray in the Winter of 1988-fiad both
expressed that jumping ahead too quickly with calls to “scrap the entire income
maintenance system” or fight the social security program would in fact galtbta
ultimate goal of “serious reform of income maintenance” (Meyerson 1984,0d§r€ss
1985:925). Murray’s comments were delivered in a speech at a Cato Institaye poli
forum and were reprinted in the Congressional record at the request of Senates Charl
Grassley of lowa (US Congress 1985). Murray ([1984] 1994) also said as much in his
1984 conservative public policy clasdigsing Ground Murray explained that while he
might want to “scrap” the entire system of cash transfers under wetipres where
significant changes are impossible should be avoided (US Congress 1985:124).

In actuality, the modest redistribution historically accomplished thrdugh t
American tax and welfare systems was starkly reduced by the Reaganigtcation.
Reagan followed through on his commitment to reduce the tax burden. Howevex, net ta
reductions were enjoyed by the affluent while the tax burden actualbasex for the
working class and poor. Income maintenance programs, despite claimssHhsdabt

gone far enough, were significantly cut even though “non-means-testedrpsogireh as
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Social Security and Medicare and a variety of veterans’ benefits hadlbak: with more
delicately and cautiously” (Piven and Cloward [1982] 1985:15). Those making below
$10,000 per year experienced a net loss of $95 after tax increases from Saxgit} Sec

and inflation and Reagan’s tax cuts from the tax bills of 1981-1982 (Edsall 1984). On the
other pole of the income continuum, those making above $200,000 per year experienced
a net gain of $17,403 once tax increases were subtracted from gains from t&xisalls (
1984). Reagan'’s cuts in Medicaid, Food Stamps, Housing Assistance, and AFDC totaled
$15.6 billion after just nine months in office, and spending on human resources programs
in total would be cut by $101.1 billion from fiscal years 1982 through 1985 (Edsall 1984;
Piven and Cloward [1982] 1985). Edsall (1984) has noted that the reorganization of tax
and spending programs to the advantage of the affluent and at the material detriment of
all others was a significant accomplishment. This was especialliveo,that Reagan’s
victory was secured in part through a large portion of Democratic working aluttiemi

class voters who voted Republican (Edsall 1984). The Reagan cuts, both to taxes and
programs, represented less of a transformation in elite opinion in the 1980s bof more
shift in policy and perceptions of what could be accomplished. Reagan’s adjustments t
public relief programs during the early 1980s mirrored components of the California
Welfare Reform Act from a decade before, which was a culminatiore afahspicuous

shift in elite discourse on welfare and the economic and ideological transtorsna

which took place through 1960s. Reforms by Reagan which enforced employment and
encouraged the decentralization of financing and administration of programsfanrizal

would provide a model of sorts for the design and enactment of the Omnibus Budget

290



Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of 1981 and the Family Support Act (FSA) of 1988

(Wiseman 1993). Edsall (1984:206) soundly attributes the policy changes duringtthe fi
couple years of the administration to a “political strategy capitalizingen t

dissatisfaction of the working and middle class,” but also must be understood in terms of
an increasingly disgruntled elite. This is captured when looking at climbilagjanf and
unemployment rates through those decades along with diminished productivity and
earnings (Bureau of Labor Statistics; Edsall 1984; Organisation for Eco@omi

operation and Development 2005). Polling data tend to support that public dissatisfaction
and resentment were translating into a reduced amount of support for welfgaaso

as a strategy to address poverty and more of a tendency to attributesiee aigpoverty

to individual behavior. In 1965, 40 percent of Gallup Poll respondents attributed poverty
to the “lack of effort” of the individual (Coughlin 1980:112). By 1972, 57 percent had
responded that the “cause of poverty” was that the “poor don’t want to work” (Coughlin
1980:112). Growing opposition to increasing funding for programs had also become
evident. In 1964, 20 percent responded that “too much” is spent on welfare programs.
That proportion would significantly increase over the next 13 years with 45 percent
opposing an increase in funding in 1969, and 58 percent reporting that “too much” is
spent for welfare in 1977 (Coughlin 1980:112; Roper Center Public Opinion Archives
1959-1980). Observing the effects of these trends, Edsall (1984:208) concluded, “By
each of these measures, the economy was tightening like a noose around the neck of the
Democratic party. While causing havoc for the party, these economic develspment

created fertile terrain for major alterations of past policies, makmdggislative agenda
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vulnerable to policy initiatives beneficial to the rich.” A mandate of sortssgieen for
such changes which ensured that welfare programs could be slashed aneldnodifi

enforce behavior and there would likely be little popular opposition.

“Fucking Over the Poor”

A current of thought had become prominent in the welfare reform discourse in the
late 1960s. It created a gendered and racialized stereotype which would persever
through the public debate leading up to the 1996 Welfare Reform Bill and it asdociate
“illegitimacy,” criminality, and behavioral pathology with the impoverighenmarried
black mother. Reagan solidified this racist imagery during his failed 197@l¢méai
campaign, when he had evoked a now infamous and mythic image, that of the “Chicago
Welfare Queen.” The statement was allegedly in reference to a Chicagarnvwvho was
defrauding the system, buying luxury items, and “using over 80 nhames” and “30
addresses” to take home over $150,000 in welfare income (Haitch 1977:8&8w Xork
Timesarticle corrected the exaggeration, confirming that the charges weo®Sti’ with
the woman formally accused of using four names to receive $8,000 in income (Haitch
1977:39). As is often the case, even when claims are untrue, they may ultima&ly h
profound influence when they possess an air of scientific credibility and aiisteahs
with already existing ideological undercurrents.

The Heritage Foundation’s website lists as among 100 conservative victories the
publication of George Gilder¢/ealth and Povertgnd the presentation of its massive

tome,Mandate for Leadershifo the incoming Reagan administration (Meyerson 1989).
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Smith’s (1991) now widely cited@ihe Idea Brokergentifies the publications of Charles
Murray’s Losing Ground Gilder’s book, and Allan Bloom'$he Closing of the American
Mind as events which demonstrated to commercial book publishers that conservatives
were a viable consumer target. Lucy Williams’ (1997:970) thorough esstine
American conservative attack on welfare recognizes Murray and Giluterks along
with theMandateas the “three books” which principally impacted “Reagan’s policy
regarding AFDC.” While Bloom’s work does not address welfare in any serigystwa
was clear that conservative authors in general, but especially those whaldressig
welfare and calling for reform, were striking a chord in the political and populaire.
Their arguments were incorporating critiques of the behavior of the poor wikietmar
incentives, and identifying welfare as not only an interference with the nsadkelity to
generate desirable social consequences but as an enabler for the wronfhametanks
were important producers of ideas, but also of a workforce of intellectuals and an
infrastructure in which they could seize a larger share of power withictmemy of
ideas. Gilder and Murray had written their books while active at the Manladgténte
(MI), a conservative, free-market think tank which was founded by Antony Fisiter, a
the HF’'sMandaterepresented a direct effort by think tank intellectuals to shape the
thought and policy of the Reagan administration. WMlaedatewas described by United
Press International as a “blueprint for grabbing the government bgyesdf New Deal
lapels and shaking out 48 years of liberal policies” \Afe@lth and Povertizad outlined
and argued the basis for supply-side economics and a critique of the welfanshsth

incorporated economisgummoralism (Gilder 1981; Meyerson 1989:93-4).
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Gilder had joined the editorial board of the Heritage FoundatPolisy Review
from its start. He had not been an uncontroversial figure, with his views of work and
family being regarded by many as extremely sexist and blatantignshaal. The journal
had also counted among its editors some figures who were quite controversial in thei
theories of race and social position, including noted eugenicist and anthropologest, R
Pearson and Sociologist and regiNational Revieveontributor Ernest van den Ha&g.
The journal, like other conservative media, would promote conservative ideas on
numerous policy issues, ideas which were gaining salience. After juststhedue, an
article which argued that minimum wage laws had restricted opportuioti@snerican
blacks was quoted in over 2,000 newspapers, several other articles had been reprinted in
other media, and some had already been printed i@dhgressional Recorat the
request of members of Congress (Policy Review 19?8)icy Reviewhad published
excerpts oVealth and Povertin theform of an essay, which was a taste of sorts of
what would be found in Gilder’s forthcoming book. This strategy of providing “early
leaks” of forthcoming books was an effective strategy for the conservrasearch
institutions (Smith 1991:196)Gilder’s alarm over the “coming welfare crisis” echoed
the concerns of the neoconservative critics of welfare, especiallpkgidtVelfare: The
Best of Intentions, the Worst of Results” and Moynihan’s “The Negro Fam@ylder

provocatively claimed to also be targeting neoconservative “prophets ofadenti

! pearson ultimately resigned from the journal dfechaired the 1978 conference of the World Anti-
Communist League (Valentine 1978; Right Web 19948is white supremacist and fascist leanings became
exposed and had become a point of controversy thiééWashington Pogtrinted an article titled, “The
Fascist Specter Behind the World Anti-Red LeagMiéntine 1978; Right Web 1990). In a 1964

National Revievarticle, van den Haag argued against integratiagklchildren into white schools on the
basis that it would place them at a disadvantadg claimed that they required a less rigorous culuim

which took into account their “culturally deprivedme environment” (van den Haag 1964:1061).
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capitalism” like Bell and Kristol as well as opponents of the “acquisitiveegot
offering a much more rigidly economistic justification for the chauvinisnciwvhi
dominated behavioral analyses of welfare and the problems identified vatisftested
programs and poverty (Gilder 1980; Gilder 198tala Star-Bannefl981:2B). He
offered crude economic arguments to explain why families “breakdown,” men slwun the
“authority” as fathers and husbands and “no longer feel manly” in their own homes, and
women are lured into the “long series of generous and seductive [welfareJnpsdgra
(Gilder 1980:25-26, 31; 1981:114, 123).

Gilder’s analysis is predicated on a patriarchal framework locatin@gtherfas
the natural center of the family. He was no stranger to constructing @&eyistents or
being regarded as an anti-feminist. Gilder had outraged the female mefihers
progressive Republican Ripon Society by writing an article in their nears\etitich
supported the Nixon veto of the proposed Mondale-Javits daycare bill (MacFarquhar
2000). Similar to what he would later argue in his influemiablth and Poverfyhe
made his case against the bill by stating that welfare had madecitynithers
superfluous and that day care would also deprive disadvantaged children from their
mothers (MacFarquhar 2000). After he publisBedual Suiciden 1973, he became a
notorious target of the feminist movement with the fairly resefwed Magazine
awarding him the title of “Male Chauvinist Pig of the YedDcéla Star-Banner
1981:2B). In it he argued that men’s primordial drives toward aggression and predation
are only reigned-in through the acceptance of the provider role and of beingtp®dn

support their wives and children (Gilder 1973). Welfare is not only an interferetioe |
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workings of the market, but by his rationale, it “attacks the sexual constitution”
families (Gilder 1973:137). Drawn to its logical conclusion, Gilder’s argumentessed
opposition to women playing a prominent role in the work world and to poor mothers
having the option to be independent from male breadwinners through welfare.

In Wealth and Povertyhe identified welfare as an economic incentive for both
family disorganization and for low-income workers’ avoidance of work. The answer f
escaping poverty was to “keep families together at all costs” and for theogoarrk
harder than the classes above them” (Gilder 1980:30). Gilder (1980:26; 1981:114)
argued that for poor families, welfare, “family breakdown,” and poverty vinkeerelated
and each perpetuated the other. Poverty required the poor to struggle and work, but
welfare payments removed the necessity for men to seek employment, which
communicated to the male head of the family “that when all is said and done hamdife
children can do better without him” (Gilder 1980:26; Gilder 1981:115). Gilder
(1981:114-115) asserted that the “less measurable factors” like “maldermdiand
authority, which determine sexual potency, respect from the wife and children, and
motivation to face the tedium and frustration of daily labor” are undermined and
therefore contribute to poverty and unemployment. “In the welfare culture,jbedyr
“money becomes not something earned by men though hard work, but a right conferred
on women by the state” (Gilder 1980:27; 1981:115). Gilder (1980:27; 1981:115) railed
on and implied that lack of work discipline fosters a disposition of dissent, commenting
that “Protest and complaint replace diligence and discipline as the soupags’oHe

even maintained that for non-poor families, the removal of the provider role fosmen i
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damaging, presupposing that “a society of relatively wealthy and indepewdmen
will be a society of sexually and economically predatory males, pursuing tieatvanid
short-term patterns” of destructive male activity (Gilder 1973:9V¢alth and Povertis
almost as much an anti-feminist manifesto as it is one advocating capitadd free-
markets. In a frequently cited passage, Gilder (1980:26; 1981:115) regrettiée that
male identity was faced with “the gradually sinking feeling that his roteeaprovider,
the definitive male activity from the primal days of the hunt through the industria
revolution and on into modern life, has been largely seized from him; he has been
cuckolded by the compassionate state.”

Gilder's Wealth and Povertwas a best seller and he had made the rounds in the
media, having been featured on CBS’Minutesand having appeared Time
NewsweekandTheWashington PogfOcala Star-Bannef981). He was connected to
both the Manhattan Institute and the Heritage Foundation, and President Rehgan ha
endorsed the book to the point where he had been distributing it to friends and colleagues
(Ocala Star-Bannei981). Along with this conservative public policy landmark, the Ml
ranks Charles Murray’sosing Groundamong its “most successful” books which it has
supported and promoted and which has “given impetus to whole movements for political
and social reform” (Manhattan Institute 2009:94-5). The MI's presidenliawil
Hammett, reported to Smith (1991:192) that they had taken “a big gamble” on Murray’s
book. The institute had decided to compel a public debate about welfare programs and
poverty by arousing controversy for as long as possible, and rather than bgakal

marketing (book tours and advertising), they decided to send signed copies to hundreds of
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influential figures and Murray to lecture to business organizations across the/count
(Smith 1991). The book was seen by the MI as “andiiteer Americd’ making its way

into “the popular press and broadcast media” and having sold more than 30,000 copies in
hard cover (Smith 1991:192). The Manhattan Institute had placed much energy and
funding into Murray’s book, and Hammett admitted that “If Losing Ground had failed,
we would not be here today” (Smith 1991:192). However, Murray, in his introduction to
the 1994 edition of the book, denied that the book was all that popular, claiming that it
was largely ignored and even rejected by the Reagan Administration, andetetoe

selling of 30,000 hardcover copies as meager (Murray [1984] 1994). He acknowledged
that a mythology of the book emerged which overshadowed what it was reatly aayl

that it no longer had to be read in order for it to be discussed. (Murray [1984] 1994).
Accounts from both the right and left, Murray noted, had argued that the book “had an
enormous impact on the social policy debate” (Murray [1984] 1994:xv). Such a
mythology about a book as described by Murray, which very well may skew the
intentions and findings of the author, gives it its constitution as a text capalfiectihg
perceptions on a massive scale. That details or nuances of the argument are
misunderstood is not all that relevant as long as its immanent structurezedrefater

in the 1994 introduction, he recognized that what was controversial about the book, the
premise that government clumsily and ineffectively intervenes incibveoeny through
anti-poverty policy and that viable policy must address behavior, “has now become
conventional wisdom” (Murray [1984] 1994:xvi). Just two years before the signing of

PRWORA, Murray ([1984] 1994:xvi) admitted astonishment at the “evolution in attitude
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toward the policy proposal for whidtosing Groundoecame perhaps best known: to end
welfare altogether.”

In theLos Angeles Times Magazjrag the dawn of the Gingrich revolution, Nina
Easton (1994) observed that Murray and his analysis of poverty and welfareaedsit
in the neoconservative tradition. Easton (1994:14) credited Murray’s book, “as much as
any tract,” with drawing “the earliest broad outlines of the ‘retro-coraidbiof
conservatism.” She also observed that Murray almost “single-handedly” pdovide
“conservatives cover on the race issue” (Easton 1994:930). By arguing Hiaaé we
promoted laziness, crime, and illegitimacy, among poor whites as wellcks kiaese
terms had become less regarded as buzzwords for racism when evoked by ceaservati
Grover Norquist, one of the designers of @antract with Americand “Newt
Gingrich’s right hand in the mid-1990s,” had describeding Groundas having laid the
groundwork for different types of conservatives “to have the moral high ground” by
arguing that the welfare state “has been destructive of human life” (E294drf| 14,
Dreyfus 2001:93). He likened Murray to Darwin, Freud, or Marx because he had
produced a book that, once read, shifted the reader’s “whole analysis of the world”
(Easton 1994:914) Post (1998:7) said of Murray’s book that it “has, more than any other
work, updated and redefined the ‘common sense’ of the capitalist class and thie#l pol
spokespeople inside and outside the government on the issue of social welfare and
welfare reform.” While visiting Paul Schwarz, Murray’s former bdash@ American
Institute for Research, he had been struggling to come up with a titledmg Ground

Schwarz jokingly suggestedi-ticking Over the Poor.Colon...The Missionary

299



Positiort’ (Murray [1984] 1994 :xiii-xiv). Other than it not being a viable title to propose
to his publisher, Murray [1984] 1994:xiv) thought of it as “the perfect title” which
“encapsulates the narrative and thesis of the entire book in seven words.” While he does
not elaborate on why it would have been the perfect title, it is clear that he dig@aot m
that he wished to do the poor harm by reducing and ultimately eliminating the
government’s role in poor relief. Rather, in his earnest tone, he argued that the
government had been unintentionally screwing over the poor by increasing funding and
eligibility for public assistance through the War on Poverty of the 1960s tard A
one reviewer said, “Charles Murray’s provocative thesis can be summed ugein thr
words: social programs backfire” (Kuttner 1984: 11). The same revietuézlgs
observed that Murray’s thesis at that time was “a marketable theme” ame thauld
no doubt ultimately be “lionized as the thinking man’s George Gilder” (Kuttner
1984:916). Murray’'s work suffers from the same fallacy as Gilder’s, he used an
economistic rationale to justify moralism. As one unpacks the premises and
presuppositions of the argument laid out in Murray’s book, the double meaning of
Schwarz’s goof-title foLosing Groundbecomes apparent even though unintended.
According to Murray ([1984] 1994:17), prior to the 1960s, society approached the
issue of poverty and relief with welfare being an appropriate means of suppsedi
frugally” and “to purchase life’s necessities.” There were alwaysfigasions for its
use, and he argued that conventional wisdom had rightly informed that some of the poor
were “deserving” and others were “undeserving” (Murray [1984] 1994:16). The

“undeserving poor” were “vagrants” who took advantage of the willingness ofystxie
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lend a helping hand while the “deserving poor” were those involuntarily unemployed and
helpless ([1984] 1994:16). Murray ([1984] 1994:178) saw this distinction as paramount
to maintaining society’s use of status to “manage behavior.” Applied to a menther of
executive class, it is “a way of getting our ablest people to work stkieendays”

(Murray [1984] 1994:178). However, Murray’s book does not take concern with the
behavior of the affluent or with the institutions which subtly demand such grueling
efforts, but rather accepts the deserving-undeserving distinction as a mechani
maintaining the behavior among the poor expected by elites: discipline, self-tand

work, sexual austerity, marriage, etc. For those at the bottom of the economianbdde
struggle and face enormous adversity, Murray ([1984] 1994:178) recognized it stat
enables societies to “concoct ways in which people can live satisfactesyaliyway.”

The underlying framework for the economists’ critique of welfare and ttakdogvn of

“good behavior” is that everyone is “responsible for their actions and, especially
responsible for taking care of themselves and their families” (Murray [11%84:180).

The so called breakup of the traditional family model for poor families was see

primarily in the context of fathers shirking their economic obligation. k@ptirpose of
illustrating how economic and status sanctions best produce the right behaviors of the
poor, Murray outlined the options available to and choices made by a hypotheticg| y
poor, and expectant couple, Harold and Phyllis. What he attempted to show was that the
Kennedy-Johnson War on Poverty, which greatly expanded programs in the 1960s, had
actually led to increased numbers of poor people because of “unintended rewards” built

into the implementation of a “social transfer” (Murray [1984] 1994:212). The shift in
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elite wisdom towards a “structuralist view of poverty” was, Murray ([1984] 199298
267n [author’s italics]) argued, counter to the conventional wisdom, and created an
“intellectual consensus” that poverty was not a deserved outcome from the fault of
individuals but rather structurally produced and ttaeift of the systerh The

conservative critique of social analyses of structure in studying beheraed to
caricature the left and the social sciences (often confounding the two) dly mora
relativistic or espousing the view that nobody was to blame for anything. M{t&84]
1994:180) argued that this tendency eroded “moral distinctions” with the “first gésualt
being the “moral approbation associated with self-sufficiency.” The seesndlty was
the distinction between the “deserving poor” and the “undeserving poor.” Self-
sufficiency was once regarded as the attribute of a “member of society in gndohgt
and the distinction between members of the poor allowed some to enjoy a favored
standing among the poor (Murray [1984] 1994:180-181). Murray ([1984] 1994)
downplayed the elitism implicit in such a framework of work, status, and reward. His
prescripts were quasi aristocratic and couched in a libertarian arguvieat's more, it
was welfare rights reformers and leftists who were casttagtsivho had

“homogenized” the poor as victims (Murray [1984] 1994:181).

Murray’s prose is subtle and demonstrates a concern for the poor, but one which
seeks to restore a moral imperative to behaviors which exemplify a subordinated and
disciplined class of low-wage workers. There certainly was some figakier” of the
poor going on, but not because the welfare “explosion” of the 1960s had encouraged

immoral behaviors which worsened poverty and made their claim on public sympathies
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seem less legitimate. Rather, it was happening in two ways which ylrentradict
Murrays analysis. One relates to the paradigm shift he described in the iB&bs
allegedly made pervasive a view of poverty which blamed it exclusively ondteasy
There was a changing consensus among policy intellectuals in the 1960s, but not in the
direction of a “structural view of poverty” diverting attention away from bedravi
Instead, it was toward an emphasis on behavior and enforcing work and it cdannele
popular frustration and insecurity onto individual conduct ultimately creating amogieol
of personal responsibility in relation to work and poverty. This was evident by ¢he lat
1960s with the adoption of the culture of poverty thesis by prominent “liberal”
intellectuals with regard to the American poor and its emphasis on behawas dlso
evident with the demands being made by those in Congress who were caltieduiced
caseloads and work requirements to address the behavior of welfare mothers, etg. Robe
Byrd of West Virginia, Russell Long of Louisiana, and Wilbur Mills of Arkast name
a few (US Congress 1967b; Ellwood and Bane 1996). Public sympathies, while always
being enmeshed in the pains and struggle of everyday life, were always in favor of
helping the poor but with qualifications that illustrated the pervasive idealbgh
connected those pains and struggle to the poor “getting over,” making trouble by
protesting and complaining, and unfairly being rewarded for immoral or pathalogic
behavior.

In his 1962 message to Congress about the Social Security Act (SSA)
amendments of that year, President Kennedy eloquently stated tbehgedignity and

well-being would not be cheap, but it would be worthwhile in term of substantive results
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as well as cost-effective in the long-ridiefv York Time$962:10). While the 1962
amendments to the SSA expanded benefits, they also sought to return “dependent people
to independence” since “many women,” said President Kennedy “now on assistnce rol
could obtain jobs and become self-supportingéW York Time&962:10). While the
New Deal had contributed to “national strength and well-being,” Kennedy urged that
“programs must be changed” because “the times, the conditions, the problems have
changed” (Kenned$962:12-3). However, as stated in Chapter 5, the legislation was
within the political structure of the New Deal in that program expansion was arange
stated part of the initiative, concerns over racial equality or thd caeigosition of the
welfare rolls were disregarded, and government intervention was offeadlégiimate
solution to the complex problems associated with poverty. The 1967 amendments were a
clear break with the New Deal regime in their commitment to encourade mclusion
of race as a point of significant concern, and objective of preventing furtiheases in
the AFDC rolls (Law 1983; Ellwood and Bane 1996; Spitzer 2007). The commitment to
encouraging employment was much more decisive in the 1967 amendments. The Work
Incentive Program (WIN) was established and signaled a change in doignaath
welfare mothers now identified as “employable” (Law 1983:1260). In addition, the
AFDC-U program was made permanent, making training and job search services
available mainly to unemployed men under the Community Work and Training Program
(CWT) (Law 1983).

While a paradigm shift was happening in the 1960s which highlighted individual

behavior as an explanation for poverty, outlays for AFDC were still steadilgasing
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through the decade (Department of Health and Human Services 1998). A grbasism
was being placed on work, mainly through the 1967 SSA amendments, but funding for
programs had yet to be scaled back (Department of Health and Human Services 1998).
This was a core component of Murray’s argument about behavior chartpe\eerty.

He proposed that while there was progress against poverty in the 1960s which
corresponded to increased welfare expenditures, we should not be hasty to dttatbute t
progress to the programs. After all, he asserted, poverty began toemnageas in the

1970s while expenditures continued to increase (Murray [1984] 1994). Based on
Department of Health and Human Services data (1998), adjusted federal AFDC
expenditures actually leveled off in the 1970s, and in most years during¢hdedeven
decreased (Department of Health and Human Services 1998). Also, Moynihan (1981)
observed that the average national AFDC benefit did not adequately followomflat

during that period, having declined by 56 percent from 1969 to 1980. Conservative
policy analysts had become inclined to include in-kind benefits along asth lmenefits

in analyses of poverty and relief. When included with cash earnings, they wvtista
annual income for a poor household which is out of synch with how Americans typically
conceptualize income (since, for example, a working person with employer-provided
medical benefits would tend not to factor the medical expenses they had incurred in a
given year into their annual income). When counted among “welfare” bentetdas

modify the rate of increase or decrease for that trend. Murray ([1984] 1994:57) had
included food stamps, Medicaid, and SSI payments with his trend line for “Federal Cash

Public Assistance” ihosing Groundwhich portrayed welfare benefits as continually
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increasing through much of the 1970s. In his vignette about Harold and Phyllis, he does
not consider food stamps as part of the income package if work is chosen as an option for
either of them, which would in part determine the employment decisions for the.coupl
Since Harold would not have had to quit his job for his family to receive food stamps, the
disincentives attributed to that program would not have been relevant (Kuttner 1984).
The welfare poor were not only bearing the brunt of more bleak employment psospect
and increased social stigma during the 1970s, but rising inflation had reduced the real
value of AFDC benefit levels at a time when “illegitimacy” and other “paiio&l”
behaviors were presented as climbing.

The second way that Murray’s analysis is off the mark and in effectiynfai
portrays poverty is by reinforcing an economistic model for enforcing “goodvinetia
This model erroneously simplifies complex behavioral patterns and the factots whi
drive motivation and desire. This is the general fallacy of the libartag@nomistic
view of social relations as it relates to individual choice. However, it alsoisyjoses a
one-sided explanation of legitimate institutional authority. This model adkdges the
hindrance on individual liberty involved in the participation in programs implemented by
the state, but interprets the social relations involved in seeking and maintaarkngnw
the labor market as one of individual free will. Milton Friedman ([1962] 1982:23) saw
the “role of the market” as a mechanism of resolution for this tension betweenluadivi
freedom and collectivism. The market “permits unanimity without conforhigy,
argued, while the problem he saw with social action “through political channelhata

it tends to require or to enforce substantial conformity” (Friedman [1962] 1982:23). In
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the Harold and Phyllis scenario, the AFDC option, laments Murray ([1984] 1994), gives
Harold the choice to leave an unpleasant and low paying job. The hardship possibly
forgone by Harold, which Murray does not explore, is that his boss is harassing, nasty,
unfair, or exploitive. If Harold is non-white, the alternate situation pteddmere might
include him having to suffer the indignity of being the target of a bigoted andihatef
supervisor. On the other hand, Harold may have a well-meaning and sincere boss who
treats him with civility and respect. Phyllis, Murray ([1984] 1994:160-161)em,gwith

the option to receive AFDC benefits and as the primary recipient of the cheokre

likely to keep the baby and choose a “degree of independence” by not marrying Harold,
thus producing another illegitimate child and female-headed household. What Murray
does not deal with is the possibility, for the sake of argument, that Harold mayket ma
for a very good spouse, or worse, he may be abusive or controlling. Not to mention,
Phyllis (or Harold) may simply decide to terminate the marriagamieasure of financial
security and independence is possible for Phyllis and the child. The flipside of the
libertarian rationale is a bleak one. Two points of concern seem to emerge for the
libertarians with regard to generous welfare provisions. First, they deprpleyars of

the right to exploit the poor. Put another way, stingier welfare benefits leaking an
unpleasant job less tolerable for workers and they are more likely to tak@yjsb.

From this alternate view, an adequate social safety net is an incentivepliorers to

pay a living wage and provide more decent working conditions. Frofaitisez-faire
capitalist perspective, such a mechanism acts as a (labor) market irapediSecond

point of concern seem to emerge, this one in relation to family life. An adequédeswel
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payment, or at least a benefit set at a level competitive with the minwage, would
deprive husbands the right to exploit their wives. Again, to rephrase, a generous social
wage would make it easier for a welfare mother to forgo or leave an undesirabl
marriage, cohabitation, partnership, etc. It is difficult to imagine how #gferential

status of entering or staying in an undesirable job or family situation espsegeater
independence or “self-sufficiency.” At the same time, conservative litzarsefail to
recognize the enhancement to the quality of life for Harold, witmbependenc&om

the hot press room of the local laundry in which there is no room for advancement, and
for Phyllis, with her increasesklf-sufficiencyoy not being dependent on a (possibly
abusive or controlling) male breadwinner. In his manuscripts of 1844, Marx ([1927]
1978:95[author’s italics]) described the “true ideal” of a worker for the paliti

economists of his day: “thesceticbut productiveslave.” The same fallacy demonstrated
by the political economists of Marx’s day is evident in the contemporary frahing

poverty and welfare.

308



PART V — Welfare Reform and Beyond: “The Future of American Civilization”

-Chapter 9: Economism, Paternalism, and the Welfare State-

We have to replace the welfare state with an opportunity tgocie

It is impossible to take the Great Society structure of buraauc

the redistributionist model of how wealth is acquired and the
counterculture value system that now permeates the way we deal
with the poor, and have any hope of fixing them. They are a
disaster. They ruin the poor, they create a culture of poverty and a
culture of violence which is destructive of this civilization, and
they have to be replaced thoroughly from the ground up (Gingrich,
Armey, et al. 1994:189).

-Gingrich’s Closing Remarks in tl@ontract with America

Introduction
The above quotation captures almost perfectly a fusion of disparate conservative
philosophies and is illustrative of the “neoconservative persuasion,” as KA8G3:2)
called it, on the issue of welfare. It simultaneously reinforcelmitbsez-faireobjective
of equality of opportunity, evokes the neocon disparagement of the leftist countexcul
and conjures up the traditionalist emphasis of civilization being in crisis and the
behavioral/ cultural otherness of the poor by evoking the culture of poverty. Newt

Gingrich, in his concluding remarks in t@®ntract with Americavrote, “What is
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ultimately at stake in our current environment is literally the futureroécan

civilization” (Gingrich, Armey, et al. 1994:182). He emphasized that catibn is not
possible “with twelve-year-olds having babies” (Gingrich, Armey, et341182). This

is a peculiar observation to be made, because the thought of there being an abnormally
large proportion of twelve-year-olds giving birth is truly disconcerting.eBas

National Vital Statistic Reports, such births are a tiny proportion of totakhimta given

year, and even a very small portion of births to teen mothers (Menacker, Martin,
MacDorman, and Ventura 2004). This is not so much the point, however. The point is to
illustrate that the drive towards reform, and the tide of opinion, for both elites and non-
elites, was developing in a discursive environment constructed by half-bakesisaaaty
compelling narratives about “destructive social behavior” and the “disa$tihe

welfare system (Gingrich, Armey, et al. 1994.65, 189).

The living standard of those in poverty and the levels of relief dispersed through
federal programs were presented in a manner which were conceptuaty find
misleading. Books and reports were being developed and marketed by the policy think
tanks, and the media were widely reporting the findings of the scholars a=doatt
these institutions. The reforms called for by this policy network of relseaganizations
were being picked up by policy makers, staff of the groups had taken positiomstingthi
government, and the 1996 Welfare Reform Bill would be composed by many of the
reforms outlined and advocated, especially by the American Enterprigeténand the
Heritage Foundation. The funding and leadership for the policy-planning groups came

mainly from large corporations. The objectives laid out with regard to welfaoy pol
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reform were consistent with the calls for reform in the conservative jeuandl

magazines of opinion. They called for the restoration of labor discipline and praguctivi
and the elimination of the wage inflation mechanism of the welfare statetingc

income transfers and implementing federalized “workfare.” The policyantahls

working within the network of research institutions helped construct poverty (@ébpec
that of poor, unemployed, unwed mothers) as a social problem with its origin in
individual behavioral pathology, which was exacerbated through the “structuralist vi

of poverty” plus the generous and permissive welfare programs increasegkhttine

War on Poverty in the 1960s.

Not “Some Kind of Ph.D. Committee”

By the late 1970s, the AEI was quickly expanding its influence, and between
1978 and 1981, it began to compete with the moderately conservative Brookings
Institution (BI) for the distinction of being DC’s most influential reseandanization.
It became a revolving door for those who had concrete experience in government and
others who had specialized in academic research. Gerald Ford, after losi8géhe
election to Jimmy Carter, had become the AEI's “Distinguished Fel{@nierican
Enterprise Institute 15; Smith 1991:179). Ford had brought with him many colleagues
who would situate themselves within the growing network of conservative researc
institutes (Peschek 1987; Smith 1991). Among those who would reenter government
were Arthur Berns, Antonin Scalia, Laurence Silberman, Robert Bork, arich#lic

Novak (American Enterprise Institute; Peschek 1987; Smith 1991). In fact, awer thi
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AEI recruits had served as officials in senior government posts during Reagan’s
presidency (Peschek 1987; Smith 1991). Kristol had made the AEI his Washington
center of operations and was acting as a broker between conservative fundees and t
expanding pro-capital, conservative policy planning network (Smith 1991; Kti34&).
Kristol, along with General Electric’s chairman, Reginald Jones, and tnerfa@hairman
of General Motors, Thomas Murphy, oversaw the fundraising for the AEI, havaagirai
nearly $60 million and establishing a board of directors, which counted among its
membership executives from Chase Manhattan, Standard Oil, Hewlett-Packard, a
Citicorp (Peschek 1987; Post 1995; Smith 1991). In the early and mid 1980’s however,
the AEI would fall into financial and managerial disorganization, and in 1986,
Christopher DeMuth took over as president following the resignation of William
Baroody’s son and successor (Smith 1991). After its intellectual and financial
rehabilitation, the AEI would reclaim its centrality in the network of palesearch
institutes in the 1990s and play a prominent role in the debate leading up to the 1996
Welfare Reform Bill.

Books have played an important informative and organizational role in bestowing
political and scientific credibility to the researchers and instituticor&iwg to shape the
discourse on poverty and welfare. As Smith (1991:193) pointed out, “A book endows its
author with credibility to speak on a particular subject and perhaps supplies tHewisibi
that will one day lead to a political appointment.” So whether or not policy makers and
elected officials have time to read the myriad books and reports produced, therdrgum

put forth in a book is more likely to enter the field of welfare ideology, since books tend
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to be reviewed, covered in editorials and broadcast interviews, and addressed in op-ed
pieces and magazine articles (Smith 1991). They receive consideration mgsraeid
lectures, and policy analyst-authors often provide legislative testimorgramited in
newspaper articles when “expert” opinions are sought by reporterd($99it). The
authors of books gain credibility and therefore access. Excerpts frdorttimming
Mandate for Leadershipiere “leaked” to the press creating a situation where reporters
were competing over the portions that were sent out (Smith 1991:196). Theystraseg
effective, and when the wire-service articles appeared, the HF was “tadvdi#h
requests” from other press outlets (Smith 1991:196). This was demonstrated perhaps
most unabashedly with the HR¥4andate for Leadershjpvhich was produced
exclusively to steer the policy agenda of the incoming Reagan presaemdecause of
the notoriety of the organization, was given enthusiastic reception. Anotheatlus
of this was the close partnership between Gingrich, Armey, et al. and thel#F in t
production of theContract with Americathe Republican policy manifesto which was a
decisive text in driving the legislative welfare reform agenda in the mid 1990s.

As Nash (1998:337) had observed, it was not so much academic perks,
that helped the right gain a foothold in the burgeoning economy of ideas in the 1980s and
1990s but instead an “applied conservatism” which had transformed the American
political culture and intellectual landscape. While the AEI was becomangasingly
academic and hanging back from overtly affecting policy, the HF had taken a more
aggressive and strategic position. Though specific conservative ideaguiterrelevant

in this effort, a vice president of the HF had recalled that so too was thetintdribie
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effort to reach out to policy makers “with arguments to bolster our side; ...natre
troubled over this” (Easterbrook 1986:939). He explained that the HF had taken the role
of advocacy seriously, “We’re not here to be some kind of Ph.D. committee giving equal
time” (Easterbrook 1986: 39). By the late 1980s, conservative researcltiorsiaind
publications were numerous, with 288 conservative public policy organizations
accounted for in the Heritage Foundation’s fidgtectory of Public Policy Organizations
(Nash 1998; Peschek 1987; Smith 1991). Therefore, empowering the transition from
disseminated ideas to decisive gains in the pursuit of political and culturahodlues

the more aggressive “collaboration between conservative intellectual&amaimded
politicians” (Smith 1991; Nash 1998:335). Understanding how to utilize media to
generate attention and controversy around particular issues and eventsovilspaitant
(Smith 1991; Nash 1998). Pine informed Smith (1991:206) that, “The staff uses its
expertise to mobilize arguments. They are advocates. ...\We make it clean tin#te

they are not joining an academic organization but one committed to certais.b&lief

tell them that they will write papers with a format that is not for a prafieakpeer

group.”

The Heritage Foundation, while its resident scholars had written numerous books,
had other ways to patrticipate in the public dialogue. These “shock troops ...of
conservative policymaking” were producing frequent small pieces undetiéise ti
“special report,” “executive memorandum,” “lecture,” “backgrounder,” sstie
bulletin” (Smith 1991:206; Heritage Foundation). The lectures were the tyatratsiof

speeches delivered by various conservative luminaries, with Jeanne Kalkpdéenry
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Kissinger, Alexander Haig, Russell Kirk, Newt Gingrich, and Ronald Reagag bein
included among the esteemed lecturers through the 1980s. HF founder, Edwin Feulner
was among those delivering frequent talks, often on the subject of shaping thel politica
culture and opinion, with one lecture titled, “Waging and Winning the War of Ideas”
(Feulner 1986). Several of these small “papers” were on the topic of welfana, as
were articles in the HF journd®plicy Review Any innovation on the federal level, shy

of scaling back or eliminating programs, was seen as contributing to a |dgg of
government, with the welfare system as part of that logic. One of the priplapakrs

of Reagan’s California Welfare Reform Program was Charles D. Hobbs (19 n)
served as his Chief Deputy Director of Social Welfare from 1970-1972. In aPIicg
Reviewarticle, he criticized Carter’s reform plan as “another welfare inglpsin,

designed to meet industry goals” (Hobbs 1978b:69). Hobbs (1978b:69) saw the four
goals of “the welfare industry” as (1) growth in expenditures at a fagtethan the
national economy, (2) centralization of administration and control over the welfare
system in the federal government, (3) greater complexity of the organiaaid

operation of government programs, and (4) “ever-expanding” the workforce of welfare
industry workers. According to Hobbs’ (1978) account, the objective of any sufficient
welfare reform plan should be to undo the welfare industry’s goals, which puts the

reforms implemented in California under Reagan in an important context.
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The Reagan Devolution

The encouragement of waivers from federal requirements in the administration of
AFDC was a driving force behind the eventual elimination of AFDC as aneemitit
(Law 1983; Rector 1987; Wiseman 1993). The strategy of decentralizing AFDC program
administration and financing, i.e. increasing the autonomy of state goverrtments
implement their own reforms and fund them, was as much a political stratégyas
financial. In California, under Reagan’s gubernatorial administration, thegSpfril971
saw major changes in that state’s welfare programs which would resunrthee1981
Social Security Act amendments and the Family Support Act of 1988. According to
Hobbs ([1975] 2005:102), Reagan had “cleaned up” California’s “federally created
welfare mess” by identifying a group of deserving poor or “truly needy” astdatng
benefits for only them while requiring those who were undeserving of a sagal tw
either get a paying job or work for their benefits. In five years, there amproximately
400,000 fewer welfare recipients in California (Hobbs [1975] 2005). Similarly, tire ma
goal of the 1981 amendments to the Social Security Act was to force thosdfane
into the labor market (Law 1983). When Nixon and Moynihan were promoting the
Family Assistance Plan (FAP) in 1966, Reagan had openly opposed it as “another step
toward state socialism” in the form of a guaranteed income for both workers and non-
workers (Hobbs [1975] 2005:103-104). The devolutionary measures in the 1981
amendments, many of which were brought to fruition in the federal FSA of 1988,
represented, not a move toward more efficient public management but rather, a

“stepping-stone to the ultimate elimination of federal involvement” in social amogr
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(Kane and Bane 1996; Conlan 1998:3). With the gradual decline in the federal
government’s role in financing AFDC and the increasing responsibility @f atat local
financing of the program, there were unavoidable pressures to keep benefliawow
1983). Looking back in 1973 on his accomplishments as governor, Reagan ([1973]
2005:63) saw welfare reform as possibly his “greatest success.” A rttajauta of this
“success” was the shift in the financial burden for health and wekaviess from the
state to the counties (Law 1983). As pressures from their new responsibility to
administer and fund welfare programs were escalating, municipalitiescwiing

benefits and services and raising taxes (Law 1983). This contributed to thexanti-t
environment and inflamed frustrations about welfare and poverty. As a result, the
property tax revolt realized through the now infamous 1978 California Proposition 13
which placed a cap on property taxes, was in part generated by these préssures (
1983). Similar pressures would evoke reactionary consequences across the states a
individuals were increasingly regarded as culpable for their economic plight.

Between July 1987 and October 1988, the Interagency Low-Income Opportunity
Advisory Board was active in promoting the submission of proposals by states for
welfare reform and demonstration projects (Fishman and Weinberg 1993). The purpose
of the initiative was to address the problems cited in Reagan’s 1986 StatéJoidhe
Address, which addressed poverty and the “breakdown of the family” taking plaoe wit
the “welfare culture” (quoted in Fishman and Weinberg 1993:115). In 1988, The
Heritage Foundation in partnership with The Free Congress Research antioBduca

Foundation produced a three volume “policy document” and “blueprint for mobilizing a
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broad coalition of Americans” around the concerns of the “conservative majority” (vi
viii). Titled, Issues '88it was looking ahead, toward the next presidential election and
administration and sought to build on the “steps forward” taken by Reagan which could
“easily be undone” (Heritage Butler, Buttarazzi, Copulos, Ferrara, Ga@atuso,
Haislmaier, Hudgins, Moore, Peterson, Rector, and Tammen 1988:x). Expfa#ising
support of the Reagan program of decentralizing the administration and financing of
welfare programs, the document declared that states were “the adtjagf welfare
policy,” and that their further exploration of new strategies was bestgcted by the
federal government (Butler, et al. 1988:224). Consistent with Hobbs’ prescrigirons f
combating the “welfare industryl$sues '88called for decentralizing welfare decision
making by allowing states to request waivers from current rules so thatotheyadter,
combine, or enhance existing programs (Butler, et al. 1988). Hobbs, thentssishe
President, was chair of this advocacy mechanism for state demonstratiobstvaeeh

July 1987 and October 1988 requests were submitted by 26 states, 16 of which were
approved (Fishman and Weinberg 1993). All but one of the proposals for state
demonstration projects were received before the passing of the FSA in Sepite8&e

and the remaining request was received in December 1988 (Butler 1989; Fishman and
Weinberg 1993). However, as the FSA was in part the product of state government input,
there were points of overlap between the governors’ proposals and those in the Act
(Butler 1989). Several states either withdrew their projects or modified titemthe

FSA'’s passage (Butler 1989).
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Reagan signed the Family Support Act into law in October of 1988. In his
remarks, he celebrated that the word “family” figured “prominently initle8 of the
legislation (Reagan 1988:92). Explicitly crediting his 1971 “workfare” initiative
California, Reagan (1988:14) emphasized that the primary challengé&itdr w
“individuals in the welfare system” must accept “responsibility” is a “neysleasis on
the importance of work.” There was debate and failed legislation prior to the fina
passage of the FSA. While the FSA would incorporate work requirements and training
the Heritage Foundation was highly critical of the act in that it did not cfitee or go
far enough in its behavioral enforcement. Robert Rector (1987:2) of the Heritage
Foundation said of the proposals by Moynihan prior to the final FSA that it replicated
“virtually every mistake in welfare policy of the past two decades.” \\WMdgnihan,
had incorporated “popular conservative rhetoric,” Rector (1987:2) complained that
“eligibility was actually expanded, benefits had been raised, work requitenvere
“effectively barred,” new services and programs were added, and expeasiuegt
programs, which he argued had not worked in the past, were wrongly proposed to end
dependence. Rector’'s assertions were overstated, and in the case efguodarent,
untrue.

The debates in the House of Representatives leading up to the bill werengeveali
in terms of how the political culture had changed. Proposed legislative provisions
leading up to the passing of the FSA were in fact replicating much of what \cainges
had been praising in the state demonstrations, especially work and training reqtsrem

Moynihan, the FSA’s sponsor, had denounced that an earlier version of the bill called the
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Family Welfare Reform Act had fallen “before a coalition of those who thahght
benefits were too great and those who thought them too little” (US Congress 1988:952).
With minor equivocation, Moynihan had praised President Reagan’s assessment of
“family policy” in his January 1988 State of the Union Address, and quoted him, saying
that welfare “created a poverty trap” that had wreaked “havoc on the very suppor
system” needed most by the poor “to lift themselves out of poverty — the famiy” (U
Congress 1988:74). He had an especially enthusiastic response to the importgane Rea
had placed on the state demonstration programs revolving around work and child support
enforcement (US Congress 1988:96). Among the state governors who had proposed
reform to the Finance Committee in the previous year was then Chairman otitheaNa
Governors Association (NGA) and Arkansas governor, Bill Clinton (US Con@BS88;.
The NGA had made welfare reform its number one issue in 1987 (US Congress 1988).
Praise for the earlier, proposed version targeted the need for reform and thenfocus
requiring work. Despite some faint concerns about lack of jobs and insufficient funding
for child care, the character of the opposition to the proposed legislation was ttat it di
not go far enough, limited state “flexibility in designing work programsyvas not “true
structural reform” (US Congress 1988:9174, 427).

Representative Marge Roukema of New Jersey was particularly harsh in her
opposition to the proposed bill. Echoing Murray’s rationaledasing Groungshe
asserted that because of a lack of punitive consequences to poverty, the bill would count
among its “perverse effects” making welfare and staying on it taitted (US Congress

1987:163). To explain, she argued that the provision in the bill permitting a poor mother
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with a child aged three or younger to not work or take training was unreasonablasinc
reality, most mothers with young children work and are forced to find childfd&”
Congress 1987). She continued to explain her concerns, pointing out that welfare
mothers could just “continue to have a child every 2 years and never have to work at all”
(US Congress 1987:963). Roukema also considered the work waiver for welfare mothers
enrolled in college full-time as unfair, using the same litmus test ashermaint:

“...The reason this provision is egregious is that hundreds of thousands of people are
currently working their way through school” (US Congress 1987: 171). She forcefully
charged, “How much longer do you think the two-worker couple will tolerate thamneelf
state and its costs to them in taxes to support that welfare mother?” This@rgume
assumes a highest common level of hardship logic for determining how much the state
should intervene to alleviate poverty based on the premise that if most of the nomafflue
are struggling, why should conditions be improved beyond that level for the very
destitute? Representative Steve Gunderson from Wisconsin, the state whereGover
Tommy Thompson would make sweeping reforms which presaged the PRWORA in
1996, echoed similar concerns to Roukema. He had argued that the Republican version
of the bill had more adequate work participation requirements, requiring mothers of
children over six-months of age to work, and would be more effective at revetsing “t
dependency that the current welfare system has encouraged” (US Corigiess: I
Representative Bill Emerson of Missouri had closed the debate, capturing tre ofirr

opposition around the earlier version of the bill and welfare in general, “There is a
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genuine lack of reform in this bill and it perpetuates the programs and the profdg¢ms t
we face in our welfare system” (US Congress 1987:1442).

The FSA sustained the purpose and structure of Title IV of the Social $ecurit
Act, which authorized federal grants to states to provide AFDC benefits deeper t
conditions necessitating their distribution (Fishman and Weinberg 1993; Sociatyecuri
Administration 2009). Among other things, the Act established the Job Opportunities
and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) Program which required able-bodied weltapeergs
with children age three or over (age one or over at the discretion of the stateédpto g
school, receive job training, or work (Fishman and Weinberg 1993). While not to the
extent desired by the administration, it authorized numerous studies and state
demonstration projects which later informed the rationale and provisions of the 1996
welfare reform legislation (Fishman and Weinberg 1993). The springboard feetlas
of policy changes and the increasingly explicit focus on behavior, mainly depgnden
family breakup, and employment, was the promotion of state experiments in workfar
and job training through the 1981 OBRA (Wiseman 1996).

No proposals were received after 1988, that is until George H.W. Bush’s renewed
push for state demonstrations in Fall 1991 (Fishman and Weinberg 1993; Wiseman 1993;
Wiseman 1996). A 1989 Backgrounder by the Heritage Foundation had called for
President Bush to expand the authorization of waivers. The FSA had contained features
similar to some of the state experiments, but not surprisingly the HF’s @iadct
Domestic Policy Studies, Stuart Butler (1989), charged that the Act wadaresuff The

solution to removing the “bureaucratic straightjacket” imposed on state inmgVag
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argued, was to expand the role of the Low Income Opportunity Board (the shortened
designation for the Interagency Low-Income Opportunity Advisory Btmrded under
Reagan) (Butler 1989:9-10). The Bush demonstrations focused on several areas, but
welfare-to-work was a key theme (Fishman and Weinberg 1993). The eg&pjaxtives

of the board were to reduce what had been framed as welfare dependentyngy get
people off welfare and into the labor market. A fundamental strategy in doing $0 was
decentralize the role of the federal government, or in the language of the bhoareate
the proper climate for innovation giving states the broadest latitude to design and
implement experiments in welfare policy” (Wiseman 1996:520). Most policy stsaly
this time were situated in the reified center of the political discamsend welfare

reform, what has been referred to as the “problem solving” paradigm (Wiseman
1996:521; Mead 2009). This perspective took for granted the problematized status of the
social wage as right or entitlement. From this perspective, the Demaundti

Republican proposals were significantly distinct, i.e. there were two disteifare

policy camps in the late 1980s: (1) that of the NGA proposals which eventually produced
the FSA and ultimately the Clinton welfare proposals of 1994 and (2) the “avalahc
state welfare reform initiatives” which was ultimately followed bg Republican
proposals outlined in th@ontract with Americ§Wiseman 1996:521; Mead 2009). The
Republican reforms had greater momentum and so called progressivesieraptiag to
implement a reform plan which, as David Ellwood has described, was less phottate
the same time was “real” reform and “not rejected by most of the puBlieVqod and

Piven 1996:4). The steering of the debate by conservative policy analysts and
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organizations and the climate of opinion for both the populace and political eliteedns
that both camps were merely two channels at a fork of the same soticapolirrent,
bound to converge as they did in the 1996 Welfare Reform Bill.

The HF and a revitalized AEI understood that state demonstrations would
facilitate the drive behind nationwide welfare reform. One of the AEI'sigadelfare
scholars in the 1990s likened devolution to grassroots reform (Besharov 1996a). It
constituted a “bottom-up revolution” where authority is devolved from the federal
government to state governments, and responsibility is devolved “from local government
to individuals, families, churches, and voluntary associations” (Besharov 1996a:11).
Many conservatives feel that the role of mitigating hardship should fall onghesgker
more local institutions. Heralded as a success of such a strategy wasvihg of 113
of 165 shelter residents in Bell, California from joblessness into work in 1993, which was
accomplished “by prohibiting sex, alcohol, and even provocative clothing” (Besharov
1996a:94). This example illustrates the broadly cited argument that decegraliz
essential services not only encourages local and tailor-made innovations tonactaden
particular issues, but also an application of methods reflective of local itutiosgl
parochialism and practices which could create repressive circumst@anc¢he target
population. Many of the “innovations” which were under way in 1991 included granting
waivers for states with regard to eligibility requirements (Wised®03). The desired
outcome was more strict eligibility in localized contexts as a testmgngrfor
potentially larger-scale legislation. Many welfare recipients wiabgnaviously

qualified for benefits under state law, were no longer eligible (Wiseman.19@3ral
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states were implementing work requirements for welfare recipients, ar@#eould
ultimately require all recipients who met the legislation’s criteriaork. Bush had

warned in his State of the Union Address of that year that welfare “must not bacome
narcotic and a subtle destroyer of the spirit. Welfare was never meant liéelsey/ke. It

was never meant to be a habit. It was never supposed to be passed from generation to
generation like a legacy” (Bush 1992:A17). President Bush, by the end of his pegside
would follow the lead of Butler, Hobbs, and others who were advocating decenwalizati
and the expansion of granting state waivers to curb “dependency.” Before the end of
1992, there were waivers either approved or pending for 17 states, with 11 approved and
six pending (Wiseman 1993). They generally consisted of more stringenteatea

work initiatives, but also included restricting or eliminating AFDC bigsébr non-

compliant recipients, time limits, and marriage incentives (Wiseman 1993).

Enforcing Good Behavior ...for the Poor

Moynihan, the FSA’s sponsor continued to frame the issue of poverty in terms of
behavior and the breakdown of the male headed, two-parent family, in essence, never
departing from the “tangle of pathology” rationale from his infamous 1965 repdreon t
black family. During an address on the FSA in the Senate, he asserted tpabbheris
[of poor children] do not reside in nature, nor yet are they fundamentally economic. Our
problems derive from behavior” (quoted in Fineman [1991] 1997:90). Reflecting on
funding trends for AFDC after the FSA, Moynihan noted that the program had been

reduced from 1967-1992 by 40 percent in real dollars (US Congress 1992). He attributed
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the reduction to the increased “focus ...on behavior modification” (US Congress
1992:96). He continued, “This concept was central to welfare reform, whose main
objective, after all, is to modify recipient behavior so as to encourage sétfendy”
(US Congress 1992:96). In a March 1992 speech at the Heritage Foundation, Dr. Louis
Sullivan, President Bush'’s Secretary of Health and Human Services, doieady
Moynihan’s comments from his 1990 remarks on the FSA in the Senate and connected
child poverty with behavioral origins — single motherhood and welfare dependency
(Sullivan 1992).

An underlying theme in much of the research and commentary the years leading
up to the 1996 Welfare Reform Bill, a theme which originated long beforesand
explored in earlier chapters, is that attitudes toward entitlement progransquarely
entrenched in the unwavering American tradition of individualism, belief sopat
responsibility, and hard work (Coughlin 1980; Gilens 1999). The flipside of this theme,
is the premise that individual freedom and privilege should not be extended to the welfare
poor, as there is a set of expectations by the general public for “good behawaogj am
the destitute (Mead 2009). It was common for assumptions to be made about the
“popular wisdom,” common sense, or basic consensus about human nature and
motivation which embodied the ideology of the moral work ethic, self-sufficiency, and
individual responsibility (Murray [1984] 1994:146). The “good behavior” expected of
the poor was considered undercut by the incentives built into welfare (Murray [1984]
1994; Mead 2009). These attitudes are of course best understood when considered in

their proper historical and ideological contexts. They are not fixed and immailes
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Gilens (1997:31) has pointed out, “American individualism is not absolute. Instead, it is
a ‘bounded individualism’ that does not preclude government help for the less fortunate,
even when that help takes the form of welfare.” Piven has similarly noted thadgnde

of welfare intellectuals to view public opinion as “firm and fixed when it alstisl
ambiguous and shifting” (Ellwood and Piven 1996:2).

Murray’s ([1984] 1994:146) framework, though already explored, presumed a
“popular wisdom” with “three core premises,” that people respond to incentives and
disincentives, that they require such incentives to work hard and be moral, and that
people must be held responsible for their individual actions. Lawrence Mead ([1986]
2001:3) has argued that there was “substantial agreement” with regard to the
government’s role in helping the poor and its solution. The problem was that a “class of
Americans, heavily poor and nonwhite, exists apart from the social mainstream
...especially in schools, the workplace, and politics” (Mead [1986] 2001:3). This
problem manifested itself also in terms of reduced work and productivity, and not only
among the underclass (Mead [1986] 2001:3). The solution to this “social problem” was
“integration” which was best achieved through attaching benefits witlotsework and
other obligations,” achieving for the poor the same “balance of support and erpectat
that other Americans feeutsidethe welfare state” (Mead [1986] 2001:3-4 [author’s
italics]). The poor will thus be integrated since dependency will be lesg ftkahdercut
either “social discipline” or “claims to equality” for underprivilegedgps ([1986]
2001:41-43). In a 1988ew Republiarticle, Mickey Kaus (now fairly well known for

his blog, the “Kausfiles”) argued that “no one” who has been paying attentiomlceot
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that there is a culture of poverty out there” or think that a guaranteed soceafasag

end the pathology.” Only through individual hard work, through a program “that expects
women to work even if they have young children” would there be a “real chance of
undermining the underclass” (Kaus 1986:10). Echoing Murray, Gilder, and others, the
HF’s Robert Rector (1992:7-8) argued that there was an “emerging consérguket
“incentive structure” for welfare needed to be reformed. He argued that thedmdsi
available for reforming welfare were reducing benefits for unemployegiesmothers,
requiring “able-bodied welfare recipients to work or perform community sshand
increasing financial incentives for “low-income working familiese@®r 1992:7-8).

Such revisions would reduce incentives for not working or becoming a single parent and
would increase rewards for “marriage and work” (Rector 1992:7).

The focus on behavior was now part of mainstream policy discourse and was
certainly not simply the domain of conservative analysts. Some of the leadimg pol
intellectuals who had worked with the Clinton Administration, and who had even
dissented with the administration on the direction the legislation was taking, also
accepted, more or less, these basic principles of behavior and incentives ancegres
their legitimacy based on a perceived public and political consensus supportingnhem
Poor Support Poverty in the American Famjlfpavid Ellwood asserted, “The American
public hates welfare” (Ellwood 1988:4). To illustrate this abrupt point, he explained that
“In 1984, according to a survey of the National Opinion Research Center (NORC), some
41 percent of Americans thought we were spending too much on welfare” (Ellwood

1988:3). He continued later in that same chapter, “I believe the disdain forewelfar
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reflects something much more fundamental than a lack of compassion or misimdotmat
(Ellwood 1988:4). Mary Jo Bane ([1994] 1996:124) has argued that, “America’s
aspirations for its welfare system have always included eliminatingdéntifying the
goals of welfare reform in the 1990s, she asserted that “a bold alternativetordre
system” would be one which encourages work and makes welfare transitional (Bane
[1994] 1996:124). However, she presented a familiar caveat as Moynihan had thirty
years before, that significant reforms are difficult to implement. ;T$hesconceded that
features of the 1994 system — training programs, food stamps, and “short- and long-term
assistance” — would have to remain (Bane [1994] 1996:124). She argued that the
difficulty in creating means-tested programs “truly compatible withvetees of hard
work and family responsibility” have led researchers and analysts “to advocate
nonwelfare strategies as a long-run strategy” (Bane [1994] 1996:125). Theresttitle
and means-tested programs which would inevitably be transformed foreverthmathe
presented as part of an important mechanism of maintaining a minimum liammasd,
were framed uncritically as a problem which needed to be solved witlgttglanning,
evaluation, and administration. She therefore argued that rather than eliminating
entitlements, “The welfare system could be made much more supportive of thefgoal
self-sufficiency and work” (Bane [1994] 1996:125).

Blank (1997:15) has rightly observed that analysis of “behavioral problems” of
the poor has become prevalent. “Behavioral images particularly emphasize the
‘otherness’ of the poor, making it easy for middle America to feel litthepsthy or

connections with them” (Blank 1997:15). The emphasis on behavior reinforces the
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distinction of the worthy and unworthy poor, which has been an effective ideological
impediment of the materialization of real, structural solutions to poverty agdality in

the US. In his well known booKhe War Against the Poor: The Underclass and
Antipoverty PolicyHerbert Gans explored the consequences of the constructed otherness
of the poor. He argued that the basic problem in helping the poor is the catemootati
some individuals into the “undeserving” category (Gans 1995:74). He explored the role
of stereotyping in the construction of the label, undeserving, as well advthetages
conferred upon the privileged due to the persistent existence of the poor. Gans (1995)
stated that the inability of social policies in the United States to close thraengap and
reduce poverty and welfare use, rather than individual behavioral defectppissibte

for the persistence of significant social divisions (like those associdtedlass, gender,

and race). These fault lines, so to speak, make the situation worse by creating a
environment where the poor are easily made into a class of threatenirggtotherfeared
and disdained by the public. This is why, he rightly argued, anti-welfareoveanave

been able to score “symbolic triumphs” by “taking on welfare’... . Like way,

inhabitants of the combatant country have to become undeserving to become enemies”
(Gans 1995:75).

The Heritage Foundation had remained active in contributing to the public policy
discourse, with Robert Rector becoming its most prominent figure contributing to the
debate. He appeared frequently in media and numerous times before conglessi
committees. Echoing Murray, he framed poverty in terms of individual behavior.

However, he incorporated an additional dimension to his analysis of the poor, that they
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were not really as poor as Americans thought (Rector 1990). In a 1990 HF report, he
pointed out that the census data for 1989 will no doubt lead the press to focus on those
who had been “left behind” as opposed to those whose conditions improved during the
1980s “economic recovery” (Rector 1990:283). Census data, he argued, had a tendency
to understate the quality of life for the poor and overstate their “povertych along
with “poor” was a word he liked to put in quotes (Rector 1990:283). Replicating the errs
of Murray in his estimation of public assistance, Rector (1990:284) was incorponating
kind benefits, like Medicaid, food stamps, and public housing into his judgment of how
poor America’s “poor” really were. He illustrated that what was mgsBiom the
Census Bureau'’s report was the following:
e 38 percent of the persons whom the Census Bureau identifies as
‘poor’ own their own homes with a median value of $39,200;
e Over 100,000 ‘poor’ persons own homes with a value in excess of
$200,000;
e 62 percent of ‘poor’ households own a car; 14 percent own two or
more cars;
e Nearly half of all ‘poor’ households have air-conditioning;
e 31 percent of all ‘poor’ households have microwave ovens; and
e Nationwide, over 22,000 ‘poor’ households have heated swimming
pools or hot tubs (Rector 1990:283)
Such analysis is deliberately divisive and attempts to elicit indignationrfrembers of

the general public, especially the working and middle class whose strifeuatrdtion
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can potentially be exploited and directed toward mean-spirited caricdiasgsally a
1990s version of the welfare queen.

In April 1992 testimony before the Domestic Task Force of the Select Caamitt
on Hunger, Rector outlined his terminological distinction between “materiattybead
“behavioral poverty” (Rector 1992:1). After reiterating that poverty and hunger ar
greatly overstated in the US, he specified, “Material poverty means ...hatanglg
income below the official poverty income threshold” (Rector 1992:1). Rector continued,
“Behavioral poverty,” by contrast, refers to a breakdown in the values and conduct
which lead to the formation of healthy families, stable personalities, dnd sel
sufficiency.” He warned that, “While there may be little matgraverty in the United
States, behavioral poverty is abundant and growing” (Rector 1992:2). This, he argued,
would warrant a conservative approach to welfare, one which presumed that “spending
on most welfare programs actually has increased behavioral povertyd(R662:2).

What was needed, he argued, was a “comprehensive welfare reform straeggt (R

1992:9). Comprehensive reform would entail reducing benefits, requiring work,

requiring responsible behavior, enforcing education requirements, experimeitting w
“Wedfare,” using tax credits or vouchers for medical coverage, and providindi¢dxae

all families with children (Rector 1992:9-11). From 1988 to 1996, a LexisNearsls

of news sources showed that he had been mentioned or sited as a welfare expert just over
500 times. In 1996 alone, he was cited on average more than 15 times per month
(Ackerman 1999). Charles Murray was cited 679 times by media outlets between 1988

and 1996, and both he and Rector were discussing outlays for welfare spending in very
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spurious terms (LexisNexis Database). In Congressional testimony in 1896r R

claimed that the US had spent $5.3 trillion since the beginning of the War on Poverty, but
his statistic included in-kind benefits and other programs which targeted rMoG6-AF
households (Ackerman 1999). In fact, 70 percent of the $5.3 trillion went to “non-AFDC
households with elderly, disabled or ‘medically needy’ individuals, as wellidsrgs

and low-income workers,” groups not typically associated with “welfarekéAnan

1999:13).

The retaking of the House by the GOP in 1994 was eagerly anticipated by
members of conservative and pro-capital lobbying groups and think tanks. Euphorically,
within the network of lobbying and research institutions, hopes for a reversaleffdite
by the government to address poverty were expressed. The HF's Rectjuoteabin a
Fortunearticle written shortly after Congressional elections that yAaop Gingrich
aide had said, “This election was not a tax revolt but a spending revolt” (Dowd and
Marmon 1994:3). When the question was posed, “...Will Republicans tackle the
linebacker of federal spending, those automatic spending programs known asejwelf
entitlements?” the authors answered by quoting Rector: “...Next year'sedeitianot
be over AFDChut the entire War on Poveft{Dowd and Marmon 1994:4 [my italics]).

The article included the results of a poll of 113 heads of trade associations. yRaaighl
the respondents identified their top fiscal priority as “long-term tax\aetidre]
entitlement reform” (Dowd and Marmon 1994:5-6). When asked what initiatives they
felt would pass Congress in 1995, 65 percent identified welfare reform, and only 2

percent mentioned “tax hikes for upper-income earners” (Dowd and Marmon 1994:6-7).
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Conservative policy analysts were optimistic about the possibility of disagti
rollback in entittement programs. They were prophetic, if not involved, in igargif
which legislative reforms were on the horizon. Heritage representhfidegiven
congressional testimony 11 times in just the first three weeks of tfeCiigress and
contributed substantially in shaping f@entract with America TheContract with
Americaclearly defined the problem with “government programs,” which it
acknowledged were “designed to give a helping hand to the neediest of Anfericans
(Gingrich, Armey, et al. 1994:65). Instead, it was argued, they have “bratiniiscy,
crime, illiteracy, and more poverty” (Gingrich, Armey, et al. 1994:65). The bookdow
that a welfare reform bill, the Personal Responsibility Act, would be proposedaok‘at
illegitimacy, require welfare recipients to work, and cut welfare spghdingrich,
Armey, et al. 1994:66). In addition, it proposed family caps for mothers under 18, a two-
year time limit if one year had been spent working, and a five-year timeoleriall
(Gingrich, Armey, et al. 1994:66). Also, the bill would have capped spending growth of
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and public housing (Gingrich, Armely, et a
1994:67). Finally, and completely in line with what had been previously proposed by the
HF, theContract with Americaalled for promoting program innovation through “state
flexibility” (Gingrich, Armey, et al. 1994:73).

The AEI was actively involved in the welfare reform debate in the 1990s, and it
had reemerged as a considerable force. Along with the HF, they had beemactive i
contributing to the dialogue on welfare reform leading up to PRWORA. Their ability to

coordinate and financially mobilize American capitalists was evidenoth its
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governing structure and funding sources (Post 1998). In the years leading up to the 1996
welfare reform legislation, backing from corporate sources composedatynaf the
institution’s total funding. In 1993, corporate contributions made up 39 percent and
corporate foundations 38 percent of its annual revenue (Post 1998). In 1994, the AEI
received 41 percent of its annual revenue from corporate donors while another 41 percent
came from corporate foundations (Post 1998). The great majority of the AEle&egust
(28 out of 30) were mostly corporate executives from the Fortune 1000, including
executives from ALCOA, AT&T, Motorola, and Dow Chemical (Post 1998). Charles
Murray was then a Resident Fellow at the AEI, and he and Douglas Besharov would
emerge as the organization’s leading thinkers in the area of poverty ancewelfa
(American Enterprise Institute 2009).

The imagery of the behavioral paradigm was tinged with race and patriarchy,
although many of those addressing the behavior of the poor had been claiming to go
beyond the political correctness and restrictions on intellectual freedomadppshe
liberal left (D’'Souza, Hitchens, Sommers, and Murray 1995). In the conservative
imagination, liberals were not only the ones controlling the debate, but they had done
more harm to poor women and minorities than good through misguided ideas and
policies (D’Souza, et al. 1995). In tAenerican Enterprisgthe journal of the AEI, a
discussion on the “barriers that exist against certain kinds of intellectjuaty” amongst
controversial thinkers on the right was printed in a special issue dedicatedilthrigga
World Without Welfare.” Murray defendéethe Bell Curvewhich he wrote with

Richard Hernstein, against charges of racism. He told Dinesh D’Souzaatoodéd the
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discussion, that he and Hernstein had observed “strong empirical evidence of downward
pressure on the intellectual capital of the country, due to differential bieth lvatween

more or less intelligent individuals” (D’Souza et al. 1995:963). He was clearetitiaér

he nor his co-author promoted the government’'s encouragement of fertility someg
women and not others (D’Souza et al. 1995). What was happening, he argued, was that
the government was engaging in just that — social engineering thtioeigvelfare

system. “It doesn’t encourage women with high IQs to have babies, but rather women
with low average intelligence. So we say the government ought to stop subsidiziag birt
to anybody, rich or poor” (D’Souza et al. 1995:963). The argumériarBell Curve

makes the claim that intelligence is largely hereditary and that theetksparities in the
intelligence of different ethnic/ racial groups (Hernstein and Murray 1984)en the

racially encoded meanings which are enmeshed in welfare and underabéegyidie is

not surprising that an analysis of poverty, illegitimacy, or teen pregnanageciied

with presenting a distribution of intelligence which was claimed to quoreksto class

and race, was construed as racism (Hernstein and Murray 1994). The sgtaedt

Losing Groundwhich reads like a long disclaimer, is foundrlime Bell Curveas well.

What emerges is a polite insinuation of black and Latino racial inferieribythe

inferred disclaimers: (1) I'm just reporting the facts. (2) I'm ngirsgthat differences

in IQ among the races are necessarily genetic. (3) Though, if thexp@eenot trying to

fuel racism. These inferences are of course hung out in a discursive nhicuisv

structured with overwhelming and pernicious imagery about race and intelligence
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In the same issue of tamerican Enterprisea roundtable of sorts was presented
with reflections on Moynihan’s 1965 report, with comments from several analysts,
including Lee Rainwater, Charles Murray, Joseph Lieberman, Mickey, KadsGeorge
Gilder. The reflections of the participants were an accurate summatios favailing
orthodoxy which had developed around welfare entitlements and of the ideology of
welfare reform. Murray had compared the outrage which was directéx &ell Curve
which he wrote with Richard Hernstein, with the controversy of the Moynihan Report
(Williams, Whitehead, Rainwater, Loury, Lieberman, Kaus, Gilder, Genpesierson,
and Moynihan 1995). He congratulated Moynihan for being “right in 1964 about blacks”
but warned that the same was true “in 1994 about whites” (Williams, et. Al 1995:914).
He then warned that Moynihan should understand that adjusting the system is not
enough, “and President Clinton’s plan is guaranteed to have no more than trivial effects”
(Williams, et al. 1995: 114). Gilder had reiterated his thesis Yh@alth and Poverty
Welfare, he argued, made the traditional role of males in poor families @sblet
discussed that Moynihan recognized this to an extent as well, having noted that the
welfare payment goes to the woman “and is often accompanied by female social
workers” (Williams, et al. 1995:935). This results in demoralizing poor men even
further. “Already suffering from his failure as a provider, [he] is furthenaalized by
becoming dependant on two women, one of them a stranger” (Williams, et al. 1995:935).
Gilder, fearlessly and apocalyptically restated the blatantlgispsemise and racial
imagery of hisWealth and Povertipy highlighting what he saw as the main strength of

the Moynihan Report.
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[The] analysis properly focused on the socialization of young men

as the prime function of family and society. Society, asivl@an

put it, is continually beset by ‘invasions of barbarians,” i.e.,

teenaged boys. Unless they are tamed by marriage and the

provider role, they become enemies of civilization. Males rule,

whether through economic power as in civilized societies or

through violent coercion by the male gangs of the inner city

(Williams, et al. 1995:136).
Democrat and future Al Gore running mate in the 2000 presidential election, Joseph
Lieberman, put his support behind the findings of both the Moynihan Report and
Murray’s Losing GroundWilliams, et al. 1995). He expressed dismay that, “Not only
has the crisis deepened, but the American norm that Moynihan had described has
changed, with one study claiming that 70 percent of young Americans (18-34) do not
consider births to unwed mothers to be immoral” (Williams, et al. 1995:921).

Douglas Besharov (1994:A23), a more moderate critic of welfare on the right,
was warning welfare’s harsher critics in Washington to tone down the “Brihgtiac
orphanages!” rhetoric. He and the AEI were advocating, like the other leaiticg) cr
more market discipline along with greater supervision and behavioral stgateqi
Besharov’s particular perspective, however, diverges from the fusionisssiqref
libertarian free-market, small government critiques and instead is roatimesibout
wanting the government to play more of a role if the outcomes promote “certain

constructive behaviors” (Besharov and Gardiner 1996:82; Mead 2009). Mead (1997;
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2009) shared this view, and has called this perspective the “new paternalesm.”
explained that his “view was that, rather than unfree, the poor were too free, tHedhey
opportunities not to work that other people didn't have, they needed to have those
opportunities taken away by work requirements, and if you did that you would get
behavior changes” (Mead 2009).

Besharov argued that benefits should not be entitlements, but rather contingent on
specific behavioral expectations (Besharov 1992; Besharov and Gardiner 1996). He
argued that the persistence of behavioral pathologies makes behavior modificat
strategies quite urgent (Besharov 1992; Besharov 1995; Besharov 1996b). From
Besharov’s perspective, simply cutting benefits to promote work is not the answer,
because “the pain such a cut would cause recipients who cannot work seems dwindly w
this small gain (Besharov 1992:93). The solution for Besharov, similar to Murray and
Rector, was to make welfare less convenient (Besharov 1995; Besharov 1996b). Work
had to pay, and in the existing system, the consensus among the conservative policy
analysts was that is was not worth leaving welfare for a low paying jolargded that
rewarding positive behavior is more effective than penalties, citing Wastand New
Jersey’s “Bridefare” programs as examples of promoting behaviorajetavithout
unintended consequences (Besharov 1992). Besharov (1992:115) argued that the right
benefits and penalties could “encourage the internalization of long-term shange
behavior.” Additionally, from the perspective of the new paternalism, reforms and
behavioral approaches were not considered “punitive” or repressive (Besharov 1995:120;

Mead 2009). To Besharov, welfare was encouraging all types of pathology, shdd as ¢
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abuse, drug abuse, and even depression, and a strict work requirement was seen as a
potential solution for the social isolation behind these unintended outcomes, itself a
presumed consequence of welfare. More than Besharov, Mead (2009) is explibg that t
new paternalism model of reform which targets behavior does not scale back goternme
per se He explained that the traditional debate, that of how much the government should
intervene in the economy is based on “partisan” or “ideological” discourse (Mead 2009)
He continued,

There's nothing in there about family. There’s nothing in there

about single-parenthood and the associated social problems. That's

off the agenda. That isn't even part of the traditional left-wing

discourse, or the right-wing discourse for that matter. Andethos

are the issues that come to dominate the poverty discourse. And

it's only after those are addressed and especially only aftee w

levels rise that you can make a serious case for gettingtbdliok

older discourse about the scale of government — how much to

intervene (Mead 2009).

Besharov (1995:1996) argued that even if programs were more costly in the short-
term, they would promote constructive long-term behavior, and ultimately savg.mone
Requiring recipients to engage in “mandatory skill-building activities,” arg@sth&@ ov
(1995:1126), “could reduce caseloads substantially — if disadvantaged young people
adjusted their behavior accordingly and stopped having so many babies out of wedlock,

instead finishing their schooling and going to work.” Mead (2009) is less troubled than
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Besharov about the prospects of larger government spending to enforce behavior. Mead
(2009) noted, “[A funding source] was uneasy with my argument, because it did involve
a kind of form of big government conservatism which might eventually lead to larger
government. In fact Doug Besharov pointed that out in one of his critiques of welfare
reform in the Public Interest. He said that this thing could lead to bigger goverhment
Just months before PRWRORA was signed, Besharov (1996) produced a short paper for
the AEI arguing for mandatory work and against training programbgeastdte
demonstrations for job and educational training had not been successful. Héeabiter

that he felt there was a lack of familial support in impoverished neighborhoods with
“many of these mothers” suffering from “multiple personal problems, framrceli

depression to alcohol and drug abuse” (Besharov 1996b:919). More mandatory
approaches were recommended for “this group,” and that “more than budget concerns” is
the reason Clinton’s proposed 1994 bill (which was defeated) and the Republican bill
which was being offered at that time had contained “mandatory work rules, backed up
with the specter of terminated benefits” (Besharov 1996b:19).

Karl Zinsmeister (1995), Editor in Chief of the AEI's journal, fraerican
Enterpriseexpressed a measured optimism in the impending reform brewing in
Washington. In the January/February 1995 issue ohtherican Enterprisehe was
hesitant to not get his hopes up but sensed that real reform was “within reach”
(Zinsmeister 1995:14). Presciently, he observed the convergence of some promising
factors. Clinton had vowed to reform welfare, Moynihan (“the original sentinel of

welfare-linked social decay”) was chairing the Senate Finance Cteeithie public had
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grown dissatisfied with urban crime and illegitimacy, and the Republicehthair

Contract with Americavere now dominant in the House (Zinsmeister 1995). To
Zinsmeister, this represented “one of those rare alignments of the Icpliunets” where
serious welfare reform was a real possibility. The provisions in the 1996 keallbased

on the economistic and behavioral rationale being reproduced through the network of
research institutions. Scholars like Rector, Murray, and Besharov, thougt nvanow

they described their political orientations, were just a few contributanseating the
ideological atmosphere where the welfare system would become and veinaiable

to regressive changes. The new paternalism, though less disparaging andipgtioni
that it does not see its proposals as punitive, still reinforced the distinctioeenetw
deserving and undeserving among the poor which contributed to the stigma of poverty
and welfare use. Schram (2000a; 2000b:71) described the tendency to reinforce “a
particular medicalized viewpoint” where welfare represents a patholaliginger that

can “trap people in a life of dependency.” The narrative which dominated byehe la
1980s, “in which experts discuss the problem as a problem to be solved, and less in terms
of overall notions of justice, of structure, of partisan choice” saw the enfenterh
behavior as the proper end of reform (Mead 2009).

The construction of poverty as a managerial and behavioral issue with an
emphasis on problem solving continued to be prominent “even in the ‘90s when there
was a resurgence of partisan controversy on account of the Republican plans teedowns
welfare and turn it over to the states” (Mead 2009). The concept of dependency and the

stigma associated with it have created dire consequences for the pdusroBdms
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identified addiction, feelings of isolation, etc. as consequences of deperaehay

reasons for high unemployment and pervasive poverty. This dismisses the rateaf m

aid and cooperation in working class and poor communities and the role of poverty itself
in creating the dire consequences faced by the poor. Curiously, Besharov(1995)
presumed that social isolation had been the cause of the pathologies identified and
proposed a remedy of requiring and enforcing work. This discourse dances around the
issue that markets produce an inadequate number of jobs to achieve full-employment and
many of the jobs available to those on welfare pay very little and do not liftégroilit

of poverty (Boushey 2002). To propose that the solution to the problems facing the poor
is to enforce regular work for low wages or a welfare benefit, which is anl@ven
compensation monetarily, deflects emphasis away from structural caysmsedy.

This discourse has also produced consequences for poor families which cemndriineat

very outcomes they attribute with welfare. For example, one consequencerhtisebee
attitude that single-mothers who have never been married are “bad m@Heesiian

[1991] 1997). While being a source of humiliation and disparagement for poor families,
this stigma is rationalized by conservative policy intellectuals esssary for fostering

“good behavior.”

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
incorporated many of the propositions of the policy experts who had been subjecting the
welfare system to ruthless condemnation and criticism. Key features ofl thelbde
work requirements, a five-year time limit, education and live-at-home ssqairts for

teen mothers, optional family caps for states, and state block grantsgiadiates
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more autonomy in how benefits are administered (Administration for Children and
Families; Post 1998). Hobbs, Butler, and Murray were key advocates for devolution as
were Rector and Besharov. With the exception of Besharov, the expectation and hope
was that some states and municipalities would terminate benefits commplededthers
would impose even stricter time limits than that of the five years indicatbe imilt.
The “tangle of pathology” and underclass concepts inform the perspective ofypovert
which associates it with individual failings, immediately problematizingedforts at
providing a basic income entitlement for poor mothers without behavioral obligation.
This same expectation of obligation and work is not expected of affluent women with
children, revealing a disdain for what has been constructed as the “wettrer.”
Single-motherhood constructed as “other-hood” therefore comes to inhalatitbe s
plane of immoral behavior inhabited by other forms of “chronic pathology” demonized
through dominant ideological narratives — sexual permissiveness, indolencealtymi
etc.

The conservatism of welfare policy discourse has become part of the domain of
the political center, rendering it neither “partisan” nor “ideologi¢®l&ad 2009).
Herbert Stein, who had been at the Brookings Institution and later the AEI, had
commented of these organizations that by the end of the 1970s, it was probahlyattrue
both [were] ...moving to the middle, but the middle [was] ...moving to the right” (quoted
in Silk and Silk 1980:182). Though not accounted for by Schlesinger, the “vital center”
has revealed itself to be a movable and dynamic entity, and the policy planniogknetw

of the right had skillfully molded its own methods and ideas and influenced the political
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culture such that that its basic premises would be situated in the centeraddarately,
through its relentless (and impressive) agitation of the political syategradually

propelled the center in its direction. A social wage or basic income guafanpe®r

mothers was represented as an enabler of social pathology and the vesg pfeedief

as a right for able-bodied adults and poor single mothers would come to be regarded as
ridiculous. This was recently evident during the 2008 presidential campaignBatedn
Obama, the so called progressive candidate, when asked if he would have supported the
1996 Welfare Reform Bill, said that he “won’t second guess President Clinton for
signing” (Goodman 2008:A1). Almost eleven years prior, in the lllinois Statat&ehe

had said that he probably would not have supported the legislation if he were in
Congress. President Obama’s now infamous speech in which he confronted the
Reverend Wright controversy and addressed race relations in the US hacdediscuss
welfare reform in a way which could have come from Senator Moynihan hinigelf:

lack of economic opportunity among black men, and the shame and frustration that came
from not being able to provide for one's family, contributed to the erosion of black
families — a problem that welfare policies for many years may haveewed” (Obama

2008:17).
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-Chapter 10: Conclusion-

Welfare legislatively ended as we knew it in 1996 with the signing of tlsRar
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA). This laticsh
solidified decades of ideological and political efforts which problematiZaddamental
premise of the American welfare state since the implementation of thed Security
Act (SSA), that if you met specific criteria, you were entitled toreebewhich was
effectively a social wage for poor mothers with dependent children. As thestiscur
system had been gradually changing in relation to how we think of poverty, gersona
responsibility, work, and welfare, and economic and social conditions had changed in
significant ways from the SSA’s implementation, it is safe to say théameelas we
know it,” had been changing all along, well before the 1996 legislation. InHact, t
legislation was in part a legislative gesture allowing national ptdi¢grmally catch up
to what had been already implemented on the policy level in many states bulbsfeci
catch up to changing sensibilities which shifted in a particular ideolagicapolitical
context. Some have called (and still call) for the abolition of the entirangedf/stem,
while others have highlighted particular aspects of it which, in their intatjet
fostered dependence, vice, and indolence. Even the New Deal liberalism edlbrat
Schlesinger in the late 1940s, that of a “reasonable responsibility about @oldies
moderate pessimism about man,” by the late 1950s was remembered byaasueath
liberals as a “bold insurgent” and “old-style indignant” liberalism (Schlesidge

([1949] 1988:165; Meyer 1958:462). The vital center was moving to the right, and what
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had been regarded as fringe politics in relation to welfare state refaipeltome good
policy by the 1980s and 1990s and in regard to the populace, good “common sense” and
part of the “popular wisdom.”

Those who were assailing the welfare state in the early post war period were
without political or ideological organization. The olaissez-faireright, whose ideas
and rhetoric would ultimately be incorporated into the American “new right€ we
frustrated with the public consensus on what they saw as a totalitariarevetdf and
the dominance of Keynesianism in economic policy discourse and practice. Manry of t
old rightlaissez-fairistslike H.L. Mencken, Albert Jay Nock, Frank Chodorov, Murray
Rothbard, William Henry Chamberlin, and Garet Garrett had aligned themmsdathe
socialists and other leftists against imperialism, corporate monopoliesaand ough,
as allegiances had shifted, old rightists had found themselves looking for pallitesa
among the Hooverites and other conservative anti-New Dealers whom they had
previously seen as half-hearted in the struggle for economic and socigl libkmy,
like Nock and Mencken, would become intellectually marginalized. Chodorov and
Rothbard would contribute from time to time to the burgeoning conservative press, but
increasingly found themselves ostracized. Others, like William Henry Gdvéim
would eventually accept statist and new right tenets as well as join tingiegrenti-
communist crusade. While the old right had explained the carnage of the war, rise of
fascism, and Soviet Russia in terms of New Deal-style collectivismdwotaitarian,
the post-war traditionalist right was suspicious of mass democracy and bleemesist of

tradition and of superior ideas on the ascendency of political progressivism. Tkere wa
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an emphasis on hierarchy and the notion of an organic order. State programs which were
seen as redistributive or operating under “equalitarian” motives wereiyest@as
interfering, not with marketger se but with nature and even God’s design. The
emergence of autocratic and totalitarian regimes was seen asphedoict of social
anomie resulting from the elimination of a superior social order and ofitisé “elile of
Gnostic activists” (Voegelin 1987:132).

The formation oNational Reviewvas important because Buckley had assembled
a group of divergent conservatives to serve on the editorial board and contribute article
to the magazine. There was discord in the ranks, and Buckley, looking toward the future
and hoping to establish intellectual conservatism as a more unified and signdgiarg r
of thought in American political life, excluded (with a few exceptions) iswihadt,
atheistic, and anarchist voices of the right from the pages of the magaheehetoric
and style oNR were still forceful and unrestrained in its attack on liberalism. It
frequently condemned the welfare state on libertarian grounds and was aQ@aotiy
bastion of anti-communism, a key issue which would unite conservatives throughout the
gamut. With the objective of constructing a unified conservative intellectizadca,
Buckley upheld a semblance of order at the magazine despite the clashingrndews
temperaments of some of its staff. Other magazinesT hke=reemarandHuman
Eventswould contribute to what was a revitalized conservative press in the late 1950s
going into the 1960s. Traditionalist conservatives opposed the redistributive
consequences of the welfare state on philosophically aristocratic groundsitidias i

the conservative magazines of opinion had adopted a “fusionist” orientation and were
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critiquing government efforts to address poverty with old right anti-statstanti-
communist language. In the 1960s, Newburgh City Manager Joseph Mitchedl éavi
early attack on the welfare poor by evoking race and calling into question nécipie
behavior as a cause of their poverty to garner public sup&andHumanEvents
would parrot such complaints. However, in the 1960s, it was intellectuals which self
identified as liberal who gave social scientific credibility to bebaalianalyses of
poverty and criticisms of welfare state programs centered on a conc@mnes$erving
traditional social institutions.

In the 1960s, the “silent majority” of ordinary Americans were suspi@btise changes
unfolding around them. The “backlash,” as it has been called, was to an extenba react
to worsening racial tensions and the migration of large numbers of Africancame to
the industrial Midwest and Northeast, but was also a response to greatesfseaterial
insecurity. A working or middle class American was by the end of the decade mor
likely to be feeling the effects of inflation, seeing his/ her dollar notcsties far, and
more likely exposed to print and broadcast media accounts of welfare and the poor which
were not favorable and which negatively depicted black recipients more thas.whit
According to a 196QIFE article, this ordinary person if not affluent was likely
“unblack,” “unurban” and “in seething revolt” (McGinniss 1969:20). If among the
“skilled wage-earners” and “property-owning middle-income groups,”eihas likely
“white, respectable, suburban, and small town” and equally convinced that
“boondoggling” poor welfare cheats and “big business and the rich” were ‘tgattiay

with murder” (McGinniss 1969:20).
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Goldwater had contributed to a growing body of conservative literature with his
bookThe Conscience of a Conservatidewas very popular, and exposed the public to a
conservative critique of liberalism, including the liberal “welfarisnifieth expressed the
anti-statist, libertarian rhetoric that predominated fusionist consesvatialysis on
welfare at the time. The book was written with the suppadxadional Review (NR)In
fact, it was ghost-written by L. Brent Bozell, Buckley’s collegemmate and brother-in-
law. Conscienceavas consistent with the tendency by conservatives in the early 1960s to
shy away from discussing individual morality and behavior in relation to welféne
book, like the fusionist conservative formation which appeared afdRat the time,
tended to uskaissez-fairepretenses to legitimize an essentially aristocratic and unequal
social system. The book’s claim, that conservatism “puts material tinitigsir proper
place,” illustrated the fallacy of economism as ideology in the rhetorfeeafdnservative
movement (Goldwater 1960:10).aissez-faireeconomic discourse was the ideological
basis which provided a scientific credibility to an elitist politics which suppdhe
existing class system.

As the 1960s advanced, the conservative movement would come to acquire a
considerable degree of organization and drive, both politically and ideologitaliye
early 1960s, anti-communism and the attack on welfarism as domestic calactrere
issues which consolidated different types of conservatives into a practitiggboli
formation. The campaign to elect Senator Barry Goldwater to the presidemcypiva
successful, but in the process, the more moderate and liberal Eastehstistaii had

lost control of the GOP (Hofstadter 1964; Brennan 1995; Brennan 2003; Dallek 2004).
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The major thrust of the Goldwater movement had been comprised of a grassroots,
conservative base, and invaluable lessons were learned by conservative opphratiges
the campaigns (Brennan 1995; Brennan 2003; Dallek 2004). Also, the Arizona Senator
was known for being honest, straight forward, and at times abrasive, whigmti&de

him less electable. While his rhetoric may have alienated and worriedvoigny, he

had set major conservative ideas on multiple issues before the public, including welfar
Even if their political realization was improbable, the populace was softened, sako spe
to ideas which had been on the political fringe (Brennan 1995; Brennan 2003).
Goldwater’s populist allure along with a growing conservative presterhim and the
ideas he represented accessible and inspiring for that silent, conservatisieyragj
Americans to which Nixon famously referred. The Arizona Senator was alsoga

chord with conservative corporate elites who were looking to increase their scope of
influence.

Also in the 1960s, the thought and politics of a group of intellectuals on the left
who had become “deradicalized” constituted the emergence of neoconservatism. Coser
([1973] 1974:5) wrote, “The most salient feature of the current vogue of neoconservatis
is its infuriating complacency.” This was so in relation to their proposals (or ¢ipposi
thereof) for anti-poverty policy, but they lacked no fervor in their anti-comsnuni
hostility toward radicalism, and mistrust of direct action and dissensus polits
orientation would eventually appraise welfare state programs in terineaiiof t
consistency with institutional requirements and in a context of family breakup,

“lllegitimacy,” the work ethic, and behavioral pathology. The emphasis on the
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supposedly detrimental social effects of welfare programs was ateiduteore
prominently in the second half of the decade, signaled by the appearance in TB&5 of
Public Interesta journal founded by Irving Kristol and Daniel Bell, and Daniel Patrick
Moynihan’s writing of “The Negro Family,” better known as the Moynihan Repor
Their influence was expanding, and in additiod ke Public Interestheir work had
appeared between the covers of “little magazines'diemmentaryand theNew York
Review of Book®or several years. They would create a tradition of social criticism
which focused attention away from oppression, racism, the necessity ofcamdiait to
promote change, and welfare as a right back on to what they considered icaadistic
irresponsible social activism, disorganized communities, family ingtghaliltural
barriers to motivation, and individual dependency. Glazer’'s (1971:57) comments in the
fall of 1971 articulated very well the shift in approach which transpired through the 1960s
and accurately captured the essence of the neoconservative critique ofdne state:

My own tendency ...would be to ask how we might prevent further

erosion of the traditional constraints that still play the largae

in maintaining a civil society. What keeps society going, afler

is that most people still feel they should work — however well they

might do without working — and most feel that they should take

care of their families — however attractive it might on oras

appear to be to desert them. Consequently we might try to

strengthen the incentive to work. The work-incentive provision is
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the best thing about Family Assistance, but we need to make it

even stronger.

The American liberal left was moving to the right, and the intellectulad hgd
become more unified, organized, and was aggressive in its declared war against
liberalism. Moynihan’s warnings of the “tangle of pathology” for poorlblamilies
and the perceived failure, and even danger, of the Community Action Progjrémes
War on Poverty, Glazer's explication of the “limits of social policy,” Balll &ristol’s
identification of the New Left and welfare rights struggle as ideolbgithelped
normalize a perspective on AFDC and of the poor which would become a feature of
mainstream welfare policy discourse years later. Expansion déerdiit programs to
address poverty or the establishment of any social wage external to @b@tenlarkets
would eventually fall beyond the acceptable parameters of political consideradion a
therefore beyond the boundaries of the vital center.

From the early 1960s and into the 1980s, the discursive characteristics of the
conservative attack on welfare would change. In the early 1960s, GoldM@&tetuman
Events andThe Freemanhad attacked welfare as “socialism creeping,” or “Socialism-
through-Welfarism” but by 1990, welfare reform would set out to addressudege
social behavior” by “requiring welfare recipients to take personal resplityditi the
decisions they make” (Goldwater 1960:70; [Goldwater quoted in] Ingwalson 1962:366;
Gingrich, Armey, et al.1994:65). The Goldwater movement was advancing convgervat
ideals among the general public, getting people directly involved in the pdgbitozzess

and mobilize the grassroots conservative organizations during and after Goklwater
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aspirations for the White House. On the other hand, Neoconservatism and the entrance
by neocons into the world of politics through think tanks and research groups
corresponded with the intensification of business political behavior througlasecre
funding for their intellectual efforts and activism by corporate donors. dwsecvatism
also helped expand the conservative political movement to include moral and religious
concerns and become more inclusive and appealing to an even broader swath of
increasingly conservative voters. This led to the inclusion of non-elite religious
conservatives into this mass constituency, which helped elect Ronald Reagesident

in 1980. The 1970s also saw the organizing and lobbying efforts stepped up by the
capitalist class through organizations like the National Association ofifdeturers, the

US Chamber of Commerce, and the Business Roundtable, who were effective at
influencing key labor, tax, and welfare legislation in the 1970s and early 1980s, which
directly effected the objective conditions of virtually all non-affluent wiglead the
non-working poor.

Neoconservatism had become a powerful influence in American politics and in
the larger conservative movement. Neoliberal and economistic reas@auinpyesented
itself as a strategic political and conceptual device by the end of the 1970sanha f
supply-side economics. It helped maintain ideological coherence and politicalaunity f
the movement. Kristol recognized this while operating at the AEI, haviadjed that
when he was first exposed to supply-side theory, he “was not certain of its economic
merits but quickly saw its political possibilities” (Kristol 1995:35). The neocoasges

also continued to incorporate moralistic language in its policy critique aredalbé to
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utilize the contradictory and ambiguous quality of its philosophical premisesaisical
asset. They were pragmatic and willing to work with those with whom they did not see
eye-to-eye. Kristol (2003:94) regarded Reagan as a hero, while fidkeétolover,
Coolidge, Goldwater, and Eisenhower were “politely overlooked.” This made sense
given Reagan’s tendency to unite a broad coalition of diverse conservative thinkers.
Reagan and the neoconservatives preferred forming alliances and displaymgropti
This conservative intellectual configuration had found an effective platformvidoioch

it developed its ideas and strategy, specifically the network of conseriegaarch
institutions, like the Manhattan Institute, AEI, and Heritage Foundation (IH&)Yh&se
institutions played an important role in normalizing analyses of poverty widciséd on
so called behavioral pathology.

With the problem being framed as managerial in terms of program admiarstrat
and the modification of the actions of the poor, welfare reform was predicated on
identifying the everyday behavior of a large portion of the population as pattallagd
non-productive. Moving people into work, cost-benefit analyses, imposing the values of
the middle class in evaluating the quality of poor families becaméuiistial ends unto
themselves, constituting welfare reform as ideology. What Charles Hobbs had
disparagingly identified as the “welfare industry,” in post-welfaferra American could
be said to have been replaced with a welfare reform industry, that is an industey whos
basis of existence is the maintenance of a weak and feeble welfarelrstitean, with
less difficulty, be modified according to elite preferences. Hobbs was Reateef

architect for his welfare reform strategy while governor of Gati. The methods
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employed in California provided a blueprint of sorts for Reagan’s federaneetform
strategy in the 1980s. While some of the hardliners had argued that Reagan had not gone
far enough on his promise to roll back government programs, the moderate redistributive
function of the tax and welfare systems had been sharply reduced during hesrfirst t

This was quite an accomplishment given that Reagan’s election was in part due to a
considerable number of Democratic working class and middle class \Raeadoxically,

while these voters may have consciously been voting against high taxes ance“welfar
cheats,” the objective consequences were restructured tax and spending $wagicm

were now largely to the advantage of capital and the affluent. This was derahte

political feat, and it required a massive ideological effort — the succedsdf was

fueled by the discontent of working and middle class voters, but was al#atit by an
increasingly disgruntled elite. Diminished earnings and climbing iofiand

unemployment encapsulated the material conditions contributing to public discontent
(Bureau of Labor Statistics; Edsall 1984; Organisation for Economic Co-ajpeaaiil
Development 2005). Reductions in productivity and diminished profits from the 1960s
through the early 1980s contributed to the increased class-consciousness on the part of
business elites (Edsall 1984; Brenner 2006).

The reports, books, media appearances, and congressional testimony by key
scholars in the network of policy planning institutions had produced a current of thought
which reinforced a gendered and racialized stereotype of the poor which would be
pervasive in the public discourse on welfare reform leading up to and beyond the 1996

Welfare Reform Bill. It ideologically presented single-parenthood, pypeeping
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strategies, and everyday social and sexual activities as “megyi,” behavioral
pathology, and dysfunctional sexual permissiveness. It associated thdsactions of
incorrigibility with the impoverished, unmarried, black mother. George Gddféealth
and Povertyand Charles Murray’sosing Groundwvere both influential for Reagan’s
policy regarding AFDC, and both were heavily promoted by the Manhattan Institute
(MI). Both Gilder and Murray where associated with the Ml at the timehbdywritten
their books, and the Institute refers to these texts on their website as “puldic-poli
classics” (Manhattan Institute 2009:94-5). Think tanks were significaetrrstof the
ideas they produced, but they had created an industry of intellectual workers and an
infrastructure which allowed them to acquire a larger market share indheray of
ideas.

The drive towards reform in the late 1980s and 1990s had developed in an
intellectual environment shaped by a welter of material and information @epodks,
articles, sound bites and quotes in newspaper stories, policy forums, lecturefietc.)
attributed poverty with “destructive social behavior” and poverty-generatimayimes
with welfare entitlements (Gingrich, Armey, et al. 1994:65). In the late 19thiat
early 1980s, the AEI had expanded its authority on policy issues and was on par with the
Brookings Institution in terms of its status and influence. President Faed|csing the
1976 election to Carter had joined the organization as “Distinguished Fellower{@an
Enterprise Institute 15). Many colleagues and appointees had come withchoweat
thirty AEI staffers would reenter government service with the elecf Reagan. The

AEI would fall into operational trouble by the mid 1980s, and the Heritage Foundation
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rose to lead the charge. As Nash (1998:337) pointed out, it was more of an “applied
conservatism” which transformed the political culture in the 1980s and 1990s, and the HF
prided itself less on the academic esteem of its publications and scimolan®ee on

producing information to give conservative policy makers the edge in politicalecktct
legislation. Among the reforms advocated by the HF was the deceninaliaathe

financing and administration of welfare programs. This was largelyedaotit by

Reagan and later George H.W. Bush through the granting of waivers from federal
requirements for the AFDC program and they were a driving force for tikuave

elimination of AFDC as an entitlement.

The debates in the House leading up to the Family Support Act (FSA) of 1988
and the PRWORA of 1996 revealed that there was a decisive shift in the politiaed cul
in how poverty and welfare policy were conceptualized. The economico-ethieal poli
scheme advocated by Murray and Gilder (and others) was echoed in the chambers of
Congress, with a logic that situated adversity and suffering as ssitgder ensuring
good behavior. Policy which potentially could result in raising the living standard or
guality of life for a poor person collecting welfare above that of the lowedtoar
worker/ working family was regarded as unfair and “egregious” (US Cead1@87:171).
This created a highest common level of hardship rationale for social and economic
fairness, which happened to favor the interests of employers and capitalihitgythe
FSA'’s sponsor, continued to situate poverty and policy in a behavioral context, which
never departed from the “tangle of pathology” justification for modifyirgmams. The

core of the problem was still understood in terms of the breakdown of the malekheade
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two-parent family and illegitimacy. The focus on individual behavior, primarily
reproductive and occupational, was now part of mainstream policy discourse, and was by
no means the exclusive intellectual enterprise of conservatives. The iigigligf
behavioral “pathology” and the understanding of the demand for services and resources
as a crisis has constituted an intellectual orthodoxy for welfare stajeapr outcomes
which has discouraged the general public from being sympathetic or identtiging
own hardship with that of the welfare poor. The mechanisms for distribution of resources
therefore becomes suspect by virtue of its target population and the failbeesybtem
to regulate structural poverty or inequality can successfully be attlibutée poor
themselves. The provisions ultimately included in the 1996 Welfare Reform Bill
reflected the discursive environment in part produced by the intellectuatsatsd with
the policy planning organizations. The legislation incorporated many of the proposals of
the policy experts who had been subjecting the welfare system and the poor te ruthles
condemnation and criticism. Key features of the bill reflected theséseffor

To reiterate and expand on an assertion made in the introduction of this study, the
conservative attack on the welfare state, which spanned decades, brought addiothe
welfare entitlement in the US. Different circumstances have exposedameradictions
of the American welfare state. While capitalist accumulation and produate
obstructed by market “interferences” like welfare entitlements ahthntiwelfare rights
demonstrators and workers, the welfare state itself continues to be an eléfagnt
capitalism’s inner necessity. Thought of a different way, capitalisamsval is part of

its own internal logic which is supported by the welfare state. By policysiagiacing
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a disparaging emphasis on the system’s own human products, welfare reaigeans
already constituted (although stigmatized) attribute of a system whitte @utface
appears to be attempting to eliminate them. Even though the welfare poor greethali
they are required as a transgressive category. They are permitkest,tbg the systems
of accumulation and welfare programs must be constantly tinkered with t@ ensur
minimal interference to the former.

Offe (1987) had described the contradiction of the welfare state as the enflenc
the welfare system to undermine the conditions of its own existence. In other therd
contradiction is that welfare programs, by virtue of the problem they set améaly,
obstruct the accumulation process, which foils the efforts of capital, andpytetisen
cannot exist without the welfare state. He noted that this contradiction cannot be
resolved in the context of capitalist democracy (Offe 1987). Perceptively, hgabser
that the requirements of the state in this situation are impossible unlesshaithevate
character of accumulation or the liberal democratic character sfdteeis suspended. In
the American context, and what has become evident in the time after Offa’gabioses
is that the discursive system has been modified such that the logic of the aticumula
process and its function has become likened to that of liberal democracy. This is not a
new discovery. Others have noted this tendency within highly technologicdiescie
where the share of control over the vast network of media outlets is exercisedeb
corporations. The pathway to freedom and independence (“self-sufficiensyeba
represented in the form of the self-sacrificial and diligent worker who hasdtaude of

products for his/ her disposal as a reward for “good behavior.” The mission and
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consequences of the welfare state, while objectively providing a non-comadodifi
(though heavily controlled) space for one’s existence, have themselves fresemed
as antithetical to individual freedom and democracy. The actions of the individuals
receiving welfare entitlements have even been successfully depictegasstions on
the freedom and independence of those who demonstrate the “right” conduct, i.e. self-
sufficiency and behavioral prudence. The emergence of the neoconservative policy
analysts and their focus on behavior and institutional stability has been tlgstdata
this modification to conventional system requirements. Habermas was conaleoo¢d
this process, having been an early witness to its development. Observingithis cur
conceptual inversion, Habermas (1981) explained that it is within this rhetdric tha
programs which mitigate the social consequences of capitalism (e.g.enstHte
provisions) are successfully presented as fascist and obstructive of freedom

The information presented here reveals that the existing withered wedeaénst
the US is not the product of fixed and unwavering American values, but rather those
values are the product of particular economic, political, and ideologicakfarbat
intellectuals operating within a network largely financed by corpordtesdias such
influence and access to power presents significant concerns for anyatdason
understanding of popular democracy and distributive justice. This network has applied
itself and has had great success in shaping discourse in numerous other pdjcy area
including education, healthcare, energy, and defense to name a few. This tamtnpor
because it is this environment where people formulate their attitudes arsdofitws or

that program or strategy designed to provide services for those in need lna@istri
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income and wealth, or intercede when the market fails. Even more cruisiakal
people already struggling to overcome the effects of poverty and exploitdtmhear
the brunt of punitive policy and who are demeaned by the hurtful characterizations

designed to compel a frustrated and disempowered public.
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Figure 1

% ID Welfare as MIP and Median Incomes (SSA Data-2004 Dollars) 1959-1980
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Figure 3

% ID Welfare as MIP and % Reduction in Poverty 1960-1980
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Figure 4

% ID Welfare as MIP and Number of Annual NYT Articles on Welfare
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Figure 5

% ID Welfare as MIP and Number of Annual TV News Stories on Welfare
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Figure 6

% of Respondents with Negative Opinion of Welfare
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