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WILLIAM KRISTOL:  Welcome back for our second panel discussion. The first one, which was 
excellent, asked if economic opportunity is at risk. For those of you who missed it, the answer 
was yes. This discussion is on whether our political culture is undermining our freedom.  
 
I will get out of the way and let this excellent panel say what they have to say. It will be 
moderated by Leon Kass, whom all of you know, an original winner of the Bradley Prize. He 
spent many years at the University of Chicago and is now at the America Enterprise Institute. I 
will take this moment to advertise his most recent essay, a really terrific essay, on the Ten 
Commandments which you can read online at Mosaicmagazine.org.  
 
I will say one word though about the Bradley Foundation and the first panel today. I do think this 
panel exemplified one of the many admirable characteristics of Bradley, which is its commitment 
to diversity, a word I usually scorn and shun and which usually should be scorned and shunned. 
However Bradley has funded authentic intellectual diversity, in the form of historians, 
philosophers, religious thinkers, economists, and legal law professors. It has had a role in so 
many different aspects of the conservative movement and really beyond the conservative 
movement. I think of various efforts, not all of them orthodox conservative ones, to shape 
thought and to improve society. And I think the people on this panel reflect a genuine and 
healthy diversity and not the kind of diversity so many people talk about today. 
 

http://mosaicmagazine.com/essay/2013/06/the-ten-commandments/
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And with that word, I will turn it over to Leon Kass.  
 
LEON KASS:  Thank you very much Bill and thanks to all of you for joining us this morning. 
Our topic is the state of our political culture and its effects on our freedom. Freedom, in this 
conversation, we mean more then merely private liberty. We're interested also in our political 
freedom, in our capacity for and our practices of republican self rule and from self command 
through law abidingness to civic engagement and national attachment.  
 
We're going to take a large view of political culture. All of the institutions, practices, mores, 
commitments and thoughts that affect the health and vigor of our civic life beyond the matters of 
economic enterprise that was the subject of the first panel. We have been invited to engage in 
analysis and diagnosis but also to especially think about remedies; positive ideas for the 
improvement of our political culture and the protection of our freedom. 
 
The topic is hardly new. Conservatives have long been concerned about threats to our political 
freedom from the decline of the family, from the growth of welfare state, to political correctness 
in universities, multiculturalism, and the decay of the popular culture. We have been worried 
about declining civic literacy, failures of personal responsibility, moral relativism, and decline of 
the love of country.  
 
But bewailing and bemoaning have rather limited value. The real challenge today is to properly 
understand our circumstances and the causes of them and especially to try to find appropriate and 
effective means of amelioration and improvement, mindful that the challenges to our political 
culture and political freedom cannot be easily overcome and that time and the river do now flow 
backward.  
 
To explore this conversation we have a distinguished panel of seven former Bradley Prize 
winners. I will introduce them. The full bios are in your book. And then our attempt will be to 
have a conversation on some of the larger questions.  
 
The panelists beginning to my right, Michael Barone, the senior political analyst at the 
Washington Examiner and fellow at American Enterprise Institute. Ward Connerly, the founder 
and chairman of the American Civil Rights Institute. Heather Mac Donald, the John M. Olin 
Fellow at the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research. William Chip Mellor, president and 
general counsel of the Institute for Justice. Brad Smith, the Josiah H. Blackmore II and Shirley 
M. Nault Designated Professor of Law at the Capital University Law School in Ohio. Stephan 
Thernstrom, Winthrop Professor of History at Harvard University, and Robert Woodson, the 
founder and president of the Center for Neighborhood Enterprise.  
 
Before getting into the exchange and conversation I'd like to ask every panelist to very succinctly 
help us take stock of our circumstances by offering in their view what is the most important 
threat to political freedom today. Let's see what we get. And we'll see what we can make of it 
thereafter. Michael, why don't we start with you if you don't mind? 
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MICHAEL BARONE:  Thank you. We're starting off with jeremiads I take it. What I see is that 
in our society, towards cultural issues, we are moving in the direction of more freedom in 
different ways that are identified both with the right and the left. 
 
We see this on marijuana legalization. Two states have voted for that. Same sex marriage is now 
prevailing in 11 states and DC. We see it on gun rights, which is an issue associated with the 
political right that has been thriving. I would also argue that we see it on abortion, in the sense 
that we have not been moving as a society towards a greater acceptance of abortion. If anything, 
we have been moving slightly in the other direction. And of course from the point of the unborn 
child, this is a blow for freedom and liberty and life literally. The younger generation, which is to 
the left of the population generally on many issues, is not on the abortion issue.  
 
I think the most important threat that I see, which is what Charles Murray identifies in his book 
Coming Apart, is these different freedoms that we've had. The freedom that we got in the 1970's 
through no fault divorce laws. The upper half of society, after some initial adjustment, has been 
handling it pretty well. However a lot of people at the lower end of the society are not handling 
that well.  
 
We have got whole great swathes of the population that are living on disability insurance, 
$13,000 a year. Taking Oxycontin and other really harmful drugs. Not engaging in marriage. Not 
involved in civic associations. Can Americans handle these? Can more Americans handle their 
freedoms well? I think that's a threat and a challenge and I don't have a quick and easy platform 
to solve that problem. 
 
WARD CONNERLY:  Thank you. Freedom we sometimes think of as a finished state. We're 
driving to freedom and we think that we are already there when in reality freedom is a very 
nuanced work in progress and very poorly understood by most people. A big threat to our 
freedom is illegal immigration. A lot of people who come here come from places where their 
freedoms are very limited and therefore they have no appreciation for the culture of freedom that 
we have in America. As a result, we are constantly embattled with them over a whole host of 
issues, especially as Victor Davis Hanson mentioned in places like California.  
 
So I think until we can understand better the political culture that we have and that is evolving 
throughout the nation, again, largely because of immigration, we are going to be battling 
constantly over the concept of freedom and whether we can manage it, which we're not doing 
very well right now.  
 
HEATHER MAC DONALD:  Thank you and let me just give my greatest gratitude to be here 
today and on these extraordinary panels. It's an enormous honor for me to be among such 
extraordinary thinkers.  
 
I want to give more of a brief historical overview and perhaps start on a more positive note. I 
think we should acknowledge that in terms of pure political freedoms, we are extraordinarily free 
today. The fact that conservatives don't always win every battle doesn't mean that we're not free 
to make them. I think we've had the Tea Party movement. We've had Occupy Wall Street. As 

http://www.amazon.com/Coming-Apart-State-America-1960-2010/dp/030745343X/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&qid=1375379090&sr=8-1&keywords=coming+apart
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any foundation like Bradley knows, the country is still teeming with de Tocqueville's civil 
groups that are trying to change things in the direction they believe. 
 
So I think in many ways this is under threat, but we still have a very strong First Amendment 
compared to Canada, compared to Britain, whether it will hold out much longer against the hate 
speech movement, I'm not sure. However on a formal basis I think that we really should be 
aware that we are able to make arguments and participate in public discourse. 
 
I would completely agree with Michael that the hypertrophy of individual freedoms that came 
out of the '60s and '70s, with the systematic destruction of taboos that used to shore up bourgeois 
behavior, above all with regards to promiscuity and out of wedlock childrearing, a large part of 
society is not handling that freedom very well and that is the dilemma of how to shore up 
individuals' capacity to defer gratification and make choices that will allow them to participate in 
the economy and in politics.  
 
And I would just throw in one other threat which is again not from the state, but there is now 
arguably a limiting of public discourse especially in certain institutions. There are things that one 
cannot say and hope to have a public career. Again, the constraint is not from the state. It's from 
informal stigmatizing codes against speaking honestly about feminism and its effects. About 
race. About immigration. I think the firing of Jason Richwine from Heritage is a worrisome sign 
that the right may be adopting the same types of shunning activity. So I think that the limits on 
political freedom and speech are now coming internally. We are creating them ourselves, not the 
government.  
 
CHIP MELLOR:  Political discourse and political activity in the context of a constitutional 
regime that sets the rules by which government and ultimately the elected politicians must abide. 
Today I think the greatest threat to our political culture and to our freedom is the fact that the 
constitutional limits originally intended to be imposed on government are in tatters. 
 
That has two really pernicious effects. One, of course, is it leads to a rampant growth in 
government and a threat to our very fundamental liberties. But two, on the cultural side of things, 
it provides government with sweeping authority, incentives, and opportunity to meddle in the 
affairs of individuals and to institutional prerogatives that were previously concerned with the 
private realm. 
 
So that all of these sort of non-governmental social services that have been provided, whether it's 
religious or otherwise that helped people when they were trying to deal with adversities in life, 
are now all too often either beset by licensing problems or restrictions that stand in the way of 
them really flourishing. Or they are just completely moved out of the picture because the 
taxpayer funded opportunities basically make it so much more feasible for these governmental 
institutions to come to the supposed aid of those who would otherwise be served by non-
governmental institutions.  
 
BRAD SMITH:  Chip just stole my remarks so I'll just pass. [LAUGHTER] I do agree very 
much with Chip in particular and almost everything that has been said so far. And I'm going to 
go therefore a touch more small bore. I hate to do this because everybody knows me, if they 
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know me at all, as the campaign finance guy. I really like to talk about other things but I'll be the 
campaign finance guy again today. 
 
Ben Franklin is very famous for having said, “A republic, if you can keep it.” The idea at the 
time of course was a distrust of government power but a trust in the political process and in the 
people as the ultimate check on reining in an out of control government that would threaten our 
freedom.  
 
Over the last 40 years in particular we have seen that inverted. There has been a constant, steady 
attack by people who believe unlimited government power, or at least much less limited 
government power than I think most of us think is appropriate, and in favor of limiting the ability 
of the citizenry to combat that through free speech and through political activity; that is taking its 
primary form in the shape of campaign finance laws. 
 
I had wanted something that didn't seem quite so topical but this is the topic of the day. We see 
the end result in the current IRS scandal relating to the efforts to limit the speech of conservative 
groups. And this comes out of a longstanding campaign of vilifying the political process even as 
we glorify government. In fact, the Supreme Court has upheld laws limiting political speech on 
the grounds of they are needed to promote confidence in government. But what the Supreme 
Court has really meant is that there is confidence in the government and bureaucrats’ power to go 
out and rule your lives rather than confidence in the sort of objectivity, the rule of law, and the 
lack of corruption of our elected officials. 
 
And again, this comes full bore now in the current IRS crisis. We have a president who described 
the Citizens United decision in the State of the Union address so tendentious and misleadingly 
that some observers might have been tempted to say they were not true. [LAUGHTER] 
 
We have an ongoing attack suggesting that it is okay to delegitimize and attack people who just 
happen to be your political rival. This is being done at the current time in an effort to have the 
government dictate that individuals provide information to their political enemies and rivals, 
which those political enemies can then use to harass those people in their lawful activities. We've 
seen this as demonstrators attempt to prevent very quiet readings put on by the Koch brothers for 
example. Or other folks who are engaged in lawful and quiet activity. 
 
So it just so happens that the people that they've targeted happen to be the political opponents of 
the current regime. I think that I would piggyback from what both Heather and Chip have said 
that we have a lot of free speech in this country and that has been a successful bulwark against 
elite control. But it is in constant danger and part of the reason it's in danger is because it is 
perceived as one last check on government power.  
 
STEPHEN THERNSTROM:  I thought I would talk very briefly about the institution that I think 
is greatly in need of change. I needn't say much because everyone in this room knows a great 
deal about it. The Bradley Foundation has invested heavily in promoting change. But this is our 
public educational system, particularly the K through 12 years, which was initially created to 
offer opportunities for children and poor people to get the education they needed to move ahead 
in life. 



 5 

 
Later it became more heavily focused specifically on the assimilation of new immigrants. And I 
think beyond all serious debate our public school system can hardly be given good grades for the 
way it is carrying out these tasks today. Partly it's a result of changes in the larger culture where 
the religion of diversity, the notion of the multiculturalism. Nathan Glazer wrote a book years 
ago, We Are All Multiculturalists Now. I don't think that is true of all of us in this room but it 
certainly would be true of the typical member of the teaching staff of any public school I know 
of. 
 
Then we have quite unprecedented development in which the teachers are heavily unionized and 
the unions are totally embedded within the structure of one of our two political parties. Even 
teachers who do not follow the teacher union party line, the Democratic line, have to feel quite 
cautious about saying anything that might be seen as favorable to Republicans.  
 
I have a grandchild now in the first grade. In kindergarten he developed a great love for President 
Obama and I did not attempt to argue with him about it nor did his parents. But it did seem to me 
rather I never had a love for any president in my public school so long ago in Michigan.  
 
In any case, this is obviously a hugely complicated topic. There is a lot to be said about possible 
remedies and there are many, many people concerned with this now. But I thought I should put 
that on the table as something that belongs in the mix.  
 
ROBERT WOODSON:  I think the greatest challenge facing the nation is how we treat the least 
of God's children. And unfortunately over the past five decades the poor have become an 
economic commodity of the professional service industry that serves them. 70% of all dollars, 
the $15 trillion we spent over the past 50 years serving the poor, have gone not to the poor but 
those who serve poor people. The professional unions that serve them ask not which problems 
are solvable but which ones are fundable. As a consequence, we have perverse incentives for 
maintaining large numbers of poor people in America.  
 
The black community is often a moral barometer of the health of this nation. Yet up until 1962, 
85% of all black families had a man and a woman raising children. But that has declined over the 
past 50 years to the point where only 30% of those children are being raised in responsible 
households.  
 
The challenge that we face as conservatives is, what is our solution to this problem? Rather than 
just decry what the left is doing, it seems to me that we have a challenge of proposing alternative 
solutions. Bill Bennett summarized it. He said when people on the left see poor people they see a 
sea of victims and those of us on the right see a sea of aliens.  
 
We must do more than just decry what the left has done. We must offer our own creative 
alternatives if we want the conservative principles that we all love and believe in to become 
contagious. We are required to become credible and to demonstrate that these principles have the 
consequence of improving the quality of life in America. If they are to be believed, we have to 
move beyond just presenting an argument or presenting facts about the pathology of the poor. 
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Someone said, ‘facts tell, stories sells.’ We must tell the story of transformation and reformation 
in ways that it can become contagious in the country and people will want to adopt it.  
 
LEON KASS:  Thank you and thank you all. As you can hear, there is a very wide range of 
emphases here. I don't know that anybody necessarily disagrees with what anyone has said. Both 
Michael Barone and Heather Mac Donald raised the question as to whether or not, I'll put it 
somewhat more provocatively, whether the problem isn’t a threat to freedom, but whether the 
problem isn't too much freedom of a certain sort? The kind of liberation that the country has seen 
in certain areas has in fact contributed to undermining the institutions that are crucial to our 
political culture. 
 
Could we have a couple of minutes just on this question? This is perhaps a strange way to begin 
a discussion of the defense of freedom by asking ourselves, whether freedom of a certain sort is 
the enemy of a robust political freedom and self-government? Are Michael Barone and Heather 
right? Go ahead. You and Brad were worried about, I mean in particular the intrusiveness of the 
government and interfering with private initiatives and people's ability to run their own lives.  
 
CHIP MELLOR:  It's pretty hard, if not impossible, with Heather's point about the pernicious 
effect of the explosion in out of wedlock births. However going beyond that into the notion of 
general individual liberty, I would have to say that it strikes me that the kind of freedoms we 
seek to enjoy as Americans are those common aspirations for a better life, the pursuit of 
happiness if you will. To the extent that those are under threat by government, and indeed they 
are for people in all walks of life, then that is a focus that we should look at and rally around.  
 
The common aspirations that we all share, to earn a living for our family, to educate our kids, to 
own a home, now those sound like basic fundamental attributes of any society and yet when you 
look at it, it's very rare that those flourish. It's even occasionally rare in this country that they 
flourish because it turns out that it's harder and harder to earn a living. It's harder and harder to 
educate your kids. And homes, whether it's through eminent domain or other factors like zoning, 
are increasingly out of reach of ordinary folks. 
 
So it seems to me that the kinds of freedoms that are under attack go to the heart of the American 
experience in a way that is brought about by government. And again goes back to my point that 
it's the explosion of government, the lack of constitutional constraints and the erosion of the 
institutions of civic society that result from that that are really the threat.  
 
HEATHER MAC DONALD:  I 100% support the work that Chip is doing. I think it's essential 
to pay attention to the constraints on economic freedom and people's ability to start businesses 
and be entrepreneurial. But my sense is again that, leaving aside the economic freedom argument 
that we heard about so eloquently this morning, I do think that the bigger problems are the 
choices that people make early on before they get to the point where they are able to take 
advantage of the economic opportunities that are here. 
 
I think that we are living in a world that restricts our ability to speak the truth about family 
formation. If perhaps I'd grown up in the '50s I would say that feminism is a wonderful necessary 
force and to bring it on. But at this point, in retrospect, it looks like it was extraordinarily 



 7 

damaging because now the ability to say that mothers and fathers are essential for their children 
runs up against the feminist lobby that believes that you have to send out the message that strong 
women can do it all. 
 
I think men are becoming pariahs in this society. The idea that each sex has different capacities 
to bring to bear in family formation is another taboo. We can't talk about the relationship of 
genetics to personal outcome. The ability to speak about mothers and fathers is increasingly 
constrained. In New York City recently Mayor Bloomberg, to his credit, I'm sure that his 
national press is not particularly favorable these days with regards to all the so-called nanny state 
restrictions, but there are certain things that he should be given credit for. One is policing. I'll 
leave that aside. But number two, he recently began an ad campaign in the subways and buses 
about teen pregnancy.  
 
There are these very sort of garishly colored photos of young toddlers speaking basic facts about 
children and childrearing, such as if you want to avoid poverty, you graduate from school 
Mommy. You get a high school degree. You don't have children before you're married and you 
wait till you're in your 20s to marry. Talking about the fact that children raised in single parent 
homes are much more likely to drop out of school. He was attacked by Planned Parenthood and 
other organizations for stigmatizing teen mothers. And people actually have the gall to say that 
being a teen mother isn't such a catastrophic fate either.  
 
So I think unless we can get at this nub of what is permissible to say and how to talk about 
family formation, you're not going to have enough people able to take advantage of those 
economic liberties that Chip is so rightly fighting for.  
 
ROBERT WOODSON:  I don't think it's an issue of fighting for the right to say it. It goes back 
to my original point that if you're going to be a critic, you have to be credible. What does that 
mean? If I can use a sports analogy. A coach can berate a player publicly on the field to correct 
his or her performance. If a fan says exact same thing to that same player, it is received 
differently because it is believed by the player that the coach has invested in that player and 
therefore the criticism is done in the service of promoting the improvement of that life.  
 
What bothers me is that a lot of the conservative scholars who write about these issues, what they 
talk about all the time is that we don't really have to be concerned about the poor. After all, they 
have large screen TVs. They've got Game Boys. And compare their living standards to people in 
Europe. They're living much finer. When the only message that comes from conservative 
scholars, it's almost scorn for the poor. You can't expect them then to accept your criticism 
without comment.  
 
By contrast, what would happen if some of those same scholars would spend an equal amount of 
time going into those low income communities and going into the households of the 30% of 
families that are not producing children that are dropping out of school or in jail and on drugs? 
Sit them down there and find out what is it that is going on in those households that are not going 
on in the 70%? Or about the homeless girl that I recently wrote about who was valedictorian 
from a homeless shelter studying by her mother's cell phone light? And yet she became the 
valedictorian.   
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Why can't we gather 20 young people like that together? Sit and listen to them and let them 
instruct us about what incentives do they need in order so that we can produce more people like 
these. 
 
These principles operate in our market economy. You heard the economists, 3% of our 
population is entrepreneurs but yet they do 70% of the jobs. So that means that the innovation 
occurs in the smallest economic unit. Then why don't we take the same principles and ask among 
the small social units where something else is going on and then report on that?  
 
BRAD SMITH:  I think that Heather raises a number of points and the question was do we 
perhaps have too much freedom? I think if we look at a lot of these areas we really are talking 
not about the government freeing things up, which I think largely has been successful, but rather 
about putting the clamps on people and exceeding its powers.  
 
In the First Amendment area I specialize in, we protect pornography. Why? In theory because 
we've decided that if you start eating away at pornography, you start eating away on other things. 
If we are going to protect that core political speech that is the core of our republic then you've 
got to protect things on the fringes. That was sort of the theory.  
 
Now somehow we've inverted that where it is literally true that if you go to the Supreme Court to 
challenge a law prohibiting pornography, the Court will review that more toughly. They'll put 
more scrutiny into that than they would a law reviewing or a law limiting political speech. So 
we've actually inverted it.  
 
Some of the same is true in these other things. For example the feminist movement, we've gone 
beyond freeing up opportunities for women to enter the workforce and so on. Not only the 
cultural sort of dominance that Heather mentions, but legal sanctions and an enforced legal 
equality that often does not reflect that reality of how people would order their lives.  
 
To a sexual harassment regime which does not reflect how people normally order this lives or act 
in the workplace, which you know if you watch any sitcom on television in which they 
repeatedly violate every sexual harassment law so it becomes this kind of in the real world 
arbitrary opportunity for people to use the laws to beat up their opponents, whether they are 
political opponents or opponents in the workforce or people they're just mad at.  
 
In other words increasingly we've seen the government not just remove shackles, but impose new 
shackles. We even see that in things like the marriage debate, where we've gone from the idea 
that the government should not be criminalizing homosexual conduct between adults to trying to 
enforce on people a new language and a new conception that many people don't believe. And to 
jam that on to their religions, to prohibit people from deciding who they want to rent apartments 
to or who they want to photograph at weddings and so on. Saying you can't be discriminatory in 
that way because you're violating the law.  
 
So I think a lot of this idea of too much freedom maybe isn't too much freedom but actually that 
the government's gone beyond removing some old constraints to imposing new ones. Those new 
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ones are both a reflection and a cause of some of the cultural bullying that Heather mentions as 
well. What are hate speech codes themselves? They are not really aimed at what most of us think 
of as hate speech. They're aimed at ideas, the exact thing we ought to be protecting the most. 
 
So I guess I would say I don't think the problem is too much freedom. I think it's that the 
government has gone beyond just freeing up the system a bit, which was probably a good thing, 
to putting new impositions onto our civic life that takes the government out of the areas it's been 
in. 
 
It is also the detrimental effects of many Great Society programs that are well documented. But 
what do you do? If they've helped to destroy the family how do you put the family back 
together? Someone like Dr. Woodson may know better than I on that, but I will say sometimes I 
do feel like the answer has to be you just have to remove what the government's been doing and 
let a healing process take place. And that conservatives are actually very good at helping that 
healing process along. As a friend of mine, a liberal pastor, said to me the other day. He says, 
‘Whenever we do a volunteer project, it's the evangelicals that show up.’ It's the conservative 
evangelicals that show up. We're real good at that. So I think we can help that healing process 
through just by removing the government and taking on these non-governmental initiatives.  
 
LEON KASS:  Let me suggest that we bracket the abstract question about too much or too little 
freedom and move in on some of the institutions and concerns that several of you have 
expressed. Michael Barone referred to Charles Murray's Coming Apart and the problems with a 
large number of our fellow citizens who have trouble finding work, trouble in the family and 
trouble with the law.  
 
Bob Woodson has called our attention to the question of the nation's poor with some special 
attention to issues in the black community. Stephen Thernstrom has talked about the failure of 
our schools to do their proper work; even leaving aside the political bias which we now see in 
those schools. And Ward Connerly has talked about the absence of a common political culture to 
which our immigrants and, one might even say, many of the native-born are not properly 
initiated.  
 
Why don't we speak about this network of things and ask ourselves what suggestions might one 
have? And Bob Woodson has admonished us to try to think about what can be done and not 
simply to make the diagnosis. Thinking about the questions of the poor or thinking about the 
failure of the schools to do what they're supposed to do, suggestions? Constructive thoughts?  
 
MICHAEL BARONE:  I think one perhaps pessimistic thought is that what I hear people saying 
is that in large part you've got not necessarily public policies but you've got public personnel that 
have values that are hostile to Tocquevillean institutions and towards what Dan Henninger called 
some time ago guardrails towards rule of morality that help people structure their lives.  
 
We see that in the IRS scandal. It apparently wasn't hard to find many people in the IRS who 
were ready to penalize conservative organizations. It sort of came naturally to many people and it 
was coordinated in Washington, obviously, but you weren't running against a culture that was 
hostile to that idea where somebody would blow the whistle on it at least for a long time. 
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When you look at some of these things that we're talking about here, the restrictions on various 
things, it's practically the culture of government. It almost makes one want to think of what can 
one do? What can we hope to do to change that?  And I'm rather at a loss to that because it 
appears that the people that go in for that line of work are temperamentally inclined that way.  
 
But there is almost sort of war on Tocquevillean institutions and the good news is I think that 
those institutions persist, as Brad Smith said, the evangelicals show up. I have hopes that as a 
general proposition people will learn from experience. In Belmont the upper part of society as 
defined by Charles Murray went through a period of sort of knocking down guardrails. They saw 
people falling off the cliff and they started basically putting them back up in their own personal 
lives.  
 
Charles is saying that he wishes they would preach what they practice. Perhaps others will have 
those guardrails and I'm comforted by the presence of one member of the audience who has 
written wonderfully about the Victorian morality that emerges in England in the 19th century 
after the rather dissolute 18th century. George W. Bush once famously asked the question, is 
people learning? The answer is sometimes they do.  
 
HEATHER MAC DONALD: I would propose a thought experiment though. I think what we're 
looking at is the academic media government industrial complex. They all support each other but 
my thought experiment is let's remove the government restrictions on speech. I'm sure this is 
going to put me in the minority of one in this gathering, but I actually think the IRS scandal is 
limited. I don't think that it represents rot throughout the government. I think it was an out of 
control agency. But in any case, take the government out.  
 
Are we better able to speak the truth about things that need to be changed in order to make sure 
that all individuals are capable of participating in the America polity? I think that universities on 
their own, now they are getting support from the Obama administration with the ridiculous Title 
IX rulings, claiming that Yale discriminated against females. I mean this is lunacy. Lunacy. But 
it is coming out initially from the universities. The idea that females are victims in this culture 
and do not have the pick of opportunities is absurd, but that's not exclusively from the 
government. It's coming from the universities and the media who harp endlessly on this problem.   
 
So, I would say that I think conservatives, to the extent that they think as a natural reflex that 
government is the enemy, sort of overlooks the fact that no, we are too. And I think that some of 
the support that the Bradley Foundation has done for supporting traditional humanistic learning 
in the academy that is not driven by grievance and victimology, but is driven by the 
understanding that we should be on our knees in gratitude before beauty and western civilization, 
that is a place to start to have a battle of ideas at the spot where it needs to be joined. 
 
LEON KASS:  Further thoughts? Until you finished Heather I was thinking to myself that the 
government isn't here and no one is preventing anybody here from speaking the truth. So the 
question is, what is the truth to be spoken about on what we need to call attention to? And more 
important, what useful and constructive things can be done?  
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ROBERT WOODSON: Let me just add that I obviously have a bias. I look at the world through 
the prism of how it affects the least of God's children. Another example of how conservatives 
really mobilized and supported of low income people, Chip remembers in the '90s when George 
Bush became governor of Texas. In spite of that, the regulators wanted to drive out of the 
marketplace, close all 200 faith-based drug and alcohol treatment programs that were run by ex-
drug addicts because they said they were not professionally licensed. They sent their regulators 
there and they said you do it better than anyone else I've ever seen, but you're doing it the wrong 
way. So therefore you must close your doors.  
 
Well, I called Bill Schambra at Bradley and he said that we have to mobilize. I called Chip 
because Freddy and the leaders said, ‘I don't know anything about politics but I know about 
drunks.’ So Chip mobilized immediately and filed an injunction. I called my friend Bill 
Raspberry. He wrote a column about it. George Bush wouldn't meet with us. We had a rally at 
the Alamo with 300 saved drug addicts.  
 
Marvin Olasky, thanks to Bill Schambra, put us on the front page of World magazine. Ben 
Kinchlow from Christian Broadcast brought a film crew down and then once the mainstream saw 
this attention, then we were sitting in the governor's office. And within six months, he signed a 
law exempting all faith-based groups from state regulations.  
 
That was the foundation of the faith-based initiatives. But it started by conservatives coming 
together, mobilizing on behalf of a disaffected low income groups who only wanted government 
out of their way. And we responded. I thought that that would have been the prototype of how 
we would move forward. But it didn't happen. We retreated to studies, denouncements of what 
the government is doing.  
 
And I'm saying that if we want to be credible to the American public we've got to take actions 
that demonstrates our principles and our faith in what people are doing. That should be a 
constant mantra of the conservative movement. Demonstrate to the American public how 
embracing these principles has a consequence of improving the quality of life for people.  
 
HEATHER MAC DONALD:  I want to put in a plug for the Boys Scouts. If you want sort of a 
solution for the problems that Bob Woodson speaks about so eloquently, I think that we have 
institutions that have developed in sort of a Burkean way over time that convey the values of 
patriotism, self-discipline, striving, accomplishment, achievement that are the for me, if I want a 
silver bullet, that's the solution for the inner city problem.  
 
And tragically the Boy Scouts have been stigmatized by the gay advocates who. I've been to 
inner city Boy Scout troops that are absolutely heart breaking in their beauty and delicacy and 
efforts to try and raise these kids up. But the gay advocates that say that it's more important to 
destroy the scouts for the sake of a group that is wildly successful economically. That gay pride 
matters more than helping these poor black kids.  
 
So I would say fund those institutions that have traditional values. Anything with a uniform in 
the inner city, whether it's the explorers program, a military academy. Jerry Brown to his credit 
when he was mayor of Oakland wanted to start a military charter. I'm not sure that that was so 



 12 

successful, but there are other little platoons that we should be looking at and celebrating against 
the weight of elite opinion that these are somehow exclusive or discriminatory organizations.  
 
LEON KASS:  Ward? Something on promoting the understanding and appreciation of a common 
political culture? Something constructive?  
 
WARD CONNERLY:  I have had the pleasure or misfortune however you describe it of leading 
statewide campaigns in eight states promoting the concept of equal treatment. I'm always amazed 
that most of my opposition comes from black people. Shelby Steele once commented that I was 
doing more to promote the liberation of black people by our initiative than anything else.  
 
That brings me back to my original comment that the concept of freedom is not understood very 
well by most Americans. We see it as an abstraction. As something that we are endowed with 
rather than something that we have to constantly fight to achieve. It's a process. 
 
The political culture does not promote freedom. I'll say that with great conviction. It stifles it. 
And we achieve freedom despite the political culture. That is where we have to wrestle with our 
laws, with the institutions that we have, the universities, the political class. They stifle our 
freedoms.  
 
Until we as the people can regain control of it, and I'm very hopeful that the IRS debacle will 
cause more people to be sensitive to this, that we can regain some momentum about the concept 
of freedom. I had a greater appreciation of people and their desire for freedom back in the 1950's 
when we were wrestling with civil rights and more black people truly understood what freedom 
was about than I do right now.  
 
I'm very pessimistic about the concept. And I underscore concept because we tend to get 
distracted and to talk more about freedom as a finality, as something that is definite and a 
condition that's obtained rather than a process that leads us to work toward more and more 
freedom as we work.  
 
So I am at the point of being redundant, I would say that our political culture is a great, great 
problem and the last four years have done great damage. And I don't want this to sound political, 
but they've done great damage to the concept of freedom. But on the one hand, out of that 
damage we can see an opportunity to realize that we have to work on this and we have to make 
changes that promote greater freedom.  
 
LEON KASS:  Like what?  
 
WARD CONNERLY:  Like what must we do? 2016? Maybe 2014. You have to make changes 
in the political environment. That's one thing that needs to be done.  
 
I think that Bradley needs to infuse all of its grantees with some respect for freedom and how 
they can apply the Bradley dollars to promoting freedom. These grants do not stand in a vacuum. 
There is supposed to be some unified coherent theme toward which we are working. I don't think 
right now in many of our activities we are doing that. We sort of have a standalone philosophy 
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when in fact we need to get back on the path of trying to change the environment. That is 
certainly something that we're trying to do.  
 
Every state that we're in during the campaigns, we talk about the fact that equal treatment is 
inherent to freedom. Without equal treatment your right to pursue happiness is nothing but a 
concept. It is not real. So, I think we have to try to bring reality to those concepts.  
 
MICHAEL BARONE:  Can I just follow up on that? We're hearing a lot of negativity here and a 
negative evaluation of our situation. We've also heard numerous mentions of Alexis de 
Tocqueville, who remember was not an American. He was a foreigner and whose whole book is 
an implicit comparison between America and France.  
 
Let's look at our situation in an international context. If you compare where we are in the United 
States on many of these issues, we've talked about where Britain is, France, European countries. 
We've got much stronger institutions and people who are working on behalf of freedom than they 
do.  
 
Heather says the academic media university complex is hostile to values of freedom. I tend to 
agree with that. But you know what? They don't always win. They don't always win elections. 
Ward Connerly has been in eight states as he said. My recollection is that you're eight for eight.  
 
WARD CONNERLY:  Seven for eight.  
 
MICHAEL BARONE:  Seven for eight. You do that in professional baseball and you'd be doing 
it very well indeed.  
 
The Tocquevillean institutions. They are out there. They're struggling. Chip Mellor is not going 
out of business for lack of clients. People are asserting their desire to do these things. To achieve 
things. To earn success. To help others.  
 
We have a lot of resources. Our side does not lose all of the elections, despite the fact that you 
can't get anybody in academia to acknowledge that they vote our way. So I think we need to keep 
this in perspective. There are a lot of resources working on behalf of what we want. And also 
working on our behalf is lessons from American history to which some reference has been made.  
 
Academia tries to demonize it. That doesn't entirely work with the people. We have got a popular 
culture which has so much dreck and garbage, but also books on the Founding Fathers and 
Abraham Lincoln are bestsellers. There is a hunger for connection with our history. Trying to 
strengthen that connection is among the other worthy things that we need to do.  
 
ROBERT WOODSON:  I think that it was George Bernard Shaw that asked, must a Christ die in 
torment in every age to save those that lack imagination? I think we need to be a little more 
imaginative, even in how we approach the whole issue of politics. For instance, we have got to 
look at where are there strategically political interests between groups that otherwise would 
never come together?  
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For instance, the black community is very concerned about the half million children that are in 
the foster care system. 70% of them go in and become our prison system. The foster care system 
is the incubator for tomorrow's criminals in the name of saving children. Therefore it is in their 
strategic interest to get those children into adopted homes. Yet because of the gay marriage issue, 
the Catholic church shut down a 90 year-old adoption agency in Massachusetts and now in 
Illinois, which means that thousands of kids who otherwise would be placed in stable homes will 
no longer have that as a resource.  
 
So it seems to me if we were to bring together the church leaders in the black community with 
the church leaders in the Catholic Church, to consider the strategic interests that each has in 
supporting policies of the other, that that's the kind of alliances that we need to think about. 
These are the kinds of issues that conservatives ought to be addressing but they are silent on 
those kinds of things.  
 
LEON KASS:  I'm struck by the fact that several of panelists seem to think that the major 
problems are not just the intrusions of government, but the perverse incentives that government 
action provide and places where the government actually interferes with what would be the 
healthy growth of our supporting institutions. Whereas other people seem to think that if the 
government cleaned up its act tomorrow it wouldn't be that the institutions of civil society would 
simply rise up and flourish if they were just left alone.  
 
I don't want to have an abstract debate at that level. I don't think that would be fruitful. But let's 
grant that there would be a great benefit if the context that the government sets, its regulations 
and its particular ideologies that it enforces as it's been rightly said, were to be simply restrained. 
If there was in fact a change in the election, wouldn't we still face large questions about the 
general state of the culture and the political culture of freedom in terms of teaching self 
command and teaching personal responsibility and those sorts of things? 
 
We'd still have, it seems to me Stephen, the question of the failure of the public schools to 
produce young citizens who are knowledgeable, attentive and caring for their country. We would 
still need to do something about what goes on in the universities. And the universities don't do 
what they do because the government is paying them. It is absolutely independent.  
 
So could we have a little more attention just briefly to the question of the culture beyond the 
reach of the government? Stephan, since you brought up schools, are there targets of 
opportunities? Are there places, things to be encouraged that could make things better?  
 
STEPHEN THERNSTROM:  Clearly the charter school movement, which I haven't followed in 
close detail, but does seem to me an enormous success story and I believe it continues to grow, at 
least in the number of institutions, at a very rapid rate. There is no magic in having a charter 
school. It depends on who is running it and who is doing the teaching. Not all charter schools 
have been wonderfully successful.  
 
But unlike public schools, unsuccessful charter schools die. They can be closed, whereas public 
schools rarely close unless the whole population of a neighborhood has shrunk 90% or 
something. I'm not really up-to-date on the voucher movement except the sad tale of the 
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Washington, DC voucher plan which Congress, the Administration, killed. But I think there is 
potential for further growth there.  
 
Now, there are some troubling conflicts of interest here. In general, suburbanites are not keen on 
supporting charter schools, much less vouchers for people living in the inner cities in part 
because they have paid for their own kind of private school by choosing to buy a home in 
Brookline or wherever. The value of their real estate, some economists have estimated, would 
decline if they didn't have their own separate public schools for which only residents of that 
community are eligible.  
 
However I do think that in general this battle is proceeding pretty well, though, recently was it 
the Louisiana state court decision that blocked the expansion of public funding of charters. 
 
ROBERT WOODSON:  Let me say that I think it's quite possible, as we do support vouchers in 
private school, but also to support public schools. Most of the kids are in public schools. In 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin we have a study that is going to be released in another couple months 
from Baylor University, five years how the center has been there and we've dramatically reduced 
violence and improved civil order in 14 of those schools with that the consequence that 
graduation rates are up. Grade point averages are up. Mike Grebe brought together a group of 
foundations to provide private capital to invest and now after five years of investment dramatic 
changes are occurring in the public schools. So I think as conservatives we certainly can support 
vouchers in private school. But we also ought to support the improvement of public schools.  
 
Now Milwaukee as a city is at a 25 year low in terms of violence because of the intervention that 
we have in place that improves the civil order so that teachers in those schools can teach. If we 
were to take a fraction of the billion dollars that we spent on attack ads in the last election and 
invest a fraction of that in some of these civic institutions within these inner cities, we could 
rebuild from the inside out.  
 
So it is possible to support both improvement of public education and also giving parents a 
choice. One doesn't necessarily mean you have to be hostile to the other. Charter schools. 
Brother Bob's private school. We need to be as conservatives supporting all those alternatives for 
kids, but the reality is most of the kids are in the public schools and we ought to stand up and say 
we are for the improvement of those schools as well.  
 
BRAD SMITH:  I'm going to shift this a little bit. Leon said before we started that he wanted us 
to be positive and not just sort of air our grievances in the negatives. However I think sometimes 
we just need to be more negative. [LAUGHTER] I think we need to be more nasty toward our 
current society and our current state.  
 
What I mean by that is, back into something that Ward actually said when he spoke about the 
need to talk more about freedom. If you were to raise the Founding Fathers in this day and age, 
they would not produce the Constitution and the rule of law that they did in the late 18th century, 
right? Conversely, you take this president and raise him back in that time, you do not get a 
person who is, I think, a statist, as this president is.   
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There is a point in my life that I saw it. When I was a young man coming out of college, 
conservatives and libertarians were reading heavy theoretical books for their leisurely reading. 
Books by Robert Nozick and Milton Friedman and so on. We seem to have lost that. There is a 
point at which the movement said that they had to figure out a way to get from A to B. And we 
began focusing too much on policy.  
 
What I want to say is if we convince people that the government isn't working, these government 
programs aren't working, they are standing in the way of faith-based initiatives, they're 
destroying families and they're forcing people to do what they don't want to do. We need to bring 
that on and at the same time simply be emphasizing more broadly the core idea of freedom. If the 
society believes in freedom, we'll get freedom.  
 
Some politicians are braver and some are less brave. But on the whole we shouldn't put so much 
money and effort into contemporary elections and politics because politicians can never be the 
leaders we really want in a democratic society. They have to, to some extent, be the followers of 
the people who are voting. And if those people who are voting want freedom, we'll get 
politicians who want freedom and the solutions will follow. If that's what people want, we'll 
figure out the solution. However if people want big government and a big state, then I don't think 
they are going to vote for freedom and for the kind of culture that we want.  
 
HEATHER MAC DONALD:  I would like to add that in the education debate, conservatives 
have been perhaps too monomaniacal on the market idea; that all we need to do is focus on a 
market for education. The one idea that I think has been missing from the conservative education 
critique is the scourge of progressive education which dominates most teaching ed schools and 
the classroom. It is another example of the excesses of individualism and liberty, which is the 
idea that teachers should not teach. Students construct their own knowledge. You have group 
learning. You do not try to transmit a body of knowledge into the empty noggins of your charges 
but instead allow them to develop. This is insane. This is not a way that cultures have over 
human history conveyed the enormous amount of knowledge and wisdom that does need to be 
passed down. So I would like to broaden our debate and talk about the fact that kids need 
structure. There is such a thing as knowledge and teachers have the duty to transmit it.  
 
On the interest of having a live debate, with all respect, I do disagree with Brad. I think that 
absence of freedom is not our problem today. Now, maybe I'm speaking from a very elite 
perspective, but my choices right now are virtually limitless. If I was trying to start a business in 
California, that would be a different matter. But bracketing the economic issues, I think for those 
who are capable of taking advantage of freedom, we are drowning in it. The Internet has its 
downside, but it is an extraordinary power, the amount of learning that is available on the net.  
 
So to me the dilemma is now that our culture is dedicated to the principle of individual freedom 
and maximizing freedom from any kind of traditional restraints. That is fine for those of us who 
have grown up in disciplined households but what do we do about this lower half of society that 
is starting to emulate the black underclass with drug addiction, joblessness, and as Michael says, 
the high rates of disability use. To me, that is not a government problem. It is trying to restore the 
legitimacy of traditional restraints on the way individuals use their freedom.  
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LEON KASS:  I'm going to come back to that but I think Chip wants to get in here too, and 
someone else may want to respond to Brad's comment.  
 
CHIP MELLOR:  Leon originally asked us what I think is kind of a thought experiment. To 
imagine that if government got out of the way and was completely removed from the scene, what 
would we do about regeneration of these civic institutions that are presently lacking or crippled? 
That is a pretty radical thought experiment given how pervasive government is in all walks of 
life. Removing it entirely is truly almost inconceivable. But that is the value of thought 
experiments. They force you to think of things anew and from a different perspective.  
 
In that vein, if we take that literally then we still have a couple of things we can focus on that are 
ways to solve the remaining problems to try and regenerate those civic institutions. In any of 
these communities that we are talking about that are afflicted with poverty, out of wedlock 
births, and all the challenges that we've been talking about up here, there are still those pockets 
of individuals who are struggling mightily against that adversity. Bob Woodson's talked about 
them, where there the 30% are the antibodies that you talked about at one point. There is a force 
for good even in the most depressed communities. It may be hard to find, but it is there.  
 
The real problem that would remain is the isolation. Not just the pockets of isolation that inner 
city communities face but really the isolation within this country despite the proliferation of the 
media, the Internet, and all these other ways in which people seem to be tied together. Indeed, 
people are increasingly isolated. That's most important for people who are trying to get out of the 
desperate straits they live in, whether it is to get a different job, whether it's to find an education 
for their kids, whether it's just even to buy food.  
 
It seems to me that focusing on that and recognizing that it's incumbent upon us to reach out, to 
break down those barriers of isolation, whether it's through donations, whether it's through going 
in and volunteering, whether it's just being part of the civic institutions ourselves. That will be 
the ultimate way in which that regeneration occurs, and I think that in turn cross fertilizes society 
in a way that will be very, very productive.  
 
ROBERT WOODSON:  The need for that kind of investment goes also to national security 
because foreign tourists are recruiting among disaffected minorities in these cities, as well as the 
Mexican mafia coming across our borders and are recruiting them.  
 
We need to have a force within the community as an antidote to that. And I think supporting the 
folks in those communities that have demonstrated that they are a powerful moral force to 
redirect in the restoration of people. If we were to incentivize them, they could act as a force 
against those internally. So there is a national security.  
 
I had a great talk with George Dunlop, who is Undersecretary of Defense. We spent a whole day 
comparing notes about Afghanistan and other places. We understand insurgency. And counter-
insurgency means you have to recruit people within the culture. We need the same principles 
here to fight against adverse forces within our own institutions, like we did in Afghanistan. So 
that is something that we will be exploring in the coming years.  
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STEPHEN THERNSTROM:  I would like to sound one moderately optimistic note from a 
historical point of view. Many discussions of cultural change, particularly related to sexual 
mores, seem to imply the change occurs. It is inexorable and irreversible that if you're not on the 
right side of history you're in the dust bin of history. 
 
But there are very interesting studies that go back quite some time about the sexual mores of 
New Englanders from the 17th century onwards. Someone thought we can find out something 
about sexual mores by looking at the birth records and then looking at the marriage records and 
calculating the premarital conception rate.  
 
Then there were various local studies. It took a long time to accumulate but it is pretty clear now 
that there was a fascinating pattern in which the first generation of Puritan settlers, the premarital 
conception is virtually zero. But then it begins to move up quite sharply to the 1720's when it's 
up around 40%. The First Great Awakening sends that plunging back down to around 10%.  
 
Then there is again a period of growing libertine or whatever into the early 19th century when the 
Second Great Awakening, at least is associated with the timing that produces this very important 
change in sexual behavior among young people. So there's no one movement over history in this 
simple perspective.  
 
MICHAEL BARONE:  Can I add another mildly optimistic point in return for Heather citing me 
in agreement, disagree with her? Progressive education, I think we've made some headway as a 
society over the last 25 years against that. I think the Bradley Foundation has been an important 
part of making that headway in the proliferation of charter schools and the effects of the 
competition with public schools. At least some studies indicating that public schools start 
performing better when they're at risk of losing their kids to charters. That would seem to be a 
pretty plausible result. We have also seen an increase in home schooling.  
 
So there has been a movement among young parents and there has been a movement 
institutionally to move away from the progressive education which was started nearly 100 years 
ago, whose motivation as I understand it was to basically provide an education to docile factory 
workers from the immigrant population that we had at that time. That's not something that equips 
people well to live in this society.   
 
So I think young parents have been making, in many cases, good choices and they have been 
getting more choices. That is against the huge institutional interest of the teacher unions, which 
are a terribly important group politically in terms of the money that they raise or rather the 
money that they extract unwillingly from taxpayers that are spent on politics. 
 
And the education in schools. Somebody once asked me what was the reform I would propose 
for the education in schools? I said what you need to do is to find a wall long enough to line all  
the faculty in front of it. So let's leave it at that. [LAUGHTER]  
 
WARD CONNERLY:  I want to return to the basic theme that we were given as a panel and that 
is the question of whether our current political culture undermines freedom. I happen to be one 
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of those who believe it does. And if it does, it seems to me that the solution is to figure out how 
to alter that.  
 
The ultimate caretakers of our political culture are we the people. Somehow we have to re-instill 
in the people an appreciation of the value of freedom whatever that consists of. So that every 
time they go to the polls they're able to exercise a vote that promotes and reinforces that 
commodity over which they have control, which is freedom. I think that we're losing that. I think 
that we have come a long way from the years in which there was a national consensus, I believe, 
about freedom and about making sure that more people, including our black citizens, had 
freedom in the broadest sense. 
 
I think of John F. Kennedy saying “ask not what your country can do for you, but what you can 
do for your country.” I think every American needs to return to that and to think about how do 
we promote that commodity over which we have control, which is freedom?  People are voting 
now with no understanding at all of what their vote means or of freedom and what they're doing 
when they exercise that vote.  
 
LEON KASS:  Let me take advantage of Ward's particular suggestion. We have just a couple of 
minutes left. This is a nasty thing to do to you, but in 30 seconds a final comment. One of a 
constructive sort of exhortation following in Ward's spirit with respect to one institution or one 
problem. One positive suggestion to offer. Michael?  
 
MICHAEL BARONE:  You're going to start with me? Study history. Steve Thernstrom brought 
up the point that social trends are not unidirectional in history. People do learn from experience. 
So I think there is reason for hope there.  
 
LEON KASS:  Encourage the study of history. I hope the Bradley board is listening. 
[LAUGHTER] 
 
WARD CONNERLY:  I would second that. I think that is very valuable and we've gotten away 
from it. I think now the emphasis is on how do we make sure that diversity is part of the required 
curriculum? We need to get back to the basics of what are our responsibilities as citizens.   
 
HEATHER MAC DONALD:  The question of the panel, I would move political and say how is 
our civic culture undermining freedom?  
 
LEON KASS:  Good.  
 
HEATHER MAC DONALD:  I think that is the problem. Again, I look out in the political world 
and I see still a very vibrant debate. Setbacks notwithstanding, I think there are tons of little 
groups that are working on voter fraud, you name it, it's out there. So we're still vibrant that way.  
 
So civic culture. To repeat, I would say I'm surprised that conservatives have not been more 
courageous in supporting traditional organizations like the Boy Scouts. I mean, that is readymade 
for creating boys who can become eligible husbands. Be good workers because they have self-
discipline and understand America's values. It is a civic revival machine and I would look for 
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other institutions like that that are unapologetically supportive of the bourgeois values of 
neatness, cleanliness, respect for others, and self discipline.  
 
CHIP MELLOR:  At the heart of the bourgeois values that Heather's talking about is of course 
the inherent and necessary concept of self restraint. Now today in the political market, because 
there are no limits placed on much of government through the Constitution, we are dependent 
upon the self restraint of politicians when it comes to our liberties. As we know, that self 
restraint is pretty much missing in action and will continue to be so until those limits are re-
imposed. And the only way that happens is through a thoroughly engaged judiciary.  
 
BRAD SMITH:  Ultimately we have to regain control of the curriculum in schools all the way 
up. And I think, to be very honest, although all of these efforts are good and desirable and are 
well intended. I think we've put a lot of effort into talking about reading, writing and school 
choice and so on, while the other side has just grabbed the curriculum within the public schools 
that the folks love and stuffed it down our throats in a way that I think is detrimental to the 
culture. I think we need to focus more on what's being taught.  
 
STEPHEN THERNSTROM:  Yes, on similar lines most places I've lived in, at least municipal 
elections, elections of school board officials are not held in November every other year but are 
held at a different time where the electorate is much tinier. That is a principal reason why the 
teacher unions are able to get their way so freely. It should not be hard to convince your friends 
and neighbors to take the little extra trouble to turn out for that election in February. A tiny 
recommendation.  
 
ROBERT WOODSON:  I would have two recommendations. One, I think there should be a 
moratorium on funding failure studies. The second, I would encourage us to look at politicians 
like Dick Reardon in California and Steve Goldsmith, conservative Republicans who have 
earned the trust and confidence of disaffected people to the point where they vote for them. I 
would daresay if Chip Mellor and Clint Bolick were politicians they could get 25% of that vote 
because these are two conservative institutions that are honored in low income communities all 
over this nation and they've gotten it the old fashioned way. They earned it by showing up and 
addressing issues that are important to people that others marginalize.  
 
LEON KASS:  I want to thank my colleagues for their courage, their generosity and especially 
for their thoughtfulness. Thank you very much. [APPLAUSE]  
 


