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NOTE TO SENIOR OFFICERS:

Please find attached a briefing paper regarding the Organization of Economic

Cooperation and Development (OECD) report, Education at a Glance, released
yesterday. :

\

You will note that there are differences between the OECD report calculations and
those we have used previously. The attached briefing paper outlines how and why.

@

Bruno V. Manno

Please call with any questions.

" 400 MARYLAND AVE.. S.W. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202-8100
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BRIEFING NOTES ON INTERNATIONAIL PER-PUPIL
SPENDING COMPARISONS BY OECD

0 WE TRADITIONALLY COMPARE OURSELVES WITH OUR MAJOR INDUSTRIAL
COMPETITORS, i.e., the G7 nations = [the U.S.], Germany, France, Japan, the U.X,,

Italy and Canada.

g WHAT WE NOW SAY on the issu¢ of international per-pupil spending comparisons on
elementary and secondary education:

The United States spends more on elementary and secondary education per-
pupil than any other nation except Switzerland.

[0 WHAT WE SHOULD SAY & WHY:

The United States should spend whasever it takes to help our children live,
work, .and compete with chiidren growing up arvund the world,

We naw spend as much, or more. per-pupil than any aof our major
international competitors on elementary and secondary education. .. for
example, about 50 percent more than Japan or Germany.

The new OECD report reminds us that money alone is not the answer...
though we spend more than our major competitors on schooling, we're at (or
near) the bottom in achievement.

The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Devclopment (OECD) released on
September 23rd, a publication called Education at a Glance—an international comparison
of student outcomes, participation, and educational spending partially supporied by
ED/NCES funds. .

There are some differences betwoen the OECD method of figuring per-pupil spending in
various nations and our method, such that OECD ranks a total of five nations above the
U.S. in per-pupil spending. (These are, in order: Luxembourg, Sweden, Switzerland,
Norway, and Canada)

[0 TaE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN GECD'S SPENDING FIGURES AND Ougs:
Measuring Different Countries:

s+ OECD measured some countries that we didn’t (e.g., Luxembourg), and we
measured some that they didn’t (e.g., Australia and New Zealand).

1
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Reporting Years:

»  Some countries report spending for 1988, and others for 1983. Moreover, some
report using figures for their fiscal year, while others use calendar year. Of 19
nations in the OECD sutvey, only the U.S. and Japan reported fiscal year 1988; had
the U.S. reported fiscal year 1989 expenditures, it would have ranked 3rd out of the
19 countrics on the OECD list (behind Luxcmbourg and Sweden), instead of 6th,

. and 1st among G7 nations.

Private Expenditures: -

’ a The OECD calculation, which counts both public and private school students,
: significantly understates resources actually provided to U.S. students because private
| sources account for a substantial amount of spending, and are ror included in the '
figures we report. In most countries, public funds are routinely spent on private
school students, whereas, in the U.S., with few exceptions, private schools cannot
receive or spend public funds. -

O IN SoM....

s+ The United States spends as much, or more, per-pupil than any of our major
international competitors on elementary and secondary education. According to
the OECD report, we spent significantly more than any G7 nation except Canada,
which spent about the same as us. (But if we had reported for FY89, as did
Canada, instead of FY88, Canada would rank clearly below us.)

s There is no direct correlation between high education spending and high
education achievement; to be sure, in achicvement, we are way behind countries
that we outspend. Most of the countries whose students cupsistenlly outperform
ours on intemnational assessments (e.g., Japan, France, and the Netherlands) spend
far less per-pupil than we do. Viewed from an international perspective, it cannot
be said that more money will “fix” what is wrong with American education,

a We get a lot less for our money than uther countries. In the recent International

* Assessment of Bducational Progress, U.S. 13-year-olds ranked 14 out of 15
countries’ students in mathematics knowledge. Our students ranked 13th in science
knowledge.
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INTERNATIONAL PER-PUPIL SPENDING COMPARISONS:
OPP/ED & OECD ’

OPP/ED TABLE

RANK COUNTRY | YEAR ~ AMOUNT (U.S.8)

] Switzerland 1988 4,834
2 (G7) Unitod Stateg - 1688 . 4.131
3 Denmark 1988 4,007
4 {G7) Canada 1988 3,618
5 Sweden 1088 3,816
6 Austria 1988 3.391
7 Norway 1988 3,370
8 (G7) United Kingdom 1988 T 2,897
9 Balgium 1987 2,522
10 {G7) Germany (FRG) 1888 2,486
11 {G7) France 1988 2,474
12 Netherlands 1988 - 2,413
13 (G7) Japan - 1988 2,243
14 Australia ' 1987 2,195
15 New Zealand 1988 1,676
16 irefand 1887 1,405
h OECD TABLE
1 Luxembourg CY8s 5,190
2 Sweden FYg9 4,606
3 Switeerland cYss 4,089
4 Norway - Cvyss 3,945
5 (G7) Canada FY89 3,927
6 (G7} United Statas FY83 3,843
7 Denmark ’ Cyss 3,726
8 Finland cvyss 3,557
9 Belgium CyYss 2,838
10 Auystria . CYss 2,812
1 {G7) ltaly CY8s8 - 2.546
12 (G7) United Kingdom FY89 2,430
13 {G7) France CY8s 2,360
11 {G7) Japan ‘ FY88 . 2,272
15 {G7) Germany (FRG) Cyss 2,263
16 Netherlands Ccyss 2,094
17 Irsland ) cvyss 1,412
18 - Spain ‘ Cyss 1,354
19 Portugal Cys8s 1,295
NOTES:

1. For OPP/ED Table, U.S. data were taken from the Digest of Education Statistics, 1991, All ather data are
from the UNESCO Statistical Yearbook, 1991. U.S. figures are for K-12 only.

2. As far as possible, data in OPP/ED Table refer to the school years beginning in the calendar year indicated.
Raporting years in OECD Table are either fiscal or calendar years asg indicated.

3. a) Not included in-OPP/ED calculation but included in OECD; Luxembourg, Finland, ltaly, Spain and
Partugal.
b} Not included in OECD calculation but included in OPP/ED: Australia and New Zealand.

4. N.B.: Had the U.S. reported FY89 (as opposed to FY88} for OECD catculation, the amount would be
$4,221; this would rank the U.S. 1st among 67 nations, and 3rd overall.
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UNITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
FOR RELEASE: 6 p.m. EDT f Contact: Melinda Kitchell
September 23, 1992 (202) 401-1008

STATEMENT BY U.8. SECRETARY OF EDUCATION LAMAR ALEXANDER
regarding OBCD report eon international ezpenditures

The United States should invest whatever it takes to help
our children live, work, and compete with children growing up
around the world. The OECD report rewinds us that money alone is
not the answer. The U.S. today spends more on elementary and
secondary education per pupil than any of our major international
competitors, for axample about 50 percent more than Japan and

Germany.
##
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because, contrary to perception,

A pew Reader’s Digest poll has uncovered a swide
. gulfinastitudes between familics with children and
couples without children or singles. This Family

may be the mast imporsans force in American

t than the gender gap or the

generation gap. To wunderstand the family gap is to
understand hotw America notes in national elections,
jon, familics with children represent the connsry's most

powerful voting bloc. Here is Roving Edstor Fred Barnes’s report.

ATCHING my daughuer play
i R f soccer one day, I suddenly
tealized how different my
lifc is from that of my single and
childless friends. They ttaVcal]; eat
out, skeep late, go to parties, take in
movies and plays, do whatever they
want. T go to school events, attend
church, cat at family restaurants,
see movies my kids want to. And
I've grown more conservative than
my friends without children.

The Reader’s Digest poll shows
I'm not alone. Conducted by The
Wirthlin Group, under the super-
vision of Richard B. Wirthlin, the
poll found that married people

with children are far more con.-;cr-&

vative and religious than singles
and marrieds without kids. These
parents especially hold traditional
moral and social values that nen-
parents sometimes dismiss as out-
dated.

Political analysts consider a five-
to ten-point gap in the opinions of
population groups to be significant.
The family gap in the Readers
Digest poll ranged 25 high as 17 to
a1 points. :

“The poll uncovered these strik-
ing Andings:

® A sizable majority of people
who arc marded with children

48 OO ERAMILY SILROUKTTID: © WALYER HODQEBIRTITLSANT

Gap...|

identify themselves as conservative.
On the conservative-liberal question,
a 1g-point gap separates them from
singles. Surprisingly, age is no factor
here, as the adjacent chart illustrates.

. Under-35 marrieds with children are

predominantly conservative, while
undcr-35 singles shade liberal,

¢ On the explosive issue of abor-
ton, marricds with children are
split, though they are far more
hkely to describe themselves as pro-
life than are singles, who are over-
whelmingly pro-choice. '

¢ Married blacks with children
are sometimes even more culturally
conservative than their white coun-
terparts, although fewer identify
themselves as political conservatives.

Campaign Lessons. The find-
ings of the Reader’s Digest poll
among adults 25 and older have
enormous political significance.
“As people marry and have fam-

. ilies, they tend to vote more heavi-

l{', says Curtis Gans, director of
the Committee for the Study of the
American Electorate. They vote

* Inipolititd today; do . |
. you usullly consider |
rqurself}.fc be g

liberal of )

. conservative?.

PN CONSERVATIVE [
0 LiBERAL

¥

N - ) e
UNDER 35 UNDIR 35
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in higher percentages than singles
or mffr;«ﬂc with no kids.

And there are more of, them.
Contrary to claims, the traditional
family has not vanished. Ttz death
notice is bascd on the oft-repeated
but misleading statistic that only 26
percent of American houscholds
consist of two parents with kids
under 13 years old living at home.
It’s rarely noted that these families
constitute 41 percent of the total
pogulation. And that figute doesn’t
include millions of two-parent fam-
ilics whose children have grown up
and left home.

Marricd couples with kids are 2
political powerhouse, avoting blocof
about g2 million people, 57 percent of
all Americans over 25. By contrast,
only 21 million Americans over 25
are single, and only around 13 mil-
{ion arc married without children.

A swing of ten percent in the
family vote could shift nine million
votes—more than enough tochange
the outcome of most Presidential
elections. (George Bush wan in 1988
by seven million votes) A ten-per-
cent swing among singles and mar-
rieds without childeen could shift
only a Jittle over threc million votes.

“You Think Differently,” The
Reader’s Digest polf indicates that
the very act of rearing children in 2
traditional sctting is the crucial fac-

tor behind the family gap. On issue
after issue, the beliefs of married
people without children are closer
to those of single people than to
marrieds with kids, showing that
parenthood is a stronger influence

50

in shaping political views than mar-
riage 1s. The family gap dwarfs the
marriage gaE '

“You think differently when you
have kids,” says Gwendolyn Webb,
2 46-year-old salesclerk in Macon,
Ga., who was one of the more than
tooc raridomly selected partici-
pants in the poll. Webb has two

own children.

“I've become more conservative
since having children, Earticular]y
when it cames to drugs,” says Terry
Browning, 38, an cil-fild worker
in Odessa, Texas, and the father
of three.

Sixty-four percent of the mar.
tied people with children idemify

. themselves as generally conserva-

tive, as opposed to rcent gen-
crally lig’;ral. ‘This :Zlg: margin—
better than two-te-pric——narrows to
a dead heat among singles, who
respond 45 percent conservative, 46
percent liberal. Fo)

The family gap is most pro-
nounced on values that speak to the
hopes and fears Ametricans have for
their children. Bonnic Romesberg,
28, of Cuyshoga Falls, Ohio, for
cx:mglc, says there was no doubt she
would quit her jobas a dental techni-
cian when her first child arrived four
years ago. Now she has a second
child. *They need the guidance right
now when they’re growing up,” she
says. Romesberg, whose husband is
a cement finisher, intends to be a
full-ime homemaker through hex
children’s teen-age years.

The family gap is pronounced on
this question—a full 21 points, Sev-

enty-four percent of mar-
ried people with children
- believe a mother of small
kids should raise them full
time if there is no financial
necessity to work. Only
about 54 percent of sin-
glesand marrieds with-
out children hold that gy
opinicn.
Taxpayer-funded
grants by the Na-
tonal Endowment
for the Arts for
works viewed as
obscene are
by almost all popula-
tion gegments,bu:d op-
position register
married people 135%11 S
children is a whopping 78
percent—149 percentage points
morethansingles. These grmants infu-
tiate parents like John Kindred, 43,2
bridge-repair supervisor in Warrens-
burg, N.Y. “We’ve got enough of
that garbage coming from the un-
derground,” he says. “The govern-
ment shouldn'’t subsidize it.”
Only 28 peroent of married people
with children think homesexuals
should have the right to marry. For-
ty-four ¢ of marrieds without
kids and 46 percent of singles think
homeosexuals should have that right.
The issue of homosexual marriage
produces an cspecially fervent reac-
tion in some families. “Government
should not sanction something that
is morally wreng,"” declares Mary
Jones, 45-year-old mother of two in
Burlington, Ky.

Family status of U.S.

pulation,.
. age 25 and older

‘e .E*.

0.5 pe -hl“‘ “2;“& Idarz
per 161;::'43,000 *

It's no surprise that married peo-
ple with children are especially up-
sct about drug vsc. A family gap of
13 points separates them from sin-

es on the issue of legalizing mari-
juana. “It’s bad enough kids can get
jjuana so easily now,” says
Ethel Ponder of Newburgh, N.Y,,
who is against legalization of the
drug. "My four children are grown,
but I'm concerned about my grand-
children.” Elouisc Ferguson, 51, of
Cleveland, the mother of three,
fears drug legalization “would
spread drug use among children.”

Both Ponder and Ferguson are
black. They reflect the predomi-

st
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nantly traditional values expressed
in the poll by married blacks with
children. For example, only four

ccent of blacks whe are married
with children favor legalization of

marijuana, comparcd with 18 per- -

cent of whites married with chil-
dren. Only 19 peroent of married
black parents think homosexual
couples should have the right to get

marricd, compared with 28 percent

of whites in that category.
Overall, married é::oplc with
children also tend to

52

more reli- -

gious. Nearly half {49 percent) at-
tend church or synmagogne every
week or almost every week, Only
28 percent of marrieds without kids
angc 36 percent of singles go to
church as often. Nearly 8o percent
of married people with children say
rayer is an important part of their
ﬁv:s. The figure is 6o percent for
married witﬁ:ut children and 72
percent for singles.
Positions on abortion shift with
the wording of questions, but a
family gap cxists throughout.

Those married with children tend
to favor (52 percent to 40} a consti-
tutional amendment “to protect the
rii]:t of the unborn child to live,”
while singles op the proposal
{55 percent to 42). Married people
with children oppose using tax dol-
lars for abortions (58 percent to 38);
singles arc closely divided, Asis the
case with many other issues, the
family gap exists regardless of age.

The family gap loses some of
it dominance owtside the cultucal
arena. There is agreement across

the board, for example, that the
coonomy is beweer served by less
government involvernent (67 per-
cent, versus 28 percent for more
vernment). By a narrower margin
f;; percent to 43), Americans believe
environmental improvements must
be made even if that causes lost jobs
and higher prices. But in most cases,
when the issue is one of culture or

values, the family gap emerges,
Glitz vs. Tradition. The poll
findings call into question perccp-
tions on what constitutes America’s
53
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dominant culture. Television, gop
music, magazines and movies often

glorify the glitzy, permissive values

of New York, Los Angeles 3nd 2
few other cities. “You have agath-
ering of singles there,” explains po-
Jitical analyst Michael Barone.
*They have different attitudes.”
“Their attitudes may be fashion-
able, but families with children
aren’t buying. “It’s almost like dif-
ferent groups of Americans live jn
different countries,” Barone adds.
“They have little contact with each
other.”
Families who hold to traditional
“values scant media attendon,
‘and the little they getis often scorn-
fal. Still, their values thrive—not in
trendy restaurants and boutiques,
but all over America in homes with
children. The old virtues are quiet-
Iy exalted in suburbs and rural
_areas and urban residential neigh-
borhoods where families live.
Indesd, families with kids con-

stitute an amazing phenomenon: 4’

mass counterculture: They are also
a large, cohesive voting bloc. Nearly
half of American voters live in the
suburbs. Distant suburbs, or ex-
urbs, are among the fastest-grow-
ing communities in America.
That's where masried folks with

children find safe, affordable sin-
gle-family housing. ‘That's where
teaditional values, conservatism
and religion prosper. And that’s
where victoriqus Presidential can-
didates won imprcssivc!(:

“Only when issues relate to val-
ues do you effectively move voters'
behavior,” says pollster Wirthlin.
*“That’s how Presidential elections
are dccide;ls.; George Bnl:h’;e]ca_m—

ign in 1988 was based largely on
ﬁ appeal to traditional values. He
persuaded voters that he shared
their values on crime, punishment
and patriotism, and that Michael

Dukakis dido’t. He exploited the -

family gap and won.

For matricd couples with chil-
dren, politics is a sideshow. They
vate, but the noisy protests and
policy squabbles that attract medid
attention have litle impact on their
lives. They've got other things to
concentrate of.

Recently 1 took my daughter toa
soccer game in a faraway suburb,
Beside the ficld, a knot of mothers
chatted before the game began, but
not about Madonna or fashion fads.
Instead, they were talking sbout
soccer: learning skills, playing
hard, playing fair—values impor-
tant for cheir children.

Reprints of this article are availalife. See page 202.

Reason Wry

Eacr yeAR, our county fair has a demolition derby where contestants
<rash their od falopics together until only one is leRt, The winner receives
a cash prize. “I've fd to win,” one young contestant was overheard to say.

ue

*The payment is

on this car tomorrow.” —Contedlruted by Ronuld Klsue
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TESTIMONY BEFORE THE REPUBLICAN PARTY

PLATFORM COMMITTEE
Salt Lake City, Utah, May 26, 1992

Gary L. Bauer,
President, Family Research Council

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a great privilege to be part
of the process of crafting the Republican Party'’s vision of the

future.

Mr. Chairman, the Grand 0l1ld Party has had'a'ribh and varied
history. It burst on the political scene in 1856 as the party
defending the individual’s right to be free from thé evil, anti-
life, anti-family institution of.slavery. During the American
Industrial Revolution that followed, the party championed the small

entrepreneurs whose efforts created jobs and prosperity.

With the coming of the Great Depression, however, the party

began to lose some of its moorings. It was too quick to accept the

other party’s diagnosis that the Depression was the result of

capitalism itself, rather than of ill-considered government
intervention. Whatever the reason, from the 30s through the 60s,

the Republican Party had relatively little to contribute beyond

putting a Wall Street veneer on the welfare state.
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Starting in the mid-seventies, however, the Republican Party
began to recover its historic, populist voice. In a political

atmosphere that was thick with malaise, accommodationism, and an

ever—expanding-state, the GOP began once again to speak of family,

church, neighborhood -- and the inalienable rights of the weakest -

among us. The result: twelve years of Republican administrations.

Bnt these victqries are not ours by right. We have to earn
them over and over again. .The recent events in Los Angeles, and.
the renewed attention to the plight of the urban underclass, show
that we have to proclaim yet again how the fraudulent political
compassion of our opponents has worsened these problems, and how
the family-centered, non-statist policies that we favor can help

dig us out.

The family is key to the functioning of any decent society.
If we implement policies that hurt the family, we needn’t expect to

have safe streets, good schools, or general prosperity.

Throughout recorded history, wherever governments have not
forcibly intervened, the family has been the fundamental unit of
society. A government that tries to build society on any other
fundamental unit is, by definition, a government both revolutionary
and totalitarian. Unsurprisingly, revolutionary totalitarian
governments have always tried to abolish the fanily, seéing it as -

rival to the government’s own power.
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Totalitarian assaults on the family have all failed; butnwhere
the utopians of the far right and the far left have failed, the
social engineers of the center-left -- modern American liberalism

-<4 have very nearly succeeded.

A quarter century ago, this nation embarked on an experiment
called the Great Society. Its goal was nothing less than to

abolish poverty and its effects in our nation.

Throughout that quarter century -- and in spite of the Reagan
Administration -- the reigning assumption of policy-makers has been
that law and order and prosperity and justice are somehow the

natural state of things: they just happen.

This assumption is wrong. 1In reality, law, order, prosperity
and justice have to be created by a complex web of spontaneously
arising institutions, . beginning with the family and the 1local
community. But Great Society policy-makers thought they knew
better. They thought of poverty as merely lack of money, and
therefore remediable through government transfer payments; and
they thought of all other social pathologies as susceptible of
solutions through government therapeutic ©programs. Give
disadvantaged people cash and social services, the reasoning went,

and poverty and its effects will then be erased -- by definition.
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That’s not the way'it wofks.' Law, ordef, prosperity and
justice are ndt.the hatural state of human af@airs.' They are the
result of centuries of family life,.cémmunity 1ifé, religion, énd
tradition. Sociefies; like the ﬁuman speéies,~develop immunities_
over time. WhenAgovernmeﬁt policies underﬁine'society's natural
antigens --.such as the family, thé community, religion -~ the
result is that society loses its immunity to poverty, dependendy;
violence, chaog. Not that society was ever completely immune.from
those thinés. -- obviously not. But all these problems have
- increased dramatically since our government began‘systematipally to»

eliminate them.

And how has government undermined the crucial intermediate
institutions? 1In é varietf of ways; implicating various levels and
branches of government. Religion was attacked by means of a brand-
new establishment clause jurisprudence, first introduced by the
.Supreme Court in 1947 (with critical help from an ACLU. brief),
which treated religion as a sorf‘of'toxin, from which government
had to protect citizens, especially the most‘impreésionable among

us.

Other traditional institutions were attacked through
substitution. When government offers to substitute for the real

thing, and puts enough money behind its substitute to make it

attractive, the real thing loses.
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Consider tﬁe predicament of a young, pcor)yunmarried-mother.
In a pre-welfare-state society, there would be‘heavy societal
ﬁressure on the child’s father ‘to marry the mother.andkwork to
pfovidé for the new family. PFriends and extended family would have
been around to ease the transition to adulthood-aﬁd family life.
Thanks to relatively low taxes, a high percentage ofvthe young
father’'s earnings would have gone to meeting family expanses and

putting away some savings for the big climb out of poverty.

Historically -- and even today -- family formation is the most

effective way out of poverty. But today, it hardly ever happens.

Today, the government offers +the unmarried mother an
attractive contractual arrangement: the equivalent of somewhere

between $8,500 and $15,000 per year in combined welfare benefits,

.,on condition that the :young woman not work for pay, and not'marry

an employed male.

You can see the good-hearted but empty-headed reasoning that

went into this policy: jobless and husbandless mothers need more

aid, don’t they? Well, yes. So the government offers substitutes
for jobs and husbands. And more and more young women choose to do

without either.
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What the governmenﬁ offers hef is a classic coﬁtract. In
consideration of the government’s offer of a package of benefits,
the méther agrees not to engage in the activities that are crucial
to the formation of a decent society. Government has bargained for

social breakdown, and it has‘gottén it.

Of course there are heroic people in the inner cities --
usually with the help of strong churches ——; who reject the
government’s offer and'do the right thiné. But such behavior,
while morally correct, is economically ifrational in a welfare
state. In most cases, the amount of income that a poor working
famiiy can keep is not enough to make people dhoose that option,
once you figure in the fact that employment and family life require

real work, while welfare permits leisure -- indeed, requires it.

Notice what welfare does in this typicai case. It transforms
family formation from an econémically rational choice to an
economically irrational one, one that people would make 6nly for
non-economic reasons, such as religious conviction. Thank God,
some people do defy the incentives and choose right. But it’s
asking too much of any group of human beings to expect them to defy

economic incentives on a massive scale.

And what happens to the otherwise marriageable men under this

system? The system makes them economically useless. Their

potential role as husbands and co-custodial fathers is squeezed out
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by the government, so they seek other outlets for masculine energy

and other sources of affirmance: gang warfare, street life, the

y

easy riches of the drug trade. ;?

Meanwhile the children grow up, as we all do, with role models
based on what they see. For girls, multi-generational welfare
dependency: you grow up and marry the government. For boys: gang

leaders, drug kingpins.

I‘'m not making this up, nor am I :eiying exclusively on white
policy analysts sitting at word .processors iﬁ air-conditioned.
offices. Black pastors and black community leaders all confirm)
with personal details, what one reads in the policy analysts’

charts.

With so much attention rivetted to the problems of the inner

“citiés"tbday, the Republican ‘Party has an historic opportunity to

point loudiy and clearly to the failures of the policies initiated

- during the other party’s last major turn in the White House.

This is also an opportunity to sound a clarion call on the
subjec£ of values. Not that values come from government -- that’s
the kind of Great Society thinking that we need to get away from.
But .political leaders need to talk about vélues. And. we need to
dismantle the éorrupf Grea£ Society project precisely because it

interferes with the development and functioning of communities in

“
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which sound values are taught and lived.

Recently Vice President Quayle gave a speech from which we can

all learn. It was controversial -- as it was bound to be, since

- speeches that say what needs to be said are always controversial.

Part of what the Vice President said was this:

Right now the failure of our families is hurting
America deeply. The anarchy and lack of structure in our
inner cities are testament to how quickly civilization
falls apart when the family foundation cracks. Children
need love and discipline. They need mothers and fathers.
A welfare check is not a husband. The state is not a
father. It is from parents that children learn how to
behave in society; it is from parents above all that
children come to understand values and themselves as men
and women, mothers and fathers.

The Vice President was right to call attention to how popular
culture makes matters worse by glamorizing lifestyles that are
dysfunctional for the vast majority of persons who attempt them.
Murphy Brown is surely to be praised for not aborting her baby;
but we must not fall into the trap of believing that abortion and

single motherhood exhaust the universe of options.'

In real life, women’s options are often limited; but in the
comfort of a television story conference dealing with fictional
characters, anything is possible. Murphy could have married (or
re-married) the father} or she could have given the child up for

adoption, thereby giving him two parents, and giving those parents

great joy. Instead, the writers, produéers, and network executives
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chose to glamorize the single-mother "lifestyle“ -~ and then they

hold abortion over our heads when we object.

Single pérenting may work out fine for the highly—paid'few
among us, like the Murphy charaéter -- though even there, the lack
of a father in the home will be felt. But it’s very different for
the non-rich majority who watched that show. Under our
constitutional system, networks and producers can makg and show
-pretty much ény kind of television éhow they want; but when they
send the message that fathers are irrelevant, they deserve the

brickbats they get.

Mr. Chairman, the Republican platform should reflect the

following principles:

* The good society comes, not from good government programs,
but from the self-generating, non-governmental institutions of

family, community, church, voluntary association, and so forth.

* Government policy, therefore, sh@uld support, rather than

substitute for, these institutions.

* Government programs that substitute for the family have the
effect of destrofing it, thereby inviting social dissolufion such

as we in fact see in our inner cities.

~
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* It 4is time for a. total re—coﬁceptualization of what
government does in the area of solving social problems. The new
paradigm should favor individuals, familiés, enterprise, private

problem-solving, traditional values, and human freedom.

Thank you very much.




" "FAMILY VALUES" -~ ACCEPT NO SUBSTITUTES

Gary L. Bauer,
President, Family Research Council

for CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY

It is a given of American democracy that every principle, if

sufficiently popular, sooner or later becomes a slogan. One group

reduces its philosophy to a soundbite, and other groups take that

soundbite, ream out its content; and use it as a vehicle for their
own philosophy. | i

Such is currently the fate of the term "family wvalues."
Everybody and everything wants to be seen as exemplifying-them --
including people who do not adhere to family values by any known or
traditional definition of that term.

The fact that the professibnal spin doctors have latched onto
"family valﬁes“ is a testimony to the good sense of the American
people. They won’t buy into something that is not family-friendly.
However, it remains to be seen whether they will also have the
sense to look behind the label. I think they should, and I would
like to suggest a few things to look for.

One common scam is when a politician claims the label "pro-
family" yet believes that the word "family" should be interpreted
so broadly as to become contentless. When such a person says he
supports family values, all he means is that it;s nice for people
to hang out with whomever they want to hang out with. Pro-family

Americans generally have something more specific in mind, such as




. 2 *:&’A"'

-2~
husbands apd wi&es sticking together, and parents taking‘care‘oﬁ
their children, inclﬁding their moral upbringing. For some ef our
familyéceme—lately politicians, however; these things smack too
much of sexism and repression.

A legal theorlst marrled to a very prominent "famlly values"
pblitician once wrote an article describing marriage and the family
as tools of oppression and equating them with slavery and the
Indian;reservations. This theorist’s views could receive extensive
circulation if she achieves her aim‘of occupying the East Wing of
the White House.

. It is difficult'to-see how one cén‘simultaneously favor both
“n"family values" and theAsystematic replacement of parents\by the
state. Yet we have "pro—faﬁiiy" politicians who favor distribution
of condoms in schools without parental approval; who oppose giving
parents the means to exercise broad choice regarding where to send
‘their children to-school- who favor maintaining welfare polidies
that have de01mated the family in the inner cities; and who favor
pOllCleS that will further erode the amount of time parents have
available to spend with their children.

In. fact, .it’s chilling how much of what pasees for "pro-

family" policy today consists either of regulating the family, or

subsidizing its destruction. As Immanuel Kant once said after
receiving a favorable medical examination: "T'm dying of
improvements."

- Policy-makers and the general public should be alert.

Replacing the family with the state has been on the agenda of -
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utopians for over a century. There is no reason to think political
utopianism is dead merely because communism is dying; nor is there
any reason to doubt that whatever they do to the faﬁily -~ seducing
spouses away through no-fault divorce laws, yanking welfare
benefits as a ﬁenalty for getting married and holding a job, taking
children into custody because the parents’ techniques differ from
those in some approved handbook -- they will have a piausible—
sounding "pro-family" reason for doing it.

My organization, the Family Research Council, has Jjust
released a book of diagnoses and recommendations for family policy,

called Free to be Family. We are mindful of our obligation to put

-flesh on the bones of words like "pro-family" and "family values,"

and this book does just that, as far as public policy is concerned.

But the true inner sanctum of "family values" is not & public
policy at all. It’s lunch boxes lovingly packed; favorite bedtime
stories re-read; 'a heartfelt grace said at a family meal; and all
the memories, hopes, joys and even sorrows that go with these
things. A whole world is there that government cannot create, but
which is central to life for millions of Americans.

I will draw this line in the sand: Politicians who can show,
convincingly, that they know and cherish this ideal deserve to be
called defenders of “"family values." To all others, the American

people should say: "Threaten our jobs as parents, and lose yours."

_——30---
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"THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY
AND THE POLITICS OF ABORTION"

GOVERNOR ROBERT P. CASEY
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
NOTRE DAME LAW SCHOOL
APRIL 2, 1992

Thank you for the introduction. And the warm welcome.

At least for today, I feel like I am back in law school
myself.

I studied law at George Washington University. Ellen and I
were newlyweds. We had a one bedroom apartment on Skyland Place
in southeast Washington.

To help make ends meet, I got a job selling encyclopedias.
On commission. Door to door. In Beltsville, Maryland.

I lasted one week. I never sold a book. Not one. It was the
hardest job I never had. They'd slam the door in your face.
They'd curse at you.

It was almost as bad as political fund-raising.

That's when I learned a lesson that has served me well all
my life.

You can stahd in the doorway with a sample case full of
great products, but you'll never get the chance to sell them
unless you get through the front door and into the living room.

That is a lesson the national Democratic Party needs to
learn in 1992.

Because in too many homes in this country, national
Democrats have not been welcome because they fail the basic
threshold test when voters ask them about values.

They never get the chance to open their sample case full of
"issues" like economic growth and jobs. Tax fairness. Health
care. Protection of the environment.

-1-




This, then, is what I want to talk about today: What I
believe the Democratic Party must do if it is to seize the best
chance it has had in years to recapture the White House. =~ i’

In my home state of Pennsylvania two watershed events have :
already helped define the political dynamic of this presidential
election year.

The first event was underdog Harris Wofford's election last
November to the United States Senate.

That one“election changed the political life of George Bush
- perhaps permanently.

By burying Bush's own Attorney General Dick Thornburgh in a
landslide. One of the biggest upsets in modern American political
history. .

That 18 why the first presidential primary this year wasn't
in New Hampshire. It was in Pennsylvania last November. And
national politics hasn't been the same ever since.

The second watershed event is unfolding right now. .It
involves the high voltage "A" word. Abortion. The hottest button
in American politics today. '

You may have heard of the case that is before the Supreme
Court called Planned Parenthood versus Casey.

Let me introduce myself. I'm Casey:

In less than three weeks, I will be in Washington when the
Supreme Court hears arguments on the extent to which states like
Pennsylvania can regulate abortion.

Remember the date: Wednesday, April 22. Because it is a case.
that has unleashed thunder on the right and lightning on the
left. It is-a case that goes straight to the heart and soul of
our basic value system. What kind of a people, what kind of a
society we want to be.

Let me tell you about Planned Parenthood versus Casey and
where it comes from.




It comes from Pennsylvania and its people.

_ Take a picture of Pennsylvania and you have taken a snapshot
of America.

On either end of our state we have two great urban centers,
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh, with all the ferment of big city
politics and big city problems.

And in between are millions of people who are right at home
in heartland America. Who live in dozens of smaller cities and
hundreds of towns -- surrounded by the largest'rural population
you will find anywhere in the country.

And from one end of Pennsylvania to the other, families
still raise their kids with the same old-fashioned values that
have been handed down from one ‘Generation to the next.

Values that say, simply, that it's still okay to be a Boy
Scout or a Girl Scout. It's okay to sa. .he Pledge of Allegiance
at school. To like the Reader's Digest.

Where it's still okay to take your family to church, just
like your mom and dad took you. Where it's okay to expect your
kids to do the same thing with their kids when they grow up.

And when they do grow up, just like their parents, they take
their politics seriously. In other words -- Pennsylvania is
heartland America.

And just like all over this country, when it comes down to
electing a president, values and character are what make all the
difference in the world. Because presidential elections are won
not only on programs or policies.

Michael Dukakis had some good programs. So did walter
Mondale. But good programs are only a part of what it takes to
reach the heart and soul of America when it is time to pick a
president.

Heart and soul -- That's what presidential elections are all
about. That's when people are moved more by the candidate's
values than the candidate's programs.

il



And for the past 25 years, too- many Democrats in this

country have had a bad feeling in- their hearts and in their'souls
about the national Democratic Party. )

Because the Democratic Party broke its historic compact with
mainstream America when it volunteered itself as the party of
abortion on.demand.

When the Democrats convene in New York this July, it will be
20 years since George McGovern "opened up the party's doors."

In the two decades since then, the party's position on
abortion went from open to closed. From dialogue to dictate. And
millions of Democrats headed for those open doors and walked
right out. And they never came back. “ '

Despite one national defeat after another, the party's
national hierarchy has been so tightly focused on their own
agenda that the leadership has forgotten where the Democratic
party came from. And where it should be going.

Every four years they sacrifice the obvious long-term
political prize -- the presidency -- for the short-term political
and financial approval of a cluster of special interests.

Because i1t 1s the special interests who control the party's
’purse strings. . :

In the meantime they have turned the party away from the
traditional values of millions of Democrats.

I am talking about the so-called Reagan Democrats that both
parties are sayi. j are essential to victory in 1992.

The same voters who were the backbone of the great coalition
that voted Democratic as an article of faith for nearly two
generations. That produced sure winners instead of sure losers.

And this year the White House may once again be within.
reach. '

Because the people of this country have come to realize that
they have been taken to the cleaners by the failed policies of
the Reagan and Bush administrations.




But I am worried that the Democrats may once again be on
their way to beating themselves. Because on the fundamental issue
of abortion, the national Democratic Party doesn't speak for me.

Nor does it speak for millions of pro-life Democrats just
like me. Nor the millions more who are ambivalent -- but who know
they are against abortion on demand.

Democrats that the party must have if they are to win in
November.

Our national Democratic party has built a wall between
itself and the values that define mainstream America -- which is
most of us.

I strongly believe that more than any other issue, it is
abortion that defines values in-American politics today.

That is one reason why Planned Parenthood versus Casey
commands so much national attention. And controversy.

It is a case the pro-abortion forces have seized upon as a
vehicle to generate a decision by the high court before the
November election.

In a strange turnabout, they want to provoke -- some might - -
- even say goad -- the court into overruling Roe v. Wade; producing
a result that the abortion lobby -and their allies in the media
predict will severely embarrass the Republicans nationally.

Here is their reasoning: The Republican Party is strongly
pro-life. And the abortion lobby has conveniently convinced
itself that America is strongly pro-abortion. '

Therefore, they argue, if the court overrules Roe, the -
decision will hang like a heavy stone around the Republicans'’
neck in the fall. I disagree.

If being pro-life is such a political negative, then will
somebody please explain to me how Ronald Reagan and George Bush
got elected in the first place? '

And if being pro-abortion is the political asset they say it
is, then why have the Democrats lost every presidential election
since 1968, except the post-Watergate election of Jimmy Carter?




I believe the. pro-abortion forces seriously misread the mood
of the American people.

. And I also believe they are deluding themselves if they
really believe the tide of public opinion is moving in their
direction.

The national Democratic Party either failed to understand --
or chose to ignore -- the seismic social and political shock '
waves generated by the Roe decision in 1973.

‘A decision in which Justice Blackmun, by the stroke of a.
pen, transformed abortion, then a crime in most states, into a
fundamental constitutional right.

And this is crucial: Roe was never accepted by tens of
millions of Americans who felt the court was arbitrarily
overriding their own deeply held values.

Instead they banded together in what has been called the one
truly authentic social movement of the 1970s. They saw Roe v.
wade at the very least as a metaphor for a host of anti-family
policies.

And at worst, they saw Roe as a direct frontal attack .on
traditional family relationships. Between husband and wife.
" Parent and child. An attack that short-circuited a consensus that
had already formed among most of the states. A consensus that
said abortion was a crime. ' ' '

* *Roe was nothing less than a revolution pronounced from on
high. And the massive response against it by voters all over the
country has had a profound effect on every national election -
since then. ‘

Consider this:

Oon Election Day 1988, ABC News polled 100,000 voters as they
left voting places in every one of the 50 states. They wanted to
know what really went on in voters' minds once they were inside
that voting booth. Once they were alone with just their
conscience and their values.




And fully one-thirxrd of the voters volunteered -- without
even being asked specifically -- that the number one issue when
they were making up their mind was abortion. One-third of the
voters. Some were for abortion. Some were against it.

And of those who cited abortion as the most important issue,
a strong majority -- 57 percent to be exaqt -~ pulled the lever
for George Bush. Because he was pro-life. Because of what they
perceived to be his values.

They gave .Dukakis high marks on the issues: the environment,
health care. And these voters clearly preferred Dukakis to Bush
when it came to caring about people.

But they chose Bush over Dukakis in spite of these so-called
issues. Why? Because of values.

That is why a strong case can be made that the winning
margin of voters in 1988 rejected Michael Dukakis and the
Democratic Party because of value issues -- with abortion the
preeminent factor.

Dukakis lost 11 states by less than 4.6 percent. States like
" California, Maryland and Connecticut. Plus states with
significant pro-life voting records like Pennsylvania, Michigan,
Illinois, and Missouri.

.If Dukakis had not given away the high ground on the value

issues -- especially abortion -- a strong argument can be made
that he could have beaten Bush in those same 11 states.

“Picking up enough votes in the Electbral‘College so that
today he would be president -- instead of a private citizen.

The news media routinely pronounces that polls show most .
Americans favor abortion. Just like that. Case closed.

It's just not so.

What the polls really show i1s that most Americans are
enormously uncomfortable about abortion.

In fact, abortion is so personal, so private an issue that
most Americans won't discuss it publicly at all.




But when asked by pollsters, they do respond. Their answers
depend on how the'questions are phrased. And who is doing the
asking. But certain conclusions emerge conclu51vely from the
polling data.

For example, as many as 86 percent of all Americans favor
restrictions on abortion, according to a Gallup Poll of a few
weeks ago. Restrictions that are similar to those I signed into
law in Pennsylvania.

Restrictions that say:
* A woman should know enough about abortion to g