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PROCEEDI NGS

MR. SAMPLES: Good afternoon. Welconme to the Cato
Institute. M nane is John Sanples. | am D rector of the Center
for Representative Governnent at the Cato Institute. W would
like to wel cone you to our book forumthis afternoon.

Let nme start by saying a few words about our event
today. Qur guests will say a few words about their books in
turn. Then you'll have the floor open to ask questions, which
they will answer, about the works and the general issues raised,
and when all the questions are answered we'll adjourn upstairs at
the end for a reception. 1'd also like to add that the books by
both authors will continue to be for sale outside after the event
itself.

The United States is an exceptional nation in one
i nportant sense. W are narked by great wealth and broad
econom ¢ opportunities. The rest of the world also sees us as
the domnant mlitary force, the superpower without challenge at
the nonent. Yet, we're also exceptional in another sense, in the
sense of being different.

In contrast to European nations, our political culture
hi ghly values the freedom of the individual and, with that,
limted governnent, as well as equality under |law. This unique

culture, | think, has led to other differences with Europe. W
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have a smaller state sector, a nore flexible | abor market, and
| ower unenpl oynent on the whole. United States has gone its own
way in many respects, and many would say to good effect.

We are pleased to have with us today two authors who
expl ore the consequences and effects of "Anmerican
Exceptionalism™ this tradition of individualismand Iimted
gover nment .

Qur first speaker will be Seynmour Martin Lipset, who,
along with Gary Marks has witten "It Didn't Happen Here: Wy
SocialismFailed in the United States,” which you have already
seen. Any student of political science, as | was in the 1960's
and seventies, will have conme across Professor Lipset's work
during the course of their studies.

Hi s book "Political Man," which we were just discussing
bef orehand, remains in print to this day. The book was published
in 1960 and is certainly one of the foundations of the field of
conparative politics. Professor Lipset is Hazel Professor of
Public Policy at George Mason University, a fellow at the Hoover
Institution at Stanford, and a Fell ow at the Wodrow Center here
i n Washi ngt on.

Pr of essor Lipset.

(Appl ause.)
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SEYMOUR MARTI N LI PSET,
HAZEL PROFESSOR OF PUBLI C PCLI CY

GECRGE MASON UNI VERSI TY

PROFESSOR LI PSET: Thank you very nmuch. You know, the
concept of "American Exceptionalism"” which sone peopl e debate
and don't like, and sonme |like, was actually coined by Al exis de
Tocqueville in his justly cel ebrated "Denocracy,” in which de
Tocquevil l e tal ked about Anerica being exceptional by which he

meant "different,” qualitatively different in all kinds of ways
from Europe, and particularly France.

And de Tocqueville set a nodel for what |I've tried to
do in ny own work and which |I've assisted al nost the nethod of
soci al science doing conmparative analysis. | sort of then see it
as a dictumthat a person who knows only one country knows no
country. But you can only understand the country in conparative
context by looking at the way in which institutions' behavior and
what not vary, and this of course raises questions about why is it
this way or that way in your country and not in others.

De Tocqueville, in fact, wote -- it was said at one
poi nt that he never wote a word about the United States w t hout
t hi nki ng about France. There were all sorts of illustrations of

that, particularly in the book. That isn't as well known as the

denocracy book by George Pierson called "de Tocqueville and
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Beaunont in Anmerica,"” in which Pierson went through the papers of
de Tocqueville and reprinted or includes a lot of, in effect, his
field notes, which were extrenely interesting.

But this context, therefore, of |ooking at difference
is a way to understand -- | would say alnost "the" way to try to
understand -- the United States and why it is or howit is
exceptional, which of course is a concept that only has meani ng
in a conparative context.

| find when I've tal ked about "Anerican
Exceptionalism™ or particularly about this issue of why the
United States is the only industrialized denocracy that has never
had a significant socialist novenent party or |abor party, and

then attribute the lack of this to certain cultural

characteristics, as well as others, which I'll nmention in a
nmoment, | sonetinmes get objections or criticisns fromtwo
sour ces.

On one hand, from sone conservatives | find indignation
at the fact that you say there's no socialismin the United
States. They would say that there's a | ot of socialismhere --
gover nnent ownershi ps, the control, taxes, and the like. On the
ot her hand, of course, people who are inclined to favor socialism
also don't like the notion of no socialismor the notion that
sonehow soci ali smcoul dn't have developed in the United States

and won't develop in the future.
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So, one leaves with a certain anount of unhappiness
about this at both ends. But | would argue that there isn't
socialism at least in the sense in which the socialists
projected it and, conversely, that there is no future, as well as

there wasn't very nmuch of a significant past for it.

Well, the major attributes that | think argue agai nst
socialismor statismis the fact -- and we both agree on this;
his first chapter is on anti-statism-- is that this country is
an anti-statist country. It is a country that is suspicious of

the state, to use |lawer's |anguage; that the state is weaker
here, which again a lot of libertarians or conservatives don't
like to accept.

As M. Sanples said, our governnment is smaller in noney
terms, in terns of institutions, of controls than the governnents
in other countries. W have the |lowest tax country in the world,
which i s something you mi ght not believe if you hear sone of the
debates and, you know, the state here is weaker in a variety of
ways. And so you get into this question of why it is that the
United States is weaker.

One of the facts goes back to the Anerican Revol ution,
that it's deep within our founding culture. The Anerican
Revol ution was a revol ution against a strong state. The

Decl arati on of |Independence is a Libertarian docunment. The man
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who wote it, Thomas Jefferson, once said that government governs
best which governs | east.

It's also interesting to note in respect to the role of
Jefferson, who set down the nodel, together with a | ot of others,
of the states for the state, but Jefferson was the founder of the
Denocratic Party. And the Denocratic Party in American history
was the nost anti-statist party. |In fact, fromits founding in
Jefferson's days down to 1932, when Roosevelt ran for president,
it was much nore anti-statist than the conservative opposition,

t he Federalists, Wigs, and Republicans

| f you go back and | ook at what Roosevelt was doing in
1932, he was criticizing Hoover for being a statist, for spending
too nuch noney, for proposing all kinds of state interventions as
ways of handling the Depression. This was in good Denocratic
tradition. O course, after he took office, he changed. He
changed very much. But, historically they were the nore
anti-statist party, and the Republicans, nore than the others,
were like, and they didn't go as far, but they were nore |ike
Eur opean conservati ves.

We often don't realize, or forget, that in Europe
"conservative" does not nean what it nmeans in the United States.
It doesn't nean Libertarian or anti-statist, it means statist.
Conservatives in Britain and France and Gernmany and many ot her

countries were the party that believed in noblesse oblige, that

ARTI Transcripts
(202) 347-0030 and wwwe.artitranscripts.com



the state, the upper classes, should seek to create a series of
protections for the | ower classes, that they had responsibility
for them

One often forgets that the welfare state is not a
soci alist innovation, that the two nanes associated with
beginning it were Disraeli and Bismarck. And Disraeli of course
was a Conservative Party prinme mnister, and Bisnmarck al so was a
Conservative Nationalist, and they were both in this tradition of
a state that sought to protect the poorer people. And this
continues. So you have a statist party on the right, you have a
statist party on the left, which rose up in terns of the Socia
Denocrats, the Marxists, and the |iKke.

In the United States, we have conflicts between
different varieties, if you will, of anti-statists conpared to
Europeans. H G Wlls, who wote a book in 1906 dealing with the
absence of socialismin the U S., called "The Future in Anerica,"
poi nted out that there were two parties that didn't exist in the
United States that existed in Europe. The two parties were the
Soci al Denocrats and the Conservati ves.

What he said was that both Anmerican political parties,
if they were in England, would be branches -- the left and right
wi ngs of the Liberal Party, which then was a strong party.
Because the term"liberalisnt in Europe neant the anti-stati st

group, the business-related party that wanted weak states as
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agai nst the Conservatives who wanted a strong state on the right
and the Social Denocrats who wanted a strong state on the left.
And that neaning still holds true in sone countries.

In France, for exanple, the word "liberal™ is still
used to nean the people are strongly anti-statist. To avoid
confusion, we've devel oped or used the term"libertarian," which
Eur opeans woul d often use the term"liberal," even though the
word "libertarian” in its European foundi ng days nore neant for
anarchi sts. And when you tal k about Libertarians in Europe,
peopl e think you' re tal king about left-wing radicals who are
anarchi sts, not socialists.

Well, this tradition of the United States that flows
fromits politics was reinforced by its religious tradition and
institutions, because there again America has a unique pattern.
Christianity in this country is quite different from any ot her
country. The students of religion differentiate between
churches. Churches are hierarchical institutions that were state
related. And the domi nant groups in the United States are sects,
Protestant sectarians: the Methodists, the Baptists, and the
myriad ot hers.

And of course what characterizes the sects is two
things: one, they're not hierarchical. The churches have

bi shops, archbi shops, cardinals, and so on, and are state rel ated
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with state churches, and many of themstill are, and they' re both
supported by the state and gave support to the state.

The sects were oriented toward individualism were
congregationalists, where the nmenbers are supposed to study the
Bi bl e and decide what is noral and also hire their own pastors.
De Tocqueville was struck by the strength of religion in the
United States. He said religion was nuch stronger here than in
Europe, and it was and is. There is a nyriad of survey data
t hese days to show how Anmericans are nmuch nore religious than
Eur opeans. But the Anerican religion was sectarian anti-statist.

The Anmerican's religion, the Methodists and the
Baptists, the Quakers, and others, in Britain were referred to as
t he nonconform sts, so the dissenters. They were nonconform ng
or dissenting fromthe Church of England, fromthe state church
and they were rebellious and they were persecuted by the state,
and hence they were very nuch against the state. They wanted
religion totally separate fromthe state. So that this religious
tradition has been an anti-state tradition. Wher eas t he
religious tradition in Europe, and even to a considerabl e degree
i n Canada, has been a state-related, a state-supportive religion
and a religious tradition.

So, you have these two factors, the religious one on
the political history and values and then institutions created by

the politicalist values, all of which sustain what | cal
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Li bertarian orientation of the United States. You know, on the
political side we have the whol e what we call checks and

bal ances. Al of you know this. | don't have to go into it, but
you have two houses of Congress, President, Supreme Court, chosen
in different ways in order to frustrate each other.

We tal k about gridlock in this country because one
party has the presidency, another party the Congress, but this is
preci sely what the Founders -- they didn't think in terns of
parties then -- would have liked. 1In fact, repeatedly, public
opi nion polls ask Anericans whether they would |ike the
presi dency and the houses of Congress to be controlled by the
sanme party or different parties, and al nost invariably
maj orities, or substantial mpjorities, down to today, say
different parties, that they prefer the kind of situation we
have, even though political scientists go wild about what this
does to decisionmaki ng, efficiency, and the |ike.

But basically you can say, in a sense, they didn't want
an efficient governnent. They wanted a governnent that was
involved in gridlock. They may not have thought it through in
these ternms, but they wanted the sectors, the politicians, the
political forces to check each other, to make it difficult. And
t he Republicans, when they captured Congress in 1994, we're

tal ki ng about a revol ution.
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But what they never realized was they were operating
under a Constitution that was deliberately designed to prevent a
revolution. It was deliberately designed that if you won one
el ection, you couldn't nmake the kinds of changes that they
wanted. You had to win two or three elections by certain
majorities. So that the difficulties that the Republicans faced
were planned, were part of the system And if the Foundi ng
Fat hers came back, they would recognize it and even, perhaps,
approve of it, but I"'msure there's a |lot they wouldn't approve
of .

Well, in this context therefore, if you want to
under stand why socialist parties developed in other countries and
didn't develop here, it developed in countries where stati smwas
legitimte, where both the conservatives and the left were
statists. In the United States, statismwas illegitimte, or at
| east not part of the culture, and hence the socialists were
terribly di sadvant aged.

One of the forces that has been involved in founding

socialist parties and supporting themin other countries has been

the trade union novenent. Al nobst every socialist -- sone of the
parties, like the British Labor Party and others -- were founded
by the trade unions. Well, in this country, the dom nant trade

uni on novenent, the Anmerican Federation of Labor, opposed the
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socialists. There were a |lot of socialists inside the |abor
novenent, but they never were able to get a majority of it.

And the literature on American trade unions often
refers to the AFL as conservative. It wasn't conservative; it
was anti-socialist. But it was mlitant. It was nmuch nore
mlitant. It was willing to conduct strikes nore often than
Eur opean unions. It engaged in a |lot nore violence before Wrld
War |, dynamiting and so on, than European unions did.

What the Anerican novenent was, was syndicalist. They
didn't believe in the state. They were opposed to relying on the
state. They believed in workers' power. Sanuel Gonpers, who was
president of it for 40 years, once, when asked what his politics
were said, "I guess three-quarters of an anarchist.” And he was
right.

Now, we al so had a radical |abor novenent, in the WY
the Industrial Wrkers of the Wrld, the Whbblies. But the
Wobbl i es were not socialists; they were anarchical syndicalists.
So that both in its radical and its noderate form Anerican |abor
was agai nst the state.

Now, the C1Ois a sonewhat different story because, in
the thirties, when the depths of the Depression noved, of course,
the Denocratic Party and Roosevelt to a statist direction and we
got a lot nore statismin American society than we had before, it

af fected the | abor novenent. And the ClO was sort of Soci al
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Denocratic inits orientation. But the AFL-CIO today is not,
even though there have been a I ot of socialist, or
socialist-inclined, people init. And so, again, Anmerican | abor
reflected this anti-statismof the Arerican culture. And one can
trace this in various other aspects of the United States.

Now, there are a |lot of other factors that weaken the
efforts to build a socialist party or |abor party here. One was
immgration, racial differences, the cleavages anong people. As
you' ve already heard, the wealth of the United States, the
af fl uence conpared to Europe, was obviously very inportant.
| mm grants who poured into this country generally were better off
than in other countries.

There's an interesting datumthat | refer to in the
book. Leon Trotsky spent three nonths in the United States on
his way back to Russia in 1917. He'd been in Europe and, to get
back to Russia, he had to cone here. And during those three
mont hs he had his famly along and he lived in an apartnment in
the East Bronx. And, in 1929, Trotsky, after he'd been thrown
out by Stalin, published an autobiography. It's called "My
Life," and it's very non-personal. There's very little in it
about his famly, his life, any personal activities.

But he has two pages in it about the East Bronx and
about the apartnent he lived in, in the east Bronx. And still,

after having been Commander of the Red Arny and Marshal and al
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that kind of thing, he still wites in awe about that apartnment
in a wrker's district and how much superior it was to the way
workers lived in Austria and in France, which he knew well. He
tal ks about havi ng i ndoor plunbing, having a gas stove, and
describing this thing. Well, what Trotsky was paying homage to
was the fact that workers in the United States |ived better than
in Europe and that inmgrants of course who canme here did. Now,
that disparity has of course declined, and Europe has becone in
many ways as affluent or as close to being as affluent as the
U. S

In fact, and I'll just stop here in one nonent, the
| ast chapter of the book is called "The End of Political
Exceptions?' And what that refers to is the fact that there are
no socialists anynore in the sense of Marxists or the word
"socialism" that every party in Europe -- and not just nost of
them but every single one of them-- has explicitly, in terns of
their ideology, given up socialism Every one of them accepts
the free market as the way to organi ze an econony. And this is
true for the Scandi navians and it's true for the Italians and the
Spani ards and of course the British, the third way, and the
Ger mans.

And one of the things that they've been doing, because
nost of the governnments of Europe are governed by socialists or

Soci al Denocratic or Labor parties, is alnost all of themare
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denationalizing nationalized property, cutting back on taxes,
doing away with corporate incone taxes, and the like. In fact,
there are a |ot of policies that the European Social Denocrats
are pushing now that the Anerican Denocrats have still not cone
around to accepting and are resisting.

So, in that sense, if it weren't for the collapse of
Communi sm which is another story, the big political story of the
| ast decade or two woul d have been the end of socialismor
soci al-denocracy in its traditional sense. Now, these parties
still exist. They still try to represent the less privileged
parts of the population, but their goal is no |onger sone kind of
utopi an plan, a socialist society with a high degree of
gover nment ownership

After the last election in Britain, | happened to read
-- | think it was in The Financial Tinmes -- an interviewwith a
British banker, from Warburg, in which he said, "Wll, now,
everything's fine. It used to be socialists versus capitalists.
Now it's Denocrats agai nst Republicans.™

Thank you very much

(Appl ause.)

MR. SAMPLES: Qur next book, in contrast to Professor
Li pset's book, which |ooks at the internal devel opnent of the
United States, |ooks outward in thinking about and tal ki ng about

the history of "American Exceptionalism"” the history of the
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Li bertarian political culture that we' ve tal ked about. Wen I
first canme across Professor Friedberg's work, | thought it was
terribly inportant to do sonething, because | have a conviction
-- and in Washington we tend to |live week by week, whatever is
going on at the nonent -- that it was inportant to get sone
hi storical perspective externally about Libertarian political
culture, inportant because we could renmenber exactly what the
achi evenents are of our fornms of |limted governnent and
i ndi vidual freedom And Aaron Friedberg' s book, "In the Shadow
of the Garrison State,"” gives us that.

Aaron Friedberg is Professor of Politics and
| nternational Affairs and also Director of the Research Program
in International Security at Princeton University.

Pr of essor Fri edberg.

(Appl ause.)

AARON L. FRI EDBERG PROFESSOR OF PCLI TI CS AND

| NTERNATI ONAL AFFAI RS, PRI NCETON UNI VERSI TY

PROFESSOR FRI EDBERG  Thank you very nmuch. It's an
honor for nme to be invited to speak here and a special privilege
to appear with Professor Lipset.

Prof essor Lipset and | ask rather different questions

but I think in the end give very simlar answers. |f the thene
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of his nost recent book is "why no socialismin Anerica,"” mne is
somewhat nore limted. The question | would pose is, why no
garrison state in America? Wy, especially in the earliest and
the nost intense years of the Cold War didn't the United States
becone an arned canp, a mlitarized society, a political system
in which all authority was ultimately concentrated at the top and
in which all societal efforts and societal resources were
directed toward the production of mlitary power and preparation
for total war?

These are not entirely idle or purely specul ative
questions. |If you | ook back at the period, say, fromroughly
1945 to the late 1950's or 1960, it's clear that there really
were, | think particularly in the early years of this period,
very real possibilities for novenent in this direction. Indeed,
t here was sone nunber of quite serious and generally
wel | -intentioned people who believed that it mght in fact be
necessary for the United States to nove in this direction if it
were to survive in the face of the threat posed to it by the
Soviet Union, arned as it was with atom c and thernonucl ear
weapons. And yet, as | try to showin the book, this is clearly
not what happened.

The onset of the Cold War had real and substantial and
undeni abl e effects on the size and the role of governnent in

Anerican |ife. But these effects were far nore nodest. They
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took different forns, and they were on balance far | ess harnfu
to American society and to the American econony than what m ght
have been, what m ght have happened, and agai n than what nmany
peopl e believed at the tinme to be necessary.

And the interesting question, then, in ny viewis, why?
And the answer, to cut to the chase, is again Amrerican
anti-statism strong, deeply rooted, characteristically Anerican,
suspi cion of and resistance to excessive concentrations of
governnental power, which | would argue exerted a restraining,
countervailing influence and hel ped to see the United States
safely through its nearly half-century-long Cold War
confrontation with the Soviet Union. Indeed, if you' re |ooking
for an illustration of the |ong-term consequences of unrestrained
statism you need to | ook no further than the rubble of the
former Soviet Union.

So, in the next fewmnutes | want to try briefly to
expand on and also to illustrate this argunent, and then say just
a very few words at the end about what seened to ne to be the
| arger inplications.

The subject of ny book is really the creation of
mlitary power -- how do states create mlitary power. Well,
they extract societal resources, principally noney and nmanpower,
and they try to direct the flow of those societal resources

toward activities that are i ntended to enhance i medi ate and
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long-termmlitary capabilities: the nanufacture of arns, the
production of materiel essential to making arns and fighting
wars, and the conduct of what is believed to be strategically
significant scientific research

So, the conduct of these activities requires the
construction of certain mechanisns that, if you like, nediate
between the state and society: tax systens for collecting noney,
regul ar arrangenents for recruiting mlitary manpower, what we
woul d now call mlitary-industrial conplexes, for the design,
manuf act ure, and operati on of weapons. These are what m ght be
referred to as institutions of power creation.

The sociologist Charles Tilly has sunmed up the
political evolution of the West with the pithy phrase, "War nade
the state and the state nmade war." And what he neans is that, at
| east in nodern Europe, over the course of 400 or 500 years,
continual rivalry and conflict forced political entities, what
woul d evol ve eventually into nation-states, to build
power-creating institutions and the bureaucraci es necessary to
operate and control them |If they didn't do this, they
ultimately didn't survive and were absorbed by other political
entities.

Now, for nost of its history, down through the m ddl e
of the 20th century, the United States did not have a pernmanent,

hi ghly devel oped institutional capacity for perform ng these
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power -creating functions. Indeed, in many respects, it didn't
have nmuch of a central state at all. And this was not, as
Prof essor Lipset has indicated, an accident. It was, rather, a

product of deliberate design, in part, and | would suggest al so
that this design has to be understood in the particular fortunate
geopolitical context in which the United States found itself.
Creating mlitary power involves extensive intrusions
and interventions by the state into society and the econony. And
t he Founders were intent on limting the capacity of governnent
to i npose precisely these kinds of burdens on its citizens. So
they created a systemin which, by European standards, the state
and the institutions of power creation were greatly
under devel oped, and in which it would be difficult, although not
necessarily inpossible, to build new and nore powerful ones.
And they did this, again as Professor Lipset has
i ndi cated, by constructing certain kinds of governnental
institutions, institutions in which authority and deci si onmaki ng
power were w dely di spersed, and al so by pronul gating a
particul ar ideology, a set of beliefs in the virtue of equality,
liberty, individualism constitutionalism and denocracy. And
t hese beliefs, as nmany have pointed out, in certain respects, had
contradictory inplications. But as Sanmuel Huntington, for

exanpl e, has argued, they were, as he says, "...united in

inposing limts on power and on the institutions of governnent."
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And Huntingt on goes on to say that "Cpposition to power and
suspi ci on of governnent as the nobst dangerous enbodi nent of power
were to becone the central thenes of Anmerican political thought."”

O, as Professor Lipset hinself has witten, "The
Founders bequeath to their descendants a chronic antagonismto
the state.” The circunstances of the founding created a regine
in which the state was weak at the outset and in which, | think
nore inportantly, there were powerful, deeply ingrained
institutional and ideol ogical sources of resistance to
enhancenents in its power.

So, to borrow a netaphor from nodern biology, you m ght
say that an anti-statist strain was encoded at birth into the new
nation's political DNA and that that strain continued and has
continued to reproduce itself across the generations. Now,
American anti-statismobviously hasn't entirely prevented the
growh in the size and power of the Anerican state, but it has
constrained it; it has periodically rolled it back; and it has,
in general, shaped the direction, the extent, and the manner in
which it has gone forward over tine.

Now, the rather peculiar, again by European standards,
and seem ngly puny creature that the Founders built was able to
survive and to grow to maturity in large part because it |acked
power ful nei ghbors. By the early 19th century, there was no

i mredi ate threat to the new republic over |and, none really over
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water as long as the United States and Britain got al ong
tolerably well, and of course at this point there was no
possibility of threat through the air. And the absence of threat
made it possible for the new nation to forego the acquisition on
any substantial scale of power-creating institutions. And so, as
de Tocqueville would observe in "Denocracy in Amrerica":

"The Anericans do not have any nei ghbors and,
consequently no great wars, no financial crisis, and neither
ravages nor conquests of fear. They need neither heavy taxes,
nor nunerous arnies, nor great generals."

So, over the next hundred years or so, the United
States of course did periodically expand its arnmed forces and its
capacities for creating mlitary power, particularly during the
Cvil War and the First World War. And al t hough sone residues of
those efforts remai ned, the power-creating nmechanisns were, for
the nost part, rapidly disassenbled after these conflicts had
ended. Now, all of that brings us very quickly to 1945.

The situation after the end of the Second World War
appeared markedly different than that that had existed after
previous wars. Anerica's European allies were seriously weakened
and so there was no buffer, no one, as there had been in 1914 or
1939, to absorb the first rush of an eneny's aggression and give
the United States tinme, in effect, to build itself a nore

powerful state.
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Mor eover, technol ogi cal change, |ong-range aircraft,
ballistic mssiles, atom c weapons, and so on, nmade things seem
even worse. The continental United States itself was now, or
woul d be soon, directly vulnerable to attack. And these
political and technol ogi cal changes appeared to increase the need
for large permanent standing mlitary forces and for the
est abl i shnment and mai ntenance of substantial and possibly
per manent power-creating nechani snms to support those forces.

In a sense, the United States, at the end of the Second
Wrld War, found itself in a strategic position nore akin to that
of a continental European nation than the one to which it had
been accustoned for nost of its previous history. The perceived
presence of immedi ate substantial threats to its security seened
to point inescapably toward the need for expansion in the powers
and the power-creating capabilities of the Anerican state.

| think that the history of the early Cold War period
can best be understood as involving a collision between these new
externally induced pressures for expansion and an opposi ng set of
anti -statist forces. So, what was the result of this collision?

There is, | think, a prevailing answer to that

question, at least in nuch of the scholarly literature, and it

woul d be sonething like this. WlIl, there may have been a
collision. It was, in a sense, a collision between a Mack truck
and a Mata or an MG or sonething small. | nean it was sonething
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bi g and powerful and sonething little and puny. And in this
view, the Anerican people, the Anerican political system had
been softened up by the Geat Depression and by the New Deal and
then radically altered by the experience of Wrld War |1

So, however inportant they nay have been in the past,
in this view, by 1945, anti-statist influences were substantially
dimnished if not entirely elimnated. And so the result is that
the onset of the Cold War I ed quickly to the creation of what has
variously been referred to as a national security state or a
garrison state, a big powerful permanent central state apparatus
w th extensive power-creating capabilities.

Now, this view, | hasten to say, is not entirely fal se.
Certainly the American state was bigger, stronger by any neasure,
in the 1950's than it was in the 1930's. But | think this view
al so m scharacterizes the outcone of the early post-war period,
in large part because it fails to consider the full range of
alternative outconmes -- what m ght have happened -- and al so
because it understates the persistence and power of Anerican
anti-statist influences, especially, | would argue, in the first
critical early decade of the Cold War.

In 1945, although admttedly nmuch had changed, the
fundanental structure of the Anerican governnent had not, and
nei t her had the essential content of the underlying Anerican

i deol ogy. Moreover, beginning alnost i nmediately, there was a
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speci fic counter-reaction agai nst the successive expansions in
t he size and power of the Federal CGovernment that had been
associ ated with the New Deal and with the war

Now, this was in part a matter of partisan politics,
Republ i cans seeking to roll back the New Deal, regain control of
the Wiite House. It was in part a reflection of popular

attitudes, a rejection of statist solutions and rekindling of

famliar fears of excessive governnmental power. |In this sense, |
think it was intensified. It began really in the 1930's. It was
intensified by the Second World War. It was in part the result

of direct experience with higher taxes, wages, and price
controls, and so on.

Business interests at the end of the war were al so very
eager to shed war-time controls and to blunt what was perceived
as the regulatory reformng inpul se associated with the New Deal .
And, l|ast but not |east, post-war anti-statismwas rooted in
broader intellectual trends. The experience of the 1930's and
1940's was widely interpreted as evidence of the ultimte
superiority of a |iberal capitalist denocracy and of dangers
posed by unchecked expansions in the power of the state.

So, whether of the left or the right wing variety,
statism it was widely believed, could lead all too easily to
totalitarianism It was at the end of World War 1I, after all,

t hat Hayek's book "The Road to Serfdoni becane a best seller and
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was even, | discovered sonewhat to ny surprise, published in a
condensed formin the Reader's Digest.

Most of what |'ve witten is devoted to an anal ysis of
t hese debates and of their outcones, debates over what kind of
mlitary strategy to adopt, what kind of power-creating
institutions to put into place. And what you see when you | ook
at these debates is a recurrent pattern. |It's an initial push in
what, for lack of a better term ['Il call a strongly stati st
direction, which has been opposed. And the eventual outcone is a
resultant of these colliding factors, and in every case, nuch
nore nodest than what was originally intended.

And, if | have tine, let me just give you two brief
exanples. Universal mlitary training, the notion that in order
to provi de manpower that woul d be necessary to cope with the
enornous destructiveness of a future war, in particular a war
that involved atom c weapons, in order to do this it was
necessary to train every man and, conceivably, in sonme schenes,
every wonan as well, for mlitary service, and to do this in a
mandatory way. It was strongly favored by mlitary planners even
before the end of World War Il and by top civilian officials.

It was opposed ultimately by an assortnent of groups in
Anmerican society, notivated by various m xes of obvious
self-interest and al so underlying principle, who depl oyed what

turned out to be a decisive argunent, which was this idea that
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the state ought to have the power to reach into every hone and to
demand mlitary service of every person and, by the way, also to
expose conscripts to political indoctrination, as was intended in
at |l east sonme of the universal mlitary training plans, that this
noti on was un- Anerican

Congress, in response to these pressures, repeatedly
si de-stepped a decision and opted instead to i npose what was
intended to be a tenporary expedient of a limted draft. And,

i ndeed, if you |ook back on it, even that would have been

i mpossible if not for the outbreak of the Korean War. The
enmergency authority to extend the draft |apsed two or three days
before the Korean War began, and but for the Korean War, even a
[imted draft woul d have been inpossible.

Anot her exanple is defense industrial policy. There
was, in the early Cold War period, a very widely held view that
preparations for the next war required extensive, intrusive
i ndustrial planning on the part of the Federal Governnent,
governnment action to shape the conposition and even, and in
particul ar, the geographical distribution of the Anerican
i ndustrial base, to reduce its vulnerability to atomc air attack
and to increase its readiness for a rapid transition to total war
pr oducti on.

Again, there were initial steps taken in this

direction, but they were ultimtely derailed by opposition from
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industry, fromcities that feared, in sone cases, that the
governnent was goi ng to encourage dispersal of industry out of
cities to rural areas from States in parts of the country that
believed that this government was going to nove industry away
fromthem because they were potentially vulnerable to air attack
because they were cl oser geographically to the Soviet Union, and
so on. And the whole idea was effectively abandoned by the

m d-1950's despite the fact that there was, | think, a quite

rati onal and even conpelling strategic argunent to be nade in its
favor.

Now, by way of conparison, the Soviets, for their part,
persisted with a costly and very inefficient program of
industrial relocation well into the 1960's -- indeed, they may
have continued into the 1970's -- and they retained a burdensone
and very unpopul ar system of universal conscription down to the
end of the Cold War.

These very different choices, and others that | haven't
t al ked about associated with them-- the United States decision
torely on private industry versus state arsenals to design and
bui | d weapons; the decentralization of the American research and
devel opnment system the conparatively |ow levels of taxation and
def ense spending -- these differences, if you conpare the United
States and the Soviet Union over the course of the Cold Var,

reflected, | think, fundanental differences in the character of
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the American and Soviet political systenms, and in particul ar
reflected, | think, the absence in the Soviet case of any
constraints, ideological or institutional, on the power of the
st ate.

And the differences in the character of the two
systens, | think, further, had a decisive inpact on the eventual
outcone of the Cold War. The constrai ned American approach,
what ever its burdens and costs, permtted this country to persi st
and, nore than that, over tine, to prosper even while conducting
this Cold War conpetition against the Soviets. And on the other
hand, the absence of any constrains opened the way for a
strategically stinmulated netastasis in the power of the Soviets
state, which eventually sapped its econony, mlitarized its
society, and brought it ultinmately to the brink of collapse and
di ssol uti on.

A final thought. In retrospect, the Cold War, | think,
may appear as one in perhaps a 300-year series of contests
between increasingly |iberal, increasingly denocratic states, and
a succession of nonarchical autocratic authoritarian, ultimtely
totalitarian, rivals -- elimnation rounds. And future
hi storians nmay date the beginning of this process to England' s
glorious revolution of 1688, which, by dimnishing the authority
of the king and giving the Parliament the power of the purse,

actually increased the state's revenue-raising capacity and
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permtted a sustained naval buildup and cleared the way for
Engl and' s energence as the world's preponderant power.

And perhaps, if we're lucky, these future historians
will | ook back on 1989, the fall of the Berlin Wall, as the end
of this process of conpetition and political evolution. But that
is a subject for another talk and I hope anot her book.

Thank you.

(Appl ause.)

MR. SAMPLES: We're going to shortly start the
guestion- and-answer session. |, in fact, would like to start by
using the power of the chair to ask the first question.

We have tal ked a | ot today, Professor Lipset primarily,
about de Tocqueville, and one thinks here also of Madison and the
Founders, Montesqui eu, who were aware of the inportance of having
a sense of republican virtue anong voters and the kind of
political culture we've been tal king about that val ues individual
freedomand |limted government. These people -- Madi son and so
on -- were also aware, however, that cultures |ike that cone into
exi stence and can decay.

The question | want to raise at this point is the
current Anmerican election that we're going through at this point
is in fact sone indication of evidence of the decay of "Anerican
Exceptionalism"”™ | think specifically about one of the big issue

conflicts in this current election is about a prescription drug
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benefit that has been estinmated to cost sonething in the range of
$500 billion. Estimates vary.

However, that cost will be net by the state essentially
redi stributing noney, probably nostly fromthe top quintile to,
in large neasure, the bottom quintile and perhaps sone to the
m ddl e class. W' re not tal king about public ownership here, of
course, but does that provide sonme evidence that denocracy itself
inawy is, in a sense, eating away at the edges of the
"Anmerican Exceptionalisnt that we've always had in the United
St at es?

PROFESSOR LI PSET: Well, 1'd say yes and no. On the no
side, or the thing that nade it possible -- you know, de
Tocqueville, to use himas the nodel of a nentor, said
unfortunately he was wong in the larger context but right in the
media thing -- that once the idea of equality canme into the
worl d, that private property was finished. And what he neant by
that was there were nore poor people than rich people. This was
the perception. And the idea of equality, of the poor getting
nore, was sonething that would be too attractive for the poor,
who were a majority, to not support.

And, hence, the conbination of this idea of equality
and denocracy would lead to a systemin which the poor woul d take
away fromthe nore well-to-do their property and their

advantages. Well, I'd say he was obviously wong in the |arger
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cont ext because the poor did not vote for parties that woul d do
this in the gross, in taking away and destroying property and the
like, for a variety of reasons. But, on the other hand, he was
right in that there is this desire of transval uation, of
remedyi ng problens that affect poorer people by taking away from
the rich, and that in a denocracy where you can appeal to the
majority who will gain by such things, this wll happen.

So, there is this inherent tendency, which is weaker
than you think it ought to be or that de Tocqueville thought it
m ght - -

[End Side A. Begin Side B.]

PROFESSOR LI PSET: -- is still there. And one of the
t hings that has been happening in the U S., and it's happened
much nore extensively in other countries, is that health has
beconme a public good. And we take it for granted that the fire
departnent or the police or the school systemis handl ed publicly
and that it is supported by taxes, and taxes that becone nore, in
terms of proportions of what they contribute, for the nore
wel | -to-do than the others. And then the question is, why should
it be? Wy should schools be public?

Now, there are of course all sorts of efforts nowto
i ncrease the private sector within education. But nobody woul d
chal l enge the notion that you want to educate every child, and to

educate every child the governnent and the public sector has to
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do it. And what's happened, of course, is the notion that

health, the right to life, the right to extend life, is sonething
that shouldn't be rationed in terns of people's incone or
position in the class structure.

And that idea is, | think, gradually taking over
everywhere. |It's already taken over in other places. And it's
one that is hard to resist, that people should not be able to
t ake advantage of drugs or whatever it is that will enable them
to prolong their life or live better. And | think it's one that,
in the long run or short run, is hard. But it is the state that
does it, and in that sense there is nore statism And | think
it's a kind of thing that isn't a fundanmental change of one's
reaction to the state but really a change in terns of
entitlements or public good benefits.

MR. SAMPLES: Thank you. 1'd like to start questions
fromthe floor. Please identify yourself and your affiliation,
and wait for the m crophone.

MR. GUTTERVAN. My nane is Stanley Qutternman. | have a
question for Professor Lipset.

You alluded in passing to the fact that even the
Eur opean Soci al Denocratic parties no |onger believe in statism
that they're conmtted to the free market. How would you explain

t hat ?
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PROFESSOR LIPSET: Well, | think basically by the fact
that they' ve seen that their system doesn't deliver as conpared
to other places. Partly, there's the Anmerican exanple of
Ameri can success, which Europeans and ot hers have seen. The nopst
socialist party in Europe, the party that's retained statism
which it was generally agreed was the French. And the reason for
the French, actually, | think is sinple. France is the nost
statist country. These French conservatives are statist. The
French conservatives and nationalized property recently.

In fact, as sonmebody put it, it's very hard for the
French socialists to be at the right of the French conservatives,
to go into a heavy privatization thing. And that would be true.

Well, recently, | think it was within the last six or
ei ght nmonths, Lionel Jospin, who is the socialist prem ere of
France, was in the United States for a week. And he apparently
came over not so nuch to see dinton, although | guess he did,
but to really |ook at the country. And one of the things he said
when he got back was that we've been tricked by the left.

They've told us, "W know the Anerican econony is doing better
than we are and that it's created nmany nore jobs."

The U S. created mllions of jobs in the post-war era
when the European Community didn't. But he says, "W've been
told that these are bad jobs," MDonald s. And he says it's not

true. He went over to |look at the situation, to study the
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situation. And he says the vast bul k of the jobs created by
Amer i can expansi on have been good jobs, and that the Anerican
system wor ks and these people have just not told us the truth.
Well, there's a certain extent to which reality has
pressure to affect people's decisions. And the whol e tax
structure, they have found that the cost of things is too nuch.
There is a problemw th work notivation, of controls, that have
hel d back opportunities. And this has served to | ead the
Eur opean Soci al Denocrats to feel that the market system does
better than the systemthat they have had.

MR. MLIKAN:. Al MIlikan, Washi ngton | ndependent

Witers.

|"d be interested in both of you saying what role do
you see the Cl A playing in what you're witing about? [|'m
particularly interested in knowing -- particularly in the Cold

War period -- the influence that they attenpted to have on
academc, artistic, and cultural elites. Do you see that playing
arolein this?

PROFESSOR FRIEDBERG Wl |, playing a role in what?
"' mnot quite sure.

The question that | perhaps was expecting you to ask,
because | think it's a real and serious one also, has nore to do
with internal security than external. The activities of the CA,

for the nost part, with sonme exceptions, in the period before the
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m d-1970's, were outward directed -- gathering intelligence,
carrying out covert operations, and so on, and not, | think,
particularly surprising in light of the nature of the conpetition
between the United States and the Sovi et Union, whatever one may
t hi nk about them

The other side of that is efforts by governnent
agencies, or by the Congress, to restrict individual liberties at
home as part of the conduct of that Cold War conpetition. And |
think that's a serious issue. | think that that's probably the
side of this that has received the greatest attention from people
who have been interested in the donestic aspects of the Cold War.
And | wouldn't want to deny its reality or its seriousness, but |
woul d just make a coupl e of observations about it.

One is, what is striking about at |least the initial
mani festations of that is that they were anti-statist. They were
i nvestigations by coomittees of Congress into the all eged
nefarious activities of representatives of the executive branch.
They were not expressions of the supreme power of the state to
control the activities of citizens, but manifestation of the
power of Congress to neke trouble for the executive branch,
which, "only in Anerica.”

| guess the second thing to note is that the period of
time in which, if it were true, that the governnent or the

climate of opinion was such that it was not possible for people
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to express alternative views -- first of all, I'mnot sure of the
extent to which it was really true, that people couldn't do that
-- but the period of tinme in which it was nost the case was
relatively brief. And when you consider, again, the nature of
the confrontation at the tine between the United States and the
Soviet Union, to nme, in |ooking back, what's nost surprising is
that there wasn't even nore.

| would say that's particularly the case, given what we
now know about the actual extent of Soviet espionage and so on in
the United States, which turns out to have been nuch nore
extensive than many people believed at that tinme or than many
scholars have witten since. But that's a short answer to, |
think, what is a big and inportant question.

MR. SAMPLES: Wuld you |ike to say anythi ng?

PROFESSOR LI PSET:  Well, two things. One, in relation
to what's been said. You know, one forgets. Wll, if you take
McCart hyism the period known as MCarthyism when Joe MCarthy
was at his high point, for four years, 1950 to 1954 -- and |
won't ask you as | do sonetinmes when | tal k about this what
happened in 1950 and 1954 other than McCarthy -- those were the
years of the Korean War. MCarthyismwas a formof wartine
hysteri a.

Every time we go to war -- and it varies; Vietnam was

much I ess -- there have been efforts to repress the anti-war
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peopl e, the people linked to the foreign foe. And we were at war
wi th a Comruni st country so you had novenents or efforts to dea
wth the Communists, and | won't go into that. But on the other
thing, of the CIA the CIA did fund a |lot of activities of
Americans and other intellectuals abroad. And this was done in
an interesting way. In fact, as it happens |I was on sonethi ng
call ed the Board of Foreign Schol arships in the sixties, which is
the board that runs the Ful bright program and others.

And when a lot of the activities of the ClIA were
exposed, one of the things they were doing -- and it was turned
over this Board of Foreign Scholarships to do it openly -- and
you know what they were doing? They were sending the Harl em
G obe Trotters to Europe. They were sending the Phil adel phia
Orchestra and the C eveland Orchestra to Europe. They were
sending exhibits of artists, of paintings. And the question is,
what was the purpose of this?

The purpose wasn't that these people were agents, were
doing things. The Harlem Q obe Trotters clearly weren't sent
over to | ook around while they were playing basketball. But it
was sonehow a notion that we want to neke people in other
countries understand or appreciate Anerican culture in its
various forns. And you couldn't get Congress and the
adm nistrations that did this felt -- you know what they were

doi ng? They were tricking the Congress. They thought you
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couldn't get Congress to pay for intellectuals, for artists, for
synphony orchestras. So you had to do it secretly.

So how do you do it secretly? You have the CIA do it.
And their budget was not open to anybody, so the Congress was
never told that we were supporting painters and synphony
orchestras and the like. But the purpose, as | say, was to sel
Anerican culture as a way of selling the fact that we had a
better systemthan the Comuni sts did.

MR. SAMPLES: Ed Hutchins?

MR. HUTCHI NS: Thanks. Ed Hutchins, Cato Institute.

| want to follow up on Professor Friedberg' s final
point, that we have, in a sense, had a 300-year struggle, from
1688 to 1989, of essentially centralized authoritarian
nonar chi cal systens versus a republican system It seens that we
may still be very seriously infected with what you mght call a
new feudalism Specifically, while politicians m ght
acknow edge, in Europe and over here, that the era of big
government is over, as Bill Cinton says, in fact, politicians
and el ected officials have every intention of holding on to their
power, which is the source of their income privileges, et cetera,
as |l ong as they can.

One of the ways they do this is they can continue to
hand out benefits, special favors, et cetera, to the popul ace.

And the public choice dilemma conmes in here. And that is
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concentrated benefits and di spersed costs; that, in fact, nobody
sees the two dollars here, three dollars there and all the little
things, but it basically adds up to an addiction to the state.

So why we m ght acknow edge that, yes, freedom works better than
any other system to what extent are we still struggling with
this dilema of politicians and addicted citizens who are getting
their handouts, special privileges and just not wlling to forego
them and, in fact, demand even nore occasionally?

PROFESSOR FRI EDBERG Wl l, | think that's always going
to be an issue. | think, in the American context, the question
al ways is, where on sort of a continuumare we going to reside?
It's not the case that we're going to be at one extrene or the
other. W are never going to, I would suspect, go back to
ci rcunstances as they were, say, in the 1920's, when the role of
t he Federal Governnment was much smaller, before social security,
Medi care, Medicaid, and all of that which came later. But |
think it's very unlikely that all of that is going to go
backward, whether it's because peopl e have becone to addicted to
this -- | suppose that's one way of putting it -- whether it's
because peopl e have becone convinced that this is a
responsibility of the governnent in sonme sense; or whether they
sinply are convinced that this works and it's practical.

But then the question is: WlIlI, how far are you going

to goin that direction? And there | think that there are likely
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to be real limtations. | don't see prospects for enornous
expansi on i n governnent prograns, with a few exceptions. And
t hose expansions that occur | think are likely to take a
particular form as | think what you are referring to in your
guesti on.

They are much nore likely, | think, to take the form
effectively, of transfer paynents than they are of nassive
gover nment bureaucraci es and agencies and so on that really | ook
to people like a powerful centralized governnent, a strong state.
So there may be a particularly Anerican kind of statism just as
there is a unique Anmerican kind of anti-statism and it wll have
certain kinds of characteristics and be less likely to have
ot hers.

MR. SAMPLES: Right here.

QUESTION: | was going to ask Dr. Lipset about the
evolution of the health care policy, noting that we first started
debating health care with Harry Truman back during his
adm nistration, but I'lIl focus nore broadly and ask it slightly
froma different perspective fromthe other gentleman, which is:

Do you see a different attitude taking shape in the
public's attitude toward governnment? |In other words, thinking
that there are areas where the private sector either is not or
cannot address, such as health care and others, that obviously,

again, as M. Sanples referred to, are being discussed during
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this current election canpaign, and what are your thoughts on
t hat ?

PROFESSOR FRI EDBERG | think what you're suggesting is
true, and that's what | was saying earlier, that there is an
expansion, if you will, of public feeling of what entitlenents or
t hings that shoul d be broadly spread out as an entitlenent anong
the public, and that one of these things is in the area of
heal t h.

Anot her that we are debating in different ways is in
the area of education and how to handle that. And while there
are various proposals that obviously go away fromthe state in
education, these involve the governnment paying for it. And that
| think will continue. There is a viewthat the community shoul d
pay for a lot of things. Then the question is: How do you do
it?

Do you necessarily increase state support or not, or do
you do it with weakening -- not weakening the state, but w thout
intensifying it, by giving schol arships and fell owshi ps? As you
know, California is now proposing to pay for higher education for
a | ot of people, but not by necessarily enlarging the private
sector but by vouchers, in effect, to people to go to
institutions of higher education. And | think that tendency wl|l
continue, or it depends on how many other things people will see

in this area.
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| happen to have a doctor in Washington who is about as
right-wing a Republican as you can get. Before Buchanan took his
| atest turn to whatever he has done, this fell ow was a great
adm rer and supporter of Pat Buchanan. WelIl, one day he told ne,
You'd be surprised to know that | and all the doctors in ny
office, and the majority of the doctors in the Washi ngton Mdi cal
Society, are now in favor of the single-payer system as in
Canada. And he said, The reason is not that we've becone
socialists but that wwth the HMO' s, you know, we've been
crippled. W no longer control nedicine. W no |onger can deal
with our patients. Patients can't pick the doctors they want.

But in Canada they can.

The singl e-payer systemin Canada, the way it works is
i ke Medicare. They call it Medicare, except for everybody. You
go to any doctor you want. He can send you to any specialist you
want or any hospital. You don't ask perm ssion from anybody.

And the role of the governnent is to pay the bill, but not to
i npose controls.

And this fellow, who is a right-w ng Republican, thinks
this is much superior to HMO s, and we are the insurance conpany.
You know, everything that was predicted woul d be the negative
consequences of socialized nedicine we now have, only through
i nsurance conpanies. So, how do we get out of that? Wll, he

said the only way we can get out of it -- we can't go back, as he
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put it, whether we can or not -- is really to go to the system of
| etting people do what they want and | et governnent pay the bill.

Well, | don't know whether that will happen here -- |
doubt it, in terns of American attitudes -- but it's an exanple
of sort of changes, which you can say, will this be nore statism
if we do it, or less? There are less controls and | ess
adm nistration in that system

PROFESSOR FRI EDBERG A coupl e of questions have had a
simlar underlying issue at their heart. And it seens to ne that
if you | ook at the evolution of Anmerican politics, this
anti -statist strain is not constant. These factors are present,
but they' re stronger in sonme periods than others. So there's an
ebb and flow. And so we probably go through cycles. And where
we are nowin a cycle | wouldn't pretend to know.

| guess if | had to guess | would say, well, we've been
t hrough a cycl e where the argunents against a strong gover nnment
-- taxation, deficit spending, and so on -- were strong and were
politically potent, probably beginning in the late 1970's. And,
for a variety of reasons, that period may be com ng to an end.
So there is going to be perhaps sonme weakening of that sentinent,
although it will probably cone back. It probably comes back nost
after you've had a period of governnental expansion. That seens

to be the historical pattern that you see.
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MR. SAMPLES: |If Cato has anything to say about it, it
w |l come back

PROFESSOR FRI EDBERG.  You may have to wait a while,

t hough.

MR. SAMPLES: We can wait.

(Laughter.)

MR. HILL: Richard HIl, Georgetown University.

I"d like to ask both participants the same question.
Both of you seemto have been saying that the rise of the state
goes hand in hand with the rise of the mlitary. M. Friedberg,
you said that | think explicitly. Dr. Lipset, you said that
conservatives, mlitarists, on the one hand, favor it, and an
increased state on the other. So the rise of mlitarismand the
rise of statismgo hand in hand. Correct ne if |I'mwong.
That's the first question.

The second question is: |If that's true, for quite sone
time now, I think you would agree, the U S. has had one of the
|argest mlitary establishnents in the world, while at the same
ti me having one of the smallest states in the world. Do you see
that as a contradiction to the assunption that | first put
forward?

PROFFESOR LI PSET: Well, first, tal king about
conservative statism | wasn't tal king about mlitary things, but

that the conservatives in Europe would nmuch nore |ikely be
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statist than the "Liberals,” or the libertarians, who are the
other political force, and that the term"Conservative" neant a
different thing on this side of the ocean fromthere. But the
point that mlitarism or stronger mlitary budgets and all that,
gives the state nore power and changes things seriously, | think
it's true.

But Norman Thomas, the |eader of the socialists but who
al so was very much agai nst the war, against Wrld War 11 and
Wrld War |, he was predicting fascismwould be the outcone of
America getting into a war because of the anobunt of strength that
one gave to the state and to the mlitary, and the like. And, of
course, it didn't happen

And we have noved back. W have cut the mlitary
budget drastically. [It's still larger than in many other
countries. And we've taken on all sorts of international
responsibilities for ourselves that cost noney that other
countries haven't. And this does nean a |larger state and a | ot
nore people working for the governnent, and nore of the budget
going to the governnment. But | think Americans are not that
enanored of the state or even of a greater mlitary budget.

One of the problens that the advocates of this have
faced is that you have to justify doing this to the Anerican
peopl e or anybody else. And | think the big problemis that

Americans -- you know, we won two wars -- and they are not very
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clear as to who to the eneny is that we need this sizeable
mlitary budget for. And | think that's really the problemthat
the advocates of mlitary expansion or maintaining a big mlitary
force have been facing. They have not really been able to

convi nce Anericans or educate themthat there is an eneny out
there that we have to keep up this force for, but we have got a
much bi gger one than we ever have had before.

The Civil War was the greatest war in history up to the
time it was fought. And we had this trenmendous arny under arns
and the casualties and the |like. And the Canadians and the
British were terribly worried that we'd have to do sonething with
it and that we would therefore nove up to take over British North
Anerica. |In fact, Canada unified, and various colonies up there,
unified into a dom nion because of this fear that the American
Arnmy would nove up there. But it didn't.

And nobody even really seriously thought of this, which
t hey thought that sonmehow the Anericans would use this power.

And we did away with it. And we did away with it after Wrld War
. W started doing away with it. W dissolved the Arny and so
on after the Second World War, but then cane the Soviet threat,
and it was a real threat and it required this expansion.

Now, there is an effort, | think, by people who think
we have to maintain our situation as the strongest power, to kind

of ook for the way they can denonstrate that there are enem es
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and potential enem es and the seriousness of the eneny. It al
depends on how you look at it. But I don't think that this has
changed the country fundanentally.

PROFFESOR FRI EDBERG A couple of points. Yes, it's
true, | think, that generally and historically arisein mlitary
growh and mlitary power has tended to be associated with the
grow h of a stronger state. It has not been the only driving
force since the latter part of the 19th century, and into the
20th century. O course, the other side of this warfare state
has been the growth of the welfare state. In the United States,
that was rather slowin getting started. It really is only, |
believe, into the m d-1960's when Federal spending on soci al
wel fare prograns overtakes Federal spending on mlitary prograns
and now dwarfs them

A second point. There are nore and | ess statist ways
of creating mlitary power. That's part of what |'ve been
tal king about. And you can say that perhaps this is a matter of
definition or splitting hairs. | think it's actually nore
significant than that. There is a big difference between a
systemin which the neans of production are owned by the state,
if you have arsenals building and desi gni ng weapons, and a system
in which you have contracts between the governnent and private

actors to do that.
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| think there is also a difference between the system
that conscripts and a systemthat tries to gather vol unteers.

And in the Anerican case, generally, the tendency has been,
certainly in the period since the end of the Second Wrld War, to
try to find the less statist ways of perform ng these functions.

Finally, it's an interesting question about defense
spendi ng after the Cold War and about all the apparatus that goes
with that noney. | suppose you m ght ask, why hasn't defense
spendi ng di m ni shed nore? O course, it has gone down quite a
bit, and that's now becone a topic of sonme contention. It may be
that it's in part a function of inertia. You have these
institutions. They kind of go on. They have a life of their
own. It has got to do partly with changes in beliefs, | think,
about the American role in the world and the necessity of having
a strong mlitary.

But | think it also probably reflects the fact that the
burden is relatively light. And that is not an accident. That
is aresult of decisions that were made when this pernmanent
mlitary apparatus was first created in the period of the early
Cold war. If you had had a nmuch nore burdensone, centrali zed,
| arger, intrusive, extractive system you probably would have
had, at the end of the Cold War, a nuch greater reaction against

it than in fact you' ve had.
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QUESTION: Let me get back to a renmark by Professor
Li pset about European Soci al Denocratic parties noving toward the
Aneri can nodel and a nmarket econony. That's certainly true. The
process started a long time ago, in the fifties, with Gernman
Soci al Denocrats and then of course the British nodel. That's
very true. But there is one difference that | would still see.
In that respect as you described the process, we are all alike,
Ameri cans and Europeans, no Exceptionalism we're on the sane
boat .

But there is one tradition that I wanted to ask you
about, corporatism Isn't that a tradition, a principle, stil
very rmuch alive in Europe, and maybe less in the United States?
O, is there possibly sonme new phenonena that we didn't notice
enough maybe here in the United States that would create simlar

ci rcunstances as in Europe, nanely a very active form of

corporatism corporatist -- there's a difference between
corporate and corporatist, of course -- that we need to take into
account ?

But | wanted to ask you: Were do you see corporatism
in your line of thinking, nanely, the novenent away of the
governnent fromthe state? That's all true. \Were does
corporatismstand here? Is it a state phenonenon or is it a
soci etal phenonenon that we should accept, that we should naybe

realize and ook into alittle nore? How simlar is corporatism
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in Europe, or howdifferent is it, fromlife here in the United
St ates?

PROFESSOR LI PSET: That's a very good question, but
before | deal directly with it I"lIl just nmention on this business
of nmoving in the sane direction. As you know, the European
countries, even if they've given up a conmtnent to what | wll
call socialism they are still nuch nore commtted to a nuch
| arger welfare state, a nuch larger state in which you spend a
much | arger proportion of the GNP on transferring paynents down
and the like, so that the welfare state is still nuch greater

And, Anericans, if you |look at public opinion polls,
Anericans differ still differ very nmuch from Europe about what
t hey think the governnent should do or can do to equalize, say,
econonmi c relationships, and the like. So you have nore
soci al -denocracy in Europe even if the larger framework isn't.

On the question of corporatism there is a difference
which I think reflects the greater degree of class consci ousness
or class awareness in many European countries which stil
remains. Europe is post-feudal, or nmuch of it is. Feudalismwas
a very cl ass-organi zed society, and post-feudal societies remain
much nore class aware on every |level, not just the working class,
t he business class strata and ot her groups. So the recognition
of dealings by different groups, by the workers, by the business

interests, by the farmers, in group-organi zed ways is still nuch
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stronger in nmuch of Europe, not all of Europe, than it is in the
United States.

My inpression is, but I've not really studied this,
t hat these corporatist tendencies are declining. They are stil
very strong and they still predomnate in the countries where you
have busi ness, |abor, and governnent neeting to decide things for
the next year or two -- the prograns or wages, econom c policies
-- that still goes on and certainly will probably continue to go

on for some time to cone. But | think it's getting weaker.

And on the other side of it, | don't see that arising
in the US. There was a push in that direction under the New
Deal . The NRA, Roosevelt was really pushing, as one of his

policies, was pushing in the corporatist direction. And nost of
these, as far as |egislation was concerned, were tossed out by
the Suprene Court and never really reenacted in other fornms. And
the British are not corporatists, and certainly the Dom nions,
Canada is not. But |I don't think corporatismis grow ng, but it
will remain. | think it's getting weaker.

MR ELIE: Burt Elie.

This is a question for Professor Lipset. It has sone
simlarity to the previous one. And that's the difference in the
| egal systens, between the civil law of continental Europe and
t he Angl o Saxon Comon Law of this country. M sense has been

that some of these institutional differences do refl ect the
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difference in |l egal systens. And | also sense, maybe in part
because of the |law and econom cs novenent, that even in Europe
there is possibly a slow shift toward nore of a Conmobn Law type
of legal system | would be interested in your observations on
t hat .

PROFESSOR LI PSET: Well, the rights orientation -- you
know, we have a Bill of R ghts, which is the heart of really both
economi ¢ and political liberties, and the Constitution. And nost
Eur opean countries didn't have a constitution. You could pass
any |law you want w thout appealing it or you could take away
property.

One of the interesting things right now with the
Internet is that a nunber of racists groups in Germany and Canada
and el sewhere have set up shop in the United States, not to
i nfluence Anericans but to send stuff back home. German racists
-- it's illegal in Germany. There are no First Amendnment rights
operating. So what they do is do it fromthe United States.

Canadi an raci sts operate fromthe United States,
because, we're the freeist country. And that freedomis now,
through the Internet, being extended to other places. But one
t hi ng that has been happening noww th the European Union is the
Uni on has been setting up, in effect, constitutional rights in

both the economi c and political arenas, which introduce kind of a
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rights culture into Europe. And that, of course, is a nore

Ameri can kind of orientation.

MR. SAMPLES: | think that will be our |ast question.
I"d like to, first of all, thank both our authors, who have
witten fine books that we reconmmend to you. 1'd also like to

t hank everyone for coming today and invite you upstairs for a

reception.

(Appl ause.)

(End of Book Forum)
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