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After the War Is Won: 
Downsizing Government 

without Degrading National
D e f e n s e

Shortly after September 11, American Experiment president Mitch Pearlstein asked
a number of friends, in Minnesota and elsewhere across the country, to look down
a potentially long road and ponder ways of safely cutting back on government once
the war is over. Thirty writers, from a wide variety of backgrounds, responded to the
following set of queries:

“The central question is not whether Washington is acting prudently in building up
for the war against terrorism. The key question, rather, is what must be done so that
the federal government responsibly scales back its reach after the war is won (which
may be years from now).

“More specifically, what needs to be done to assure that (1) a drive for smaller
government does, in fact, resume at some point; but that (2) such a campaign not
be accompanied by a parallel push to weaken the ability of the United States to
defend itself and its interests? Because as repeatedly documented, shrinkage in
American military might and security capabilities has been a regular and dangerous
postscript to our nation’s major conflicts over the past century, including the First
and Second World Wars, Vietnam, and the Cold War.”

Their brief and trenchant essays follow, in alphabetical order.



AMERICAN EXPERIMENT QUARTERLY 4 5 WINTER 2001–02

Commission on 
National Security for the
21st Century
John S. Ad a m s

P resident Harry Truman signed into
law the National Security Act of 1947,
which brought our armed forc e s
together under the secre t a ry of defense
and established the National Security
Council to integrate all aspects of our
n a t i o n ’s power. The act served us well
during the decades of the Cold Wa r,
but things have changed, and the ways
we organize military affairs and nation-
al security are badly out of date.

As the attacks of September 11
demonstrated, our national security
system now has to consider a world of
chemical and biological agents, as well
as nuclear weapons and conventional
a rmies, rogue states, and fringe gro u p s
motivated by hate. We ’ re also chal-
lenged to protect the nation’s inform a-
tion networks, on which our banking
systems and public services depend. If
they were disrupted, the economy
could be paralyzed, and life would be
t h reatened. So in 1997, the Congre s s
recognized that it was time to take a
f resh look at U.S. national security
p rocesses and stru c t u res. The next year,
a study was chart e red by the secre t a ry
of defense, and the U.S. Commission
on National Security/21st Century was
launched under the leadership of Sena-
tors Wa rren Rudman and Gary Hart .
The commission was charged with
t h ree tasks: (1) analyze the emerg i n g
i n t e rnational security enviro n m e n t ;
(2) develop a U.S. national security

strategy appropriate to that enviro n-
ment; and (3) assess the various securi-
ty institutions of our country for their
c u rrent relevance to the eff e c t i v e
implementation of that strategy, and
recommend necessary adjustments.

The commission’s three re p o rts out-
lined and discussed major themes and
t rends, and described their implica-
tions for national security. They con-
cluded, and I quote:

• America will become incre a s-
ingly vulnerable to hostile attack on
our homeland, and our military superi-
ority will not entirely protect us.

• Rapid advances in inform a t i o n
and biotechnologies will create new
vulnerabilities for U.S. security.

• New technologies will divide
the world, as well as draw it together.

• The national security of all
advanced states will be incre a s i n g l y
a ffected by the vulnerabilities of the
evolving global economic infrastru c-
t u re .

• E n e rgy supplies will continue to
have major strategic import a n c e .

• All borders will be more poro u s ;
some will bend, and some will bre a k .

• The sovereignty of states will
come under pre s s u re, but will endure as
the main principle of intern a t i o n a l
political org a n i z a t i o n .

• Fragmentation or failure of
states will occur, with destabilizing
e ffects on entire re g i o n s .

• F o reign crises will be re p l e t e
with atrocities, and the deliberate
t e rrorizing of civilian populations.
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• Space will become a critical and
competitive military enviro n m e n t .

• The essence of war will not
c h a n g e .

• U.S. intelligence will face more
challenging adversaries, and even
excellent intelligence will not pre v e n t
all surprises.

• The U.S. will be called upon to
i n t e rvene militarily in a time of uncer-
tain alliances, and with the prospect of
fewer forw a rd-deployed forc e s .

• The emerging security enviro n-
ment in the next twenty-five years will
re q u i re military and other national
c a p a b i l i t i e s .

Their analysis and conclusions—
with which I happen to largely agre e —
paint a sobering and challenging
p i c t u re for all of us. Senator Rudman
said, “It is unlikely that we will contin-
ue to be the blessed country we’ve been
all these years,” re f e rring to the possi-
bility of an attack by a foreign power.
“The threat is asymmetric,” he said,
“and we’re not pre p a red for it.” The
conclusion is clear: the next few
decades will be strikingly diff e rent fro m
those we left behind, but the system in
place to protect America is a jumble of
agencies with gaps and overlapping
jurisdictions based on Cold War think-
ing, instead of a refined national secu-
rity apparatus that could provide much
m o re security with the same or less
i n v e s t m e n t .

In Febru a ry 2001, the commission
issued its third and final re p o rt, which
cites the country ’s vulnerability to ter-
rorist attacks, porous borders, and new

technologies, and recommended the cre-
ation of a National Homeland Security
A g e n c y. The pre s i d e n t ’s appointment of
Pennsylvania Governor Tom Ridge
responds to that recommendation, but it
took the events of September 11 to prod
the White House into action.

The re p o rt recommended sharply
higher spending on scientific re s e a rc h
and education, an overhaul of govern-
ment institutions, and elimination of
duplicate functions and obsolete pro-
grams. It warned that without signifi-
cant re f o rms, American power and
influence cannot be sustained. And it
o ff e red the most far- reaching blueprint
for re f o rming the national security
apparatus since 1947.

If effective and cost-effective national
security is the nation’s goal, then most of
the commission’s re c o m m e n d a t i o n s
make a great deal of sense to me. It’s
e n t i rely possible that following the re c-
ommendations could yield a net decre a s e
in federal outlays because duplications
and inefficiencies of present stru c t u re s
and operations can be reduced. 

Whether re m odeling the nation’s
security apparatus leads to a concentra-
tion of government power over the
long haul depends on how it’s done and
a rrangements worked out between the
federal government and state and local
agencies—all of which have roles to
play in twenty-first-century national
s e c u r i t y.  

John S. Adams is professor and chair,
De p a rtment of Ge o g ra p h y, and professor of
planning and public affairs at the
Hu m p h rey Institute at the Un i versity of
Mi n n e s o t a .
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A Prolonged 
Historical Crisis
Ba r ry Ca s s e l m a n

The war we have just begun is only the
latest battle of a prolonged historical
crisis that began before most of us now
alive were born. 

This crisis was set into motion by
the terrorist act of a Serbian assassin in
1914, and it dissolved the assumptions
that kept the political, military, and
economic forces of the dominant world
o rder of that era, European civilization,
t o g e t h e r. When that war was conclud-
ed, it was followed by another, against
a new form of state terrorism called fas-
cism. Following this war came another,
against the inevitable outcome of state
socialism, totalitarian communism. At
the same time, and as a result of these
p rolonged and violent hostilities, a
worldwide spirit of nationalism
e m e rged in which geographic are a s ,
h i t h e rto patched together by successive
superpowers for their own economic
and military interests, began to sepa-
rate from the old regimes, and to form
many smaller nations based on history,
tribe, religion, and language.

With the creation of so many inde-
pendent states, varying in size and popu-
lation, there have arisen accompanying
institutions such as the United Nations
and world economic org a n i z a t i o n s .
These are fragile, and of limited influ-
ence, because they are based on the
assumptions of mod e rn law, democracy,
and capitalism—principles that only a
minority of the world’s nations observ e .

The rapid expansion of technology
in weaponry, communication, and

t r a n s p o rtation has also enabled indi-
viduals and small groups with a gru d g e ,
t h rough new acts of terro r, to aff e c t
whole nations. (Nor should we forg e t ,
in the face of a current threat fro m
a b road, the extremist and lethal acts of
a few American citizens against their
own country. )

I am confident that the present form
of terrorism, extreme religious funda-
mentalism, will be overc o m e .
(Although early successes by the U.S.-
led campaign in Afghanistan should
not be considered more than initial
s k i rmishes in a long-term war that will
p robably be conducted for years.) But
given that, for the time being, the
United States is the world’s only mili-
t a ry superpower (perhaps to be joined
by China within decades), we need to
look anew at some assumptions under-
lying the role and scope of govern m e n t .

In the Afghan war, we appear to
have learned the lesson that tradition-
al fighting forces and weaponry no
longer apply to contemporary combat.
Our military, employing special forc e s
and “smart” weapons, has adapted.
Twenty years before September 11,
Ronald Reagan took office with a call
for smaller government. Liberal politi-
cians and most of the media re g a rd e d
this as quaint and romantic, but the
principle soon began to take hold with
the public. By the end of Bill Clinton’s
second term, the notion had become
e n t renched in the national political
psyche as the Democrats themselves
p romoted balanced budgets, re d u c i n g
national debt, consolidating govern-
ment, and shrinking some of the
b u re a u c r a c y.
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In the wake of the national emer-
g e n c y, and the concern for security and
m i l i t a ry pre p a redness, a new debate
about the size and role of govern m e n t
has begun in our country. Included in
this discussion are economic policies,
civil rights, and privacy. Some fear a
reversal of the move toward more eff i-
cient government. Others fear intru-
sions on privacy and civil rights. 

F o rt u n a t e l y, President Bush and his
administration so far have understood
that war is not fought under the klieg
lights of a movie set, and that the ru l e s
of engagement are not those of a high
school debate. In order to combat an
enemy who does not abide by “civi-
lized” rules—avoiding the wanton
killing of civilians, forswearing the use
of biological and chemical weapons—
you cannot impose rules on yourself
that will enable, if not guarantee, your
e n e m y ’s victory.

But the overriding revelation about
privacy in America has nothing to do
with warf a re or September 11. T h e
inevitable and irreversible price of modern
technology in all its forms is the loss of pri-
vacy as we have known it in the past. We
simply cannot have computers, the
I n t e rnet, disease control, cable TV,
w i reless phones, and electronic bank-
ing (and all the marvels to come) with-
out losing the old standards of privacy.
In a time of war, particularly when the
t h reat is to all Americans in their
homes, workplaces, or anywhere in
public, the clamor for “pure” privacy is
l u d i c ro u s .

B u reaucracies likewise are not
abstractions. From experience we have

l e a rned that they are often cumber-
some and corrupt. But govern m e n t ,
especially in crisis, is necessary to pro-
tect and serve the public. As we now
need to adapt our perception of priva-
c y, we should adapt government to
what we now need. This does not mean
that citizens and voters should not be
vigilant about their rights, nor that
g o v e rnment has carte blanche to do
whatever it wants. The Constitution
and our political institutions are also
not abstractions. They were created to
enable us to survive current and future
t h reats. We need to use our common
sense, our ingenuity, and our implaca-
ble idealism to go forw a rd with confi-
dence that our tenure with fre e d o m
will continue and pro s p e r.

Ba r ry Casselman is an author and politi-
cal commentator.

Clarifying the Scope of
G o v e rn m e n t
Bryan Dowd

On the door of my office is a quote
f rom Ambrose Bierce that defines a
physician as “one upon whom we set
our hopes when ill and our dogs when
well.” For many people, I am sure it
seems as though government is an
institution on which conservatives set
their hopes in times of war, and their
dogs in times of peace. 

C e rt a i n l y, since September 11, the
political left has been quick to point
out the apparent duplicity in conserv a-
tives’ attitudes toward govern m e n t ’s
w a rtime and peacetime roles. (To be
f a i r, however, the political left, who
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prior to September 11 thought the fed-
eral government could be trusted to
manage our lives from cradle to grave,
now is expressing newfound mistru s t
over an all-powerful government.) A
Wall Street Journ a l a rticle managed to
muddy the waters further by making a
level-playing-field comparison between
the post–September 11 spending appro-
priations and the contentious pre–Sep-
tember 11 debates on government
s p e n d i n g .

Although our attitude toward
physicians may be hypocritical, I
believe that the conservative view of
g o v e rnment is not. Rather than alter-
ing the conservative view of govern-
ment, war tends to clarify it. Most
economists would acknowledge two
a p p ropriate roles of government, con-
sistent with Article 1, Section 8 of the
U.S. Constitution: (1) monetary poli-
c y, and (2) protection of pro p e rty and
c o m m e rce, which includes corre c t i o n
of market failures, when possible.

National defense falls under the
second category and is one of the clas-
sic examples of legitimate govern m e n t
a c t i v i t y. Anti–ballistic missile (ABM)
defense systems, for example, are cited
f requently as the classic case of a pure
public good. My consumption of
defense against missiles in no way
diminishes your consumption of
defense against missiles, and once an
ABM system is in place, I cannot be
excluded from enjoying the benefits of
the system (unless I’m deport e d ) .
Those two characteristics of ABM sys-
tems make private markets an unsuit-
able method for determining the
e fficient price and quantity of ABM

systems. What is true of incoming mis-
siles also is true of incoming immi-
grants, if their intention is to hijack
airliners and crash them into buildings,
s p read disease, or perf o rm other acts of
war against U.S. citizens. 

Another classic case of market fail-
u re relevant to the post–September 11
world is inoculation against communi-
cable disease. Economists refer to this
p roblem as “externalities” or “spill-
overs.” Your vaccination against small-
pox reduces not only the pro b a b i l i t y
that you will contract the disease, but
also the probability that I will contract
it. Knowing that, I may attempt to
“ f ree ride” on others’ willingness to be
vaccinated, but fail to account for the
beneficial effect of my vaccination on
others. The result is a level of total vac-
cinations that is privately optimal, but
myopic, and thus socially suboptimal.
The textbook remedy for this situation
is a government subsidy of the price of
vaccinations to raise consumption to
the socially optimal level. 

Much of the post–September 11
increase in government spending
appears to be a rational response to
revealed flaws in legitimate govern m e n t
functions. If our ABM system was
shown to be fatally flawed, a natural
reaction would be to determine whether
the benefits of fixing it are worth the
cost, and if so, to fix it. Now that our
anti-homicidal-maniac-immigrant poli-
cy has been shown to be fatally flawed, a
natural reaction is to determine whether
the benefits of fixing it are worth the
cost, and if so, to fix it. The same is tru e
of our capacity to combat communica-
ble disease, and to protect our air, water,
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and food supplies. These developments
are not mysterious, nor should they
p rovide a defense for govern m e n t
i n t rusion into areas where govern-
ments should not go. What is called for
is careful analysis, rather than inaccu-
rate generalizations, either by the polit-
ical left or by journalists. 

C a reful analysis may cast some
spending in an unfavorable light. For
example, I am not sure that the airline
bailout is a good idea. We have award-
ed the airlines billions of dollars for
failing to secure the safety of their
cockpits and passenger compart m e n t s ,
which I believe would have cost, at
most, eleven dollars per passenger for a
one-way flight. How much more
should we pay them when we find that
they also have failed to secure the safe-
ty of their baggage compart m e n t s ?
What kind of incentives are we try i n g
to cre a t e ?

The economic theory of the role of
government does not change with the
same frequency that the public’s view, or
even the govern m e n t ’s view, of the ro l e
of government changes. However, the
s p e c i f i c list of legitimate government activ-
ities can change dramatically with
events like those of September 11. 

I do not believe that we are witness-
ing p r i m a r i l y a temporary expansion of
g o v e rnment powers into otherwise ille-
gitimate areas, although war would jus-
tify such an expansion tod a y, as it has
in the past. Conservatives should con-
tinue to “set their dogs” on any such
expansion that is not accompanied by
c a reful reasoning and limited bound-
aries. Rather, I believe we are witness-
ing p r i m a r i l y a prolonged expansion of

legitimate government functions that
fall well within the scope of what citi-
zens have a right to expect from gov-
e rnment, and to which all citizens have
a responsibility to contribute.

Bryan Dowd is professor and director of
g raduate studies in the Division of He a l t h
Se rvices Re s e a rch and Policy at the Un i ve r-
sity of Mi n n e s o t a .

Resisting Expansion Now 
Is Easier than Reducing
G o v e rnment Later
Pete du Po n t

The war against terrorism has changed
American public policy. Gone is the
idea that America is to blame for every
global injustice, that America can
never defend its interests because it
might offend others. Gone too are such
ideological struggles as ending the
death penalty, gun control, and signing
on to the international criminal court .
The flat tax (or major tax re f o rm) and
supplementing Social Security with
market accounts are also likely casual-
ties of the war economy.

On the other hand, intern a t i o n a l
trade, increasing America’s domestic
e n e rgy supplies, missile defense, and a
s t rengthened military and CIA are
back as favored policies. 

But back too is what has accompa-
nied every war in American history :
war socialism—more expansive and
m o re expensive government. Deficits
a re all right again, and so are invading
the Social Security surplus, govern-
ment regulation of business, and mas-
sive increases in government spending.

After the War Is Won
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When a country must go to war,
t h e re is a natural tendency to incre a s e
the size and reach of government to
fight it, both on the battlefield and at
home. Nothing wrong with that, for it
is essential to the winning of the war.

But when the existence of war is
used as an excuse to expand govern-
ment where it need not go, and to
expand it in permanent ways rather
than just for the duration of the war,
t h e re is a lot wrong with that.

So how do we ensure one without
the other, necessary wartime spending
but not permanently larger govern-
ment? One thing we do know is that
resisting the expansion of govern m e n t
now is easier than reducing the size of
g o v e rnment later. That is a truth for all
times, but in times of war it is an
i m p e r a t i v e .

Since September 11, the Congress
has approved more money for the mili-
t a ry, for domestic security, for families of
victims of the September 11 attacks, for
airlines relief. It has also federalized the
screening of passengers and luggage at
a i r p o rts, creating something like 28,000
new federal government employees.
Bailouts for other industries are working
their way through the Congre s s .

So how do we limit the widening
scope of government? Americans
should insist that their elected and
appointed officials do three things now
for a better postwar world:

1. Be skeptical of a l l i n c reased spend-
i n g . Even though Congress appro v e d
$40 billion in increased spending in
the wake of September 11, there are
those who insist on more. The time
may come when more is needed, but

we should, as the president says, see
how it goes before we appro p r i a t e
m o re .

2. B e w a re of those who would take
advantage of the crisis to smuggle pet
spending projects or new government pro-
grams into law. A project that shouldn’t
be approved in peacetime is not any
m o re deserving in wart i m e .

We have seen a host of proposals for
p rojects only tenuously linked to the
w a r. Democrats propose the equivalent
of dropping $20 bills from helicopters—
$300 this time to people who paid no
income taxes last year. Republicans
want to nearly double the size of farm
subsidies in the name of “food security. ”
Both are bad ideas, but the farm subsidy
idea may be the most damaging, for
once farm subsidy programs are enacted,
they are never re p e a l e d .

3. Resist perm a n e n c y. Milton Fried-
man said, “Nothing is as permanent as
a temporary government pro g r a m . ”
Friedman was right—as usual—for it
appears that the “temporary” federaliz-
ing of airport security employees is
s t ru c t u red in such a way that it will
become permanent. Any law or execu-
tive action creating a program or
agency to prosecute the war and
a n t i t e rrorism eff o rt should include a
p rovision making it temporary and
defining the conditions under which it
will be terminated. If nothing else, that
p rovision offers a rationale for mount-
ing an abolition eff o rt if one is needed.

The attacks of September 11 and
the U.S. response had a strong impact
on Americans. We want to do whatev-
er is necessary to punish the terro r i s t s
and to protect our liberties. At the
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same time, it is vitally important to the
f u t u re prosperity of the nation that
these crises not create perm a n e n t
g rowth in the size of government and
g o v e rnment spending. 

Pete du Pont, a former gove rnor of
De l a w a re, writes a weekly column for the
Wall St reet Jo u r n a l editorial page Web site.

M e a s u re Government by
Function, Not Money
James A. Dueholm

Citing, among other things, the New
York aid package and the airlines
bailout enacted in the wake of the Sep-
tember 11 attacks, the Wall Street Jour-
n a l a s s e rts that the attacks turned “a
two-decade trend toward less govern-
ment into a headlong rush for more.” If
this is true, what needs to be done to
a s s u re that the small-government drive
resumes at some point without weak-
ening our ability to protect the United
States and its intere s t s ?

The claim that the September 11
attacks spawned a headlong rush for
m o re government is based on a false
p remise. To a conservative, the size of
the federal government should be mea-
s u red not by money but by function.
As a percentage of gross domestic prod-
uct, the federal government was no
doubt “bigger” at the end of Wo r l d
War II than at any time before or since,
but, wartime expenditures aside, the
g o v e rnment was demonstrably smaller
in 1945 than it is now. The federal
g o v e rnment then had little involve-
ment in education, housing, pollution
c o n t rol, environmental protection or

regulation, or health care or general
w e l f a re, and there were no federal laws
or bureaucracies protecting racial or
ethnic gro u p s .

The federal action cited by the J o u r-
n a l reflects an appropriate exerc i s e ,
rather than an enlargement, of federal
p o w e r. The federal government s h o u l d
p rotect the security of our transport a-
tion system. It s h o u l d have surv e i l l a n c e
powers adequate to shield its citizens
f rom enemies foreign and domestic. It
s h o u l d spend money to compensate the
victims of a foreign attack. (As Lincoln
said in his Second Inaugural, it is
a p p ropriate for the federal govern m e n t
in the aftermath of war “to bind up the
n a t i o n ’s wounds” and to “care for him
who shall have borne the battle, and
for his widow, and his orphan.”) Thus
the government action to date, and the
public support for it, suggest little
beyond a recognition that defense,
s e c u r i t y, intelligence, and the conduct
and consequences of war are legitimate
federal functions.

If, however, the response of electors
and elected to the attacks does reflect a
general willingness to expand govern-
ment, there is reason to believe that
the recent pre f e rence for smaller gov-
e rnment will re e m e rge. 

A New York Times/CBS News poll
re p o rted in the November 3 New Yo r k
Ti m e s finds that, even now, a majority
of Americans favor “a smaller govern-
ment providing fewer services.” As the
n a t i o n ’s and the economy’s wounds are
bound up and the war on terro r i s m
becomes a chronic condition rather
than a crisis response, this majority is
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likely to gro w. The recent aversion of
the public to deficit spending is just
below the surface, and the re l a t i v e l y
insignificant cost of the war on terro r-
ism as time goes on will make it hard to
use it as a justification for continued
deficit spending.

The September 11 attacks may cre-
ate a political climate that will favor
Republicans and smaller govern m e n t .
Defense and security issues play to
Republican strengths, potentially nar-
rowing gender, racial, and ethnic gaps
and reducing the need for Republicans
to support expansive education and
other domestic policies favored by
“soccer moms,” labor, and other pro-
g o v e rnment constituencies. 

The public’s commitment to smaller
g o v e rnment should not weaken its
resolve to fight the war on terro r i s m
even if that war is protracted and the
t h reat at times uncertain. The public
s u p p o rted the Cold War for fort y - f i v e
years, and waged two hot wars in the
course of it. In the aftermath of the
Cold Wa r, the public has continued to
s u p p o rt an internationalist foreign and
defense policy, including the mainte-
nance of troops in the Balkans and
K o rea and the use of force in Kosovo,
even when the national interest has
not been apparent. Unlike the stale-
mate of the Cold War and the
post–Cold War ambiguities, intern a-
tional terrorism threatens Americans
p e r s o n a l l y, and the cost of the war on
t e rrorism will be, in relative terms, a
fraction of the cost of the Cold Wa r.
Under the circumstances, there is no
reason to believe that the public’s com-

mitment to strong defense and security
m e a s u res will flag or fail.

James A. Dueholm is a partner in the
Minneapolis office of Fa e g re & Be n s o n .

“ We the People” Are the
G o v e rn m e n t
Mike Er l a n d s o n

Te rrorism is the paramount focus of our
g o v e rnment tod a y. A society that is
not secure cannot long exist. A funda-
mental role of the federal govern m e n t
is to provide for the safety and security
of the American people. Should we be
c o n c e rned about the federal govern-
ment becoming too strong or too larg e ?
S u re, but there is no need for alarm. As
a pro g ressive, I don’t initially re s p o n d
to increased federal activity, when it is
w a rranted, with suspicion.

But one check on the perm a n e n t
expansion in the scope of the federal
g o v e rnment is the reality that this con-
flict is not just for the federal govern-
ment to fight. Alre a d y, local and state
g o v e rnments have taken on duties far
b roader than those they handled dur-
ing World War II and the Cold Wa r.
On September 11 and the days follow-
ing, the most visible elected off i c i a l
responding to the crisis was a local
mayor—Rudolph Giuliani—and the
most visible government personnel
w e re local firefighters, police, and
E M Ts. Although the state Air Nation-
al Guard patrolled the skies and the
a i rcraft carrier USS G e o rge Wa s h i n g t o n
a n c h o red in the harbor, local govern-
ment essentially handled the re s p o n s e .
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Local and state public health and
safety officials are shouldering most of
the burden for combating the new re a l-
ity of anthrax and other potential bio-
logical and chemical threats to the
c i t i z e n ry. Perhaps some of the concern s
about federal government growth must
also be directed to state and local gov-
e rn m e n t ?

I must take issue with one of the
assumptions of this symposium, that
federal action outside the realm of
national defense is—ipso facto—sus-
pect, re g rettable, or worse. Although
some conservatives may consider the
interstate highway system, the Ve t e r-
ans Administration, the GI Bill, and
other programs to have been unwisely
“ c reated under the guise of national
s e c u r i t y,” my practical answer to those
c o n c e rns is: so what? The vast majority
of Americans supported the GI Bill,
which transformed the United States
into a nation with a broad, educated
middle class that created an economy
envied around the world. The inter-
state freeway system and the Ve t e r a n s
Administration are overw h e l m i n g l y
popular and useful, and are of gre a t
benefit to Americans.

If it is a concern that the federal
g o v e rnment will overreach during this
conflict, then one simple check on this
g rowth is for Congress to enact legisla-
tion with defined parameters, account-
ability measures, and sunset language. 

Liberals a n d c o n s e rvatives have
always fought hard against unconstitu-
tional government encroachment on
individual rights, even when war is the
given rationale, and they continue to
do so. The considerable increase in fed-

eral law enforcement power of the past
few months raises some real concern s .
M i l i t a ry tribunals for fore i g n e r s
accused of crimes, detention without
c h a rges, and expanded electro n i c
e a v e s d ropping are continuously debat-
ed in the halls of Congress and in our
g re a t f re e p re s s .

T h e re is an inherent tension
between security and privacy in a liber-
al democratic state. Under the
Leviathan state about which Thomas
Hobbes theorized during the English
civil war, the state was made all-power-
ful, but the citizenry was secure. Amer-
icans will never favor such a
g o v e rnment. Americans tolerate more
violence in our society than do other
postindustrial democracies: a little
m o re danger seems to be the cost of
m o re freedom. Furt h e rm o re, American
c o u rts have shown a remarkable ability
during previous wars to expand the
power of the federal government with-
out totally trampling the Bill of
Rights—although the arrests of antiwar
activists during World War I and the
i n t e rnment of Japanese Americans dur-
ing World War II were clearly uncon-
stitutional mistakes tolerated by the
c o u rts. Similarly, the federal, rather
than national, form of government set
out in our Constitution provides a
s t rong historical and philosophical
counterbalance to an overe x t e n d e d
federal govern m e n t .

The guarantee that our federal gov-
e rnment will “scale back” after a war is
simply that in a democracy, the will of
the people is always realized. When the
fight against terrorism is won, the ro l e
of the federal government will change
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as the people demand. Just as we saw
the post–Cold War changes in the ro l e
of the military and intelligence org a n i-
zations (including the FBI), we will see
their place in the overall federal dire c-
tion change again in the future .

We Americans are optimistic
enough to have an open exchange on
this topic. In places inundated with
t e rrorism and conflict—such as Israel
and Afghanistan—a discussion of scal-
ing back government during such times
would be an impossible luxury.

Mike Erlandson is chair of the Mi n n e s o t a
DFL Pa rt y.

Goals That Unify 
the Nation
Patrick Ga r ry

Wo rrying about the growth of govern-
ment during a national defense crisis is
like worrying about the plumber track-
ing in a little mud when he comes to
fix the backed-up sewer: some things
c a n ’t be helped.

Just as the government had to act
(and act quickly) during the Gre a t
D e p ression and after the attack on
Pearl Harbor, so too must it act now.
And Republicans who oppose anti-
t e rrorism programs because they fear
the growth of government are making
the same mistake that their pre d e c e s-
sors made seventy years ago—a mistake
that, in domestic affairs, shoved their
p a rty and the conservative movement
o ff to the political sidelines for nearly
half a century.

A belief in limited government does
not translate into automatic opposition

to all government action. More o v e r, in
the wake of September 11, much of the
federal govern m e n t ’s increased activity
will be an exercise of the duty that the
framers specifically imposed on it—to
p rovide for the common defense.

In the debate over limited govern-
ment, an important distinction must be
o b s e rved. Although the quantitative
size of government is important, even
m o re so is the qualitative role it plays.

F reedom is not threatened simply
by an increase in the government bud-
get; it is threatened when govern m e n t
takes over functions that were form e r l y
p e rf o rmed through the free interac-
tions of civil society. The Clinton
health care proposal was a massive
t h reat because it sought to federalize a
huge part of American life. The bud-
g e t a ry numbers involved in the pro p o s-
al were irrelevant compared to the fact
that one-sixth of the economy was
going to be taken away from the re a l m
of private decision making and trans-
f e rred to the dictates of Wa s h i n g t o n
b u re a u c r a t s .

One of the tests of whether govern-
ment has exceeded its proper but limit-
ed sphere is whether it will crowd out
activities that would otherwise be per-
f o rmed (or have otherwise been per-
f o rmed) by the private sector. Another
test is whether government constitutes
the only agent capable of meeting the
vital need that its actions seek to
a d d re s s .

The present domestic security
actions of the government pass both
these tests; but, of course, to sanction
and even welcome this govern m e n t
action is not to ignore all the ripple
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e ffects it may later cause. There is a
legitimate concern that all this
activism will lead, down the road, to an
i m p roper and overreaching expansion
of govern m e n t .

One way to act on this concern is to
re t u rn to an issue that has been larg e l y
f o rgotten this past decade—the bal-
anced budget amendment. The surge of
new government spending initiatives
p rompted by the September 11 attack
should be coupled with the re i n t rod u c-
tion in Congress of a balanced budget
amendment to the U.S. Constitution.
Such an amendment would help set a
natural brake on the overall growth of
g o v e rnment, and would force lawmak-
ers to better prioritize among govern-
ment programs. And it is an
amendment whose political time may
have come. During the 1980s, its most
vehement opponents were Democrats,
but given all their preaching about bal-
anced budgets and national debt dur-
ing the 2000 election, they may no
longer be able to conduct such a vigor-
ous opposition.

P e rhaps the current crisis offers a
r a re opportunity for America—the
o p p o rtunity to refocus the role and
purpose of government, which has of
late drifted increasingly toward a
nanny state; and to concentrate gov-
e rnment activism on a few goals that
unify the nation, rather than on a mul-
titude of divisive ones.

T h a t ’s the nature of real crises: they
tend to concentrate attention on what
is most important. They tend to show
the value of unity and purpose. Perh a p s
the present crisis can help America

refocus after a decade of diversion and
d e c e p t i o n .

Patrick Ga r ry is the author of A Nation of
Ad ve r s a r i e s .

Speaking Our Convictions
Ha rold E. Ha m i l t o n

Te rrorism didn’t start on September 11,
and it will be with us for a long time. It’s
a matter of getting it under reasonable
c o n t rol. Let’s hope we can do it soon.

The question as to what must be
done now “so the federal govern m e n t
responsibly scales back its reach after
the war is won” has to do more with
the govern m e n t ’s nature than with its
size. In fact, part of the public discus-
sion at this moment is not only why so
many people in the Middle East hate
America, but why so many people in
this country hate what America stands
f o r. We’ve heard various Americans
echo the theme: we deserved this
tragedy because of our culture, lifestyle,
success, history, polluting, and failure
to provide more help to the poor peo-
ple throughout the world.

This view was echoed in a Septem-
ber 16 editorial by Robert G. Kaiser in
the Washington Post: “ We are the lead-
ing world power but we rarely lead the
world.” Other comments in various
editorials, interviews, and speeches
have given voice to those who hate
this country enough to want to signifi-
cantly change or replace our govern-
ment and way of life. Equally serious
a re the attacks on our free enterprise
system in our schools by teachers and
p rofessors. In fact, many would like to
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eliminate America as we know it and
replace it with a socialist system.
Thomas Palmer of the Cato Institute
pointed out (in the institute’s monthly
audio magazine for October 2001) that
many intellectuals despise—among
other things—free markets, limited
g o v e rnment, individualism, and tech-
n o l o g y. Most of us in the private sector
realize what free markets do for us.
Competition keeps us efficient so we
can compete in the global marketplace.
Limited government allows us to make
decisions that make sense instead of
some bureaucrat dictating the ridicu-
lous. Individualism is a cornerstone of
our culture passed down through the
centuries and gives each of us the
respect we deserve. If we didn’t have
t e c h n o l o g y, most of us would be on the
f a rm perf o rming backbreaking labor to
raise enough food to eat. 

Thomas Palmer went on to identify
four of the core tenets of our system
w o rth fighting to defend:

• equality before the law,

• wealth to be acquired by prod u c t i v-
ity rather than forc e ,

• religious freedom or toleration, and

• rule of law.

To many of us these are so obvious that
we don’t think in terms of defending
them, but we must. Equality before the
law must remain strong in our sys-
t e m — d i ff e rent people should not be
t reated diff e re n t l y. We deserve the
p roducts of our own eff o rts and ability.
We should be able to keep what we
labor for without having it stolen by an
individual, company, or govern m e n t .

Religious freedom is our right. We
should be free to follow any religion we
choose or no religion at all. The rule of
law is one of our strongest pro t e c t i o n s
against the tyrant. We must have fre e
speech and know we won’t be arre s t e d
for expressing our opinion or coerc e d
when our opinions differ from those of
the majority.

What can w e do to counteract the
people among us who would abandon
our system and enslave us? We must
actively participate in the govern a n c e
of our nation. We must speak out on
our beliefs and convictions. Thro u g h
the media, in conversations, thro u g h
social and political affiliations, we hear
objections raised to the American way
of life. It is our duty as American citi-
zens to raise our voices, to defend
d e m o c r a c y, free enterprise, and the
ability to expand our horizons—as
individuals and technologically. We
must write letters to our elected re p re-
sentatives at every level and to the
media. We must support and work for
the election of political candidates
who believe in a truly free America
w h e re all are free to strive and succeed.
Fighting the friends of terrorism here
in our homeland is up to us.

Ha rold E. Hamilton is president of Mi c ro
C o n t rol Company in Mi n n e a p o l i s .

The Genius of Pragmatism
John C. Ho t t i n g e r

September 11. A national security dis-
aster and collinear economic crisis
beget rapid expansion of the federal
g o v e rnment by an administration only
a conservative could otherwise have
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loved. Only those untouched by the
hand of practical reality would find this
response surprising. The events have
muted the ritualistic mantra of ever
smaller government. Small govern-
ment is the luxury of the privileged and
the powerful, the complacent, the
c o m f o rtable, and the ideologically
rigid. The concept attracts adhere n t s
during times of peace and plenty, and is
d e s e rted quickly when community
i n t e rests and public needs become larg-
er goals. At times like these, the ideol-
ogy of individual indiff e rence to the
common good loses any connection to
popular thought. The question is not
how to re t u rn to that indiff e rence, but
why should we?

Those locked in the embrace of the
rigid right and inflexible left need peri-
odic reminders that the American pub-
l i c ’s primary political philosophy—and
its genius—is pragmatism. When the
rhetoric of the true believers becomes
too righteous, rigid, or ridiculous, the
public rejects it. Ord i n a ry citizens
embrace neither big government nor
small government. They just want
enough government: enough to pro-
vide security, necessary public serv i c e s ,
and restraint on commercial abuse.
They understand that the private sec-
tor has little direct incentive to deal
with items of public principle, commu-
nity benefit, or civic pre p a re d n e s s .
They understand that a small-govern-
ment philosophy grounded in the unre-
stricted supremacy of private pro f i t
seeking over public principles handi-
caps the enhancement of public good s
and provides the most benefits to those

who have personal advantages in a
c o m m e rce-priority society. They also
understand that a big-government phi-
losophy tied to the concept that major-
ity thought should always prevail over
individual choices is the antithesis of
our heritage of individual indepen-
dence and freedom. The public wants
g o v e rnment of a size sufficient to re a c h
our common goals. 

September 11 has changed the
world. The public learned that nation-
al pre p a redness is not solely a function
of military might and security capabili-
ties. A few fanatics with box cutters did
unimagined damage to our national
self-confidence and economy. It
appears that national pre p a redness in
our much-trumpeted global economy
also means attending to our intern a-
tional policies in a context of how oth-
ers view us. As we have driven toward
a private global economy that advances
our economy in good times, we have
also created a global interd e p e n d e n c e
that exposes broad populations to the
impact of negative events or selfish
goals. As we crave the opportunities of
a global economy, we have to also
accept the responsibilities of that glob-
al interdependence. 

The public also learned that com-
p rehensive national pre p a redness is a
function of domestic infrastru c t u re. We
w e re reminded that in times of crisis
we need to be able to rely on others—
including government. Ideology-driven
e ff o rts to reduce the size and cost of
g o v e rnment have not only affected our
m i l i t a ry investments, but have also
meant cutting corners on public health
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systems and municipal re s p o n s i v e n e s s .
The expansion of government follow-
ing September 11 includes much
re c o n s t ruction work to re s t o re or
s t rengthen the public infrastru c t u re we
silently abandoned on the journey to
small government. 

The wisdom of a re t u rn to the
s m a l l - g o v e rnment campaign has to be
judged by our new knowledge in a vast-
ly diff e rent world. Our leaders, haunted
by the rhetoric of the small-govern-
ment/antitax movement, seem afraid
to ask our citizens to make the person-
al sacrifices necessary to maximize our
responsiveness. In this war, victory will
come when we broaden support for our
ideals of justice, freedom, democracy,
and individual opportunity in a world
w h e re the enemy has convinced many
that our only ideals are financial acqui-
sition and religious righteousness. 

We are in a war in which no dra-
matic day of victory is likely to elimi-
nate the threat of terrorism. When will
the risks be reduced so that we are in a
position to again grow lax in our public
health infrastru c t u re? When will we
have the luxury of recklessly shre d d i n g
public education with divisive experi-
ments in privatizing knowledge? When
will we again be able to sacrifice human
re s o u rces and opportunities by failing to
develop the skills of people limited by
b a rriers of povert y, physical capacities,
or prejudice? 

The American public, with its prag-
matic attraction to realistic solutions,
w o n ’t receive favorably an ideological
fixation on small government if that
fixation ignores our changed world.

Absolutist ideology has a hard time
when it runs up against practical re a l i t y.

Senator John C. Ho t t i n g e r, a DFLer fro m
Ma n k a t o, is assistant majority leader in
the Minnesota Se n a t e .

What Can—and Should—
Be Smaller
George Karvel & Thomas Ha m i l t o n

Once the war on terrorism is won, it
may not be possible for the United
States to maintain its commitment to
homeland security and prevent new
t h reats from arising if those actions cur-
rently causing the size of government to
i n c rease (homeland security, airport
s e c u r i t y, seaport security, ABM–“Star
Wars” defense systems, Postal Serv i c e
p rotection systems, Internet security)
a re retracted. This is a mutually exclu-
sive choice: keep spending on all levels
in all programs, and, there f o re, keep
g o v e rnment large; or choose pro g r a m s
that are necessary to maintain home-
land security, economic vitality, and
domestic tranquility for all citizens,
which will allow other government pro-
grams to shrink, but, at the same time,
will require sacrifices from the majority
of citizens whose personal interests and
entitlements would have to be re d u c e d
or eliminated. 

What needs to be done to assure
that government becomes smaller
depends on what can, and should,
become smaller.

A c c o rding to the Internal Revenue
S e rvice booklet explaining how to fill
out IRS form 1040 for tax year 2000,
the federal government had income of
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$1,827 billion and outlays of $1,703
billion. Of the outlays, over thre e - f i f t h s
(61 percent) was spent on Social Secu-
r i t y, Medicare, re t i rement, social pro-
grams, and physical, human, and
community development. Appro x i-
mately one-fifth (19 percent) was
spent on paying down the national
debt and interest payments on that
debt. The remaining one-fifth (20 per-
cent) was for law enforcement, general
g o v e rnment, national defense, veter-
ans’ affairs, and foreign affairs. In other
w o rds, we were doing quite a good job
of providing internal, cultural tranquil-
ity by governing in a decisive, discrim-
i n a t o ry manner through appro p r i a t i o n
of private goods and transfer payments
(social programs) that make many
Americans feel good about life in the
USA. Yet those items that all Ameri-
cans consume equally and without dis-
crimination as pure public goods, such
as national defense, interstate com-
m e rce, and law enforcement, make up
a relatively small pro p o rtion of all
e x p e n d i t u re s .

Looking at the income side of the
equation, we see yet another story.
A c c o rding to an October 12, 2000,
re p o rt issued by Daniel F. Skelly, dire c-
tor of the IRS Statistics of Income
Division, personal income (48 perc e n t )
and corporate income (10 perc e n t )
taxes constituted approximately 58
p e rcent of the $1,827 billion in re v-
enue. Social Security, Medicare, unem-
ployment, and re t i rement taxes secure d
another 34 percent of the re v e n u e
s t ream. The remaining 8 percent came
f rom estate, gift, excise, and miscella-
neous taxes. 

What seems interesting is that of
the personal income tax revenue of
$877 billion (48 percent of the $1,827
billion total), the top 50 percent of
taxpayers paid over 95.8 percent, and
the top 10 percent of taxpayers paid
over 65.5 percent. Conversely, 90 per-
cent of individual taxpayers con-
tributed $447 billion (only 24.5
p e rcent of revenues). A minority,
including all corporations plus one in
ten personal income tax filers, con-
tributed about $757 billion (about 41
p e rcent of revenues). Social Security,
re t i rement, unemployment, and
M e d i c a re basically paid for themselves
(about $620 billion). A tiny minority
of Americans fund—for the benefit of
a large majority of Americans—all
other social welfare and income re d i s-
tribution programs; physical, human,
and community development; and
national debt accounts.

This information can assist us in
answering the question of what can and
should become smaller. It would appear
that, in an entrenched, representative
democracy that is held hostage by spe-
cial interests and other political groups
that continually promise various bene-
fits and entitlements to the majority,
nothing will be done for fear of upset-
ting the cart—the same cart that
ensures political longevity and social
complacency. The result is that the
majority will continue to elect those
o fficials who re p resent and act upon the
majority’s interests and concerns. Also,
since the majority of Americans are net
recipients of services, and, assuming
that this situation will continue after
the war on terrorism is won, those in the
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majority who demand comfort, guid-
ance, and personal financial security
from Big Brother will continue to
demand big-government solutions:
benefits, entitlements, and financial
w i n d f a l l s .

Our nation’s ability to reduce the
size of government may have been lost
f o re v e r. All that remains is to keep
g o v e rnment as small as possible and to
p re s e rve and maximize personal libert y
and freedom. But, as Gibbon warned in
describing the decay and collapse of
the Greek city of Athens, “In the end,
m o re than they wanted freedom, they
wanted security. They wanted a com-
f o rtable life. And in their quest for it
a l l — s e c u r i t y, comfort, and fre e d o m —
they lost it all. When the Athenians
wanted finally not to give to society,
but for society to give to them, when
the freedom they wished for most was
the freedom from re s p o n s i b i l i t y, then
Athens ceased to be fre e . ”

George Karvel and Thomas Hamilton are
faculty members in real estate at the
Un i versity of St. Thomas, where Karve l
holds the Distinguished Chair in Re a l
Es t a t e .

S t rength and Focus
Ma ry Kiffmeye r

In an uncertain and dangerous world, it
makes sense for the United States to
have a strong military at all times, not
just temporarily. Yet it is difficult to
convey the benefit of a large military
for deterrence purposes during re l a t i v e-
ly peaceful times, and some elected
o fficials advocate scaling back during

less threatening periods. This pre s e n t s
an opening for big-spending liberals—
an opportunity of which they never fail
to take advantage. 

Invariably, the federal budget
remains large even when the military is
scaled back, with social program budgets
backfilling the gaps left by the re c e d i n g
defense budget. The trouble is, when a
national threat emerges, the rest of the
budget is not scaled back to make way
for increased military spending. The
federal budget simply incre a s e s .

This process repeats itself, with
social program spending filling the gaps
vacated by reduced military spending.
Over time, we have a sort of hop-
scotching effect with an upwardly spi-
raling budget.

Ending this cycle is a difficult chal-
lenge, because conservatives are as
much to blame as liberals.  

S u re, the liberals are re a d y, with
their expensive social programs in
hand, to commandeer every budget
dollar they can, but the conserv a t i v e s
allow them to do it. In their zeal to cut
budgets, conservatives too often look
to the military. This is easy for conser-
vatives, who are viewed as “hawks”—
their commitment to the military is
not questioned, and their calls for cuts
a re deemed prudent by opinion leaders.
Not surprisingly, liberal “doves” re a d i l y
go along with military cuts.

Equally challenging, but far more
effective, would be for conservatives to
seek cuts in social spending to accom-
m odate increased military spending. Ye t
conservatives shy away from suggesting
social spending cuts for fear of being
characterized as cold and uncaring.
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P e rhaps it would make strategic
sense for conservatives to aim for
maintaining a relatively high state of
m i l i t a ry readiness at all times, their
inclination to cut during peacetime
notwithstanding, thereby not cre a t i n g
openings for liberals to inject social
s p e n d i n g .

M o re o v e r, this strategy would make
sense for practical defense purposes.
Having a strong military at all times
s u rely would provide an ongoing deter-
rence benefit for our country, and
might even prevent the need for occa-
sional buildups. Also, national defense
is a function that just about every o n e
a g rees is a core function of the federal
g o v e rnment and would be easily justi-
fied to the public.

Still, an argument needs to be made
for focusing federal re s o u rces on core
functions, and conservatives have not
done this well. Without focus on core
functions, the national govern m e n t
generally tends to experience “mission
c reep” and to federalize functions that
should be left under local contro l .

M o re specifically, the military also
should re t u rn to focusing on its core
f u n c t i o n s .

It is difficult to argue against federal
g o v e rnment delivery of social pro g r a m s
or to argue for federal govern m e n t
involvement only in core functions
when the military itself is involved in
n o n c o re social-service functions. Ye t
this is exactly the situation now.

The military has, since World Wa r
II, moved into providing social serv i c e s
for its personnel, their families, and
other related groups. Even in times of
peace, the Defense Department should

focus on being a sleek, efficient mili-
t a ry operation and refrain from delving
into social service functions.

In short, budget restraint would be
realized more easily if the federal gov-
e rnment would focus on its core func-
tion of providing national defense, and
if the armed forces would focus on
specifically military functions.

In the aftermath of September 11,
Americans once again have seen the
need for a strong military. Perhaps with
our new international threats being so
widely dispersed and potentially diff i-
cult to target, it will be easier for con-
s e rvatives to argue for a tru l y
c o n s e rvative federal government: a
focus on core functions, a consistently
s t rong military, and a well-focused
national defense.

Ma ry Kiffmeye r, a Republican from Bi g
Lake Township, is Mi n n e s o t a’s secre t a ry of
s t a t e .

The Persistence of 
B u re a u c r a c i e s
John Kline

Government actions since the attacks
on September 11 have confirmed the
premise of this exercise; Washington is
building up for the war against terror-
ism. There is no doubt that our national
security is at stake, or that we need the
government to fight this war. Beyond
those givens, there are many avenues
open for exploration in deciding how
we build up and how we scale back. 

Looking at those many avenues, I
believe the only real hope of re s p o n s i-
bly scaling back the size and reach of
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the federal government is to exerc i s e
g reat caution as we increase its size and
reach. Our history shows that once a
federal agency or department is cre a t-
ed, it never goes away. A bure a u c r a c y
always fights not only for its surv i v a l ,
but also for its growth. A bigger share
of the budget and more power are its
inevitable goals. 

P revious eff o rts to “reinvent gov-
e rnment” or to significantly reduce the
size of the civilian workforce in the
federal bureaucracy have proven to be
e x e rcises in futility. Even when they
a re initiated by (or ord e red by) very
serious cabinet secretaries, they sputter
and die. When Dick Cheney was the
s e c re t a ry of defense, he was adamant
about reducing the size of OSD, the
O ffice of the Secre t a ry of Defense. This
b u re a u c r a c y, inhabiting much of the 
E Ring in the Pentagon and other
prime Washington real estate, is much
l a rger than the name would imply. 

Cheney ordered an across-the-board
reduction to eliminate the fat. The 10
p e rcent reduction was to be made over
a three-year period. After a somewhat
successful first year (reduction by attri-
tion), it got real hard. The re d u c t i o n s
continued, but the intent was circ u m-
vented in many clever ways (the most
common being to replace a govern m e n t
employee with a private contractor).
As difficult as it was to “scale back”
a c ross the board, it was appare n t l y
impossible to actually eliminate an
o ffice or agency or department. It was
just too hard to set priorities and abol-
ish offices that were less important to
our nation’s defense than others.
B u reaucracies simply outlast political

appointees. The bureaucrats are there
long after the secre t a ry has departed to
write his or her memoirs.

E a rnest eff o rts to eliminate the
D e p a rtments of Energy and Education
and Commerce have all failed. Similar
attempts to abolish the National
Endowments for the Arts and the
Humanities and any number of other
“ p rograms” have died.

I n e v i t a b l y, when we have re d u c e d
the size of the federal government, we
have done so by shrinking the end
s t rength of the active-duty arm e d
f o rces. I expect that will occur again,
with all of the painful effects both on
our national security and on the lives
of those in uniform .

If we are concerned at the pro s p e c t
of a federal government growing in size
and power, and I expect we should be,
we must take corrective action early.
Beyond increasing the size of the
a rmed forces (which we m u s t d o ) ,
when given a choice, we should use the
private sector to enhance our security.
W h e re that is not possible, we should
rely on state and local govern m e n t s .
When the need is beyond the reach of
these authorities, we should incre a s e
the size of an existing federal depart-
ment or agency. We must resist vehe-
mently the creation of a n e w f e d e r a l
b u re a u c r a c y. When extra powers are
granted to the government, we should
be careful to ensure that they are nec-
e s s a ry, that they are restricted to the
purpose for which they are needed, and
that they are not granted in perpetuity. 

F a i l u re to put these mechanisms for
elimination in at the v e ry beginning
(and it is already getting late) will
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guarantee a larg e r, more cumbersome,
m o re powerful, more intrusive govern-
ment for my grandchildren to grapple
with when they have gray hair.

John Kline is Center of the Am e r i c a n
Ex p e r i m e n t’s exe c u t i ve vice president and
p roject director for national security and
Minnesota competitive n e s s .

Neither Orwellian 
N i g h t m a re nor 
Economic Statism
David L. Kn u t s o n

The central question of whether there
can be a scaling back of a bigger govern-
ment after our country ’s initial re s p o n s e
to the events of September 11 is rather a
question of whether our new war against
t e rrorism can ever be “won.”

Our response to this war will have
some effect on individual privacy and
l i b e rties in our own country to pro t e c t
the safety of our nation. The re s u l t i n g
question then is how we balance liber-
ty and freedom with safety and security.
Granted that the latter need to be
s t ressed right now, how do we pre v e n t
ourselves from being locked into a pat-
t e rn that will minimize freedom and
maximize security for years to come?

Decisions made now will determ i n e
the future “American way of life” that
we—or certainly our childre n — w i l l
experience. To be concerned about
o v e rexpansion of government power
and its permanency because of our cur-
rent wartime footing is certainly legiti-
mate. Americans, threatened by
diseases and ruthless terrorists, are

m o re accepting of security measure s
that would ordinarily seem extreme. 

H o w e v e r, I question the assumption
that the conservative push for limited
g o v e rnment must now be indefinitely
sidelined. The diff e rence between “big”
g o v e rnment and “intrusive” govern-
ment should be properly appre c i a t e d .
For example, it took a large-scale gov-
e rnment eff o rt to construct the inter-
state highway system, yet it would be
d i fficult to argue that it trampled our
l i b e rties. In fact, the opposite is pro b a-
bly true given the increase in accessible
travel and communication. 

Likewise, the measures involved in
winning our current struggle need not
p o rtend either an Orwellian nightmare
or economic statism. We will not be
attempting to overwhelm our enemies
with massive industrial output and
t roop strength, as in most pre v i o u s
wars, but with stealth, technology,
d i p l o m a c y, and focused application of
superior military power. The defense
budget only needs to be “built up”
because of its neglect during the pre v i-
ous pre s i d e n c y. Even with a 50 perc e n t
i n c rease, defense spending as a share of
g ross domestic product would be lower
than it was in the mid-1980s.

Other essential steps include
enhanced border control and enforc e-
ment of visa restrictions; tightened
security at sites likely to serve as terro r-
ist targets, particularly airports, govern-
ment buildings, nuclear power plants,
financial institutions, and food and
water suppliers; stockpiling of essential
vaccines and medicines; increased “on-
t h e - g round” intelligence collection;
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expansion of personnel and facilities to
deal with bio/chemical weapons; short -
t e rm financial assistance to economic
victims of terrorism; and long-term tax
cuts to spur new growth and capital
f o rmation. 

These are “big” government issues
primarily because they re q u i re some
additional spending, an increased pre s-
ence of security personnel, and height-
ened scrutiny and monitoring of
f o reign visitors. But I would argue that
these eff o rts don’t have to be the kind
of “intrusive” government measure s
that strike at the Bill of Rights
p romised to American citizens. They
may or may not be rolled back in future
years depending on the state of peace
in the world, but we should not expect
that they will be what stands in the
way of achieving a conservative agenda
in such areas as the economy, educa-
tion, health care, and welfare re f o rm .

In fact, it could be a good thing if
Washington, D.C., seriously refocused on
the duties that the Constitution clearly
f o resaw for it: national security and for-
eign policy. Myriad federal nonessentials
and trumped-up special interest causes
have usurped state and local authority for
years with no appreciable payback or
elimination of pro b l e m s .

The threat of “big” government in
this new war may be more of a threat to
our historical foundations of fre e d o m
and liberty than the buildup of forc e s
and munitions to fight the wars of the
past. We must fight for balance. But
t h e re are, of course, no guarantees
other than that it will indeed be work.
Thomas Jefferson called “eternal vigi-
lance” the price of libert y, and Ben-

jamin Franklin said that the Constitu-
tional Convention created “a re p u b l i c ,
if you can keep it.” 

America has always emerged fro m
its struggles with our country intact
and free. Americans can handle what is
b e f o re us tod a y. We can avoid the mis-
takes of the past, recognize and pre v e n t
real threats, maintain our guarantees of
f reedom and libert y, and raise our chil-
d ren to do the same.

David L. Knutson is an assistant Re p u b l i-
can leader in the Minnesota Senate and a
l a w yer in private practice in Apple Va l l e y.

Deliberative Democracy
William A. LeMi re

We the people of the United States, in
o rder to form a more perfect union,
establish justice, ensure domestic tran-
q u i l i t y, provide for the common defense,
p romote the general welfare, and secure
the blessings of liberty to ourselves and
our posterity, do ordain and establish this
constitution for the United States of
A m e r i c a .

The horrible events of September 11,
2001, test our country with a momen-
tous issue: can our nation provide for
the common defense while securing
the blessings of liberty? Or does the
unique character of this twenty-first-
c e n t u ry war on terrorism force our
nation to provide for the common
defense while deferring or subord i n a t-
ing the blessings of liberty? History
demonstrates that, in times of war, gov-
e rnment grows and liberty yields.
A m e r i c a ’s new war on terrorism alre a d y
shows such signs as Attorney General
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A s h c roft petitions Congress for more
power to wage war and enforce the law.
An expressed purpose of our federal
g o v e rnment is, however, to provide for
the common defense and wage war on
those who threaten our fre e d o m .
T h e rein lies the rub for our nation.
How do we secure our freedom consis-
tent with fre e d o m ?

In our nation, the process for enact-
ing legislation is not easy. Various inter-
ests and ideologies are the machinery
t h rough which any successful legisla-
tion must pass. Indeed, enacted legisla-
tion often bears little resemblance to
the legislation as originally conceived.
The scrutiny that shapes and molds leg-
islation as it moves through our deliber-
ative process is the assurance we need
to guard against any tendency of our
g o v e rnment to overreach during these
t rying times. We have already wit-
nessed this process in reaction to the
terrorist attacks.

Our nation’s reaction to the terro r-
ist attacks was visceral. We heard
immediate cries for national identifica-
tion cards, expanded powers for inves-
tigative agencies, greater surv e i l l a n c e
c a p a b i l i t y, greater latitude for law
e n f o rcement and the like. Attorn e y
General Ashcroft, understandably, was
the first to ask for such broad power. In
response to an ineffable tragedy, our
human nature—indeed, our anger—
reacts without sober reflection. It is not
surprising that the legislation immedi-
ately proposed after the tragedy pre s s e d
for law enforcement and intelligence
power that threatened our personal
f reedoms. Similarly not surprising (and,

indeed, encouraging) was the re a c t i o n
of lawmakers like Representative Bob
B a rr, a Republican from Georgia. Barr
led the charge to carefully scru t i n i z e
legislation or requests for additional
power that might threaten our person-
al freedom. Barr’s eff o rts have re s u l t e d
in legislation being modified to ro l l
back initiatives that would have cur-
tailed our personal freedom or unre a-
sonably expanded the reach of
g o v e rnment. Our Constitution re c o g-
nizes our natural human impulses and
tamps them by requiring legislation to
s u rvive scru t i n y.

Among our greatest assets as a
nation are our re s i l i e n c y, our delibera-
tive form of democracy, and our intel-
lectual industry. These assets will serv e
as the greatest assurance against gov-
e rnment overreach during our curre n t
crisis. Assurance will also come—as it
m u s t — f rom watchdog groups and indi-
viduals who regularly advocate on
behalf of certain liberties and ideolo-
gies. It is incumbent upon org a n i z a-
tions like Center of the American
Experiment, the American Enterprise
Institute, the Cato Institute, and other
c o n s e rvative and liberal think tanks to
remind our federal government that
t h e re is an extremely delicate interplay
between securing the blessings of liber-
ty and providing for the common
defense, and that one should not be
sacrificed at the altar of the other. To
the extent that some incre m e n t a l
infringement is deemed necessary dur-
ing these critical times, such legislation
should be enacted with time limits or
sunset provisions that give fre e d o m -
t h reatening legislation a short shelf
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life. Such provisions are part i c u l a r l y
a p p ropriate in wart i m e .

We are right to be concerned about
the expanding reach of our govern-
ment during this time of crisis, but we
must also place trust and faith in our
f o rm of government. Our deliberative
f o rm of democracy has successfully ush-
e red us through many challenges in our
n a t i o n ’s history, and it will do so now.
This issue of American Experiment
Q u a rt e r l y is an integral part of our
deliberative process. I am confident
that our nation will continue to secure
the blessings of liberty while pro v i d i n g
for the common defense. Call it cau-
tious faith, but I place great trust in our
democracy and our deliberative form of
g o v e rnment to guide us through this
national crisis while pre s e rving our
p recious fre e d o m s .

William A. LeMi re is a partner in the
Minneapolis office of Robins, Kaplan,
Miller & Ci resi L.L.P.

M e a s u res of Success
Grover No rq u i s t

Until the economic slowdown and the
attacks of September 11, Pre s i d e n t
G e o rge W. Bush and the conserv a t i v e
movement were on track to reduce the
size and cost of government by half
over the next twenty-five years—one
generation. When the Republicans
c a p t u red the House and Senate in
1994 the federal government spent 22
p e rcent of gross domestic prod u c t
(GDP), and this year that is down to
18 percent. Mod e s t — v e ry mod e s t —
spending restraint and economic

g rowth based on the market’s knowl-
edge that the GOP could and would
stop any tax hike or massive new feder-
al program combined to shrink govern-
ment as a percentage of the economy.
(State and local governments are
another story—their spending has
drifted upward s . )

The war has unleashed a torrent of
political demands for more and new
federal spending and expanded police
powers for the state, and Congress has
a l ready promised $40 billion plus an
airline bailout bill. The good news is
that President Bush has drawn a line in
the sand on additional spending and
p romised to veto legislation that would
spend more than the budget agre e m e n t
he and Congress worked out prior to
September 11. Alre a d y, more than a
t h i rd of the Senate has signed a letter
p romising to support any pre s i d e n t i a l
veto. And the “stimulus” bill the pre s i-
dent wants is primarily a $60 billion to
$75 billion tax cut.

How can the conservative move-
ment strengthen the good instincts of
our president and get the govern m e n t
back on a secular trend toward smaller
g o v e rnment? We must quantify our
goals so that we, the president, and our
opponents can measure our successes or
f a i l u res. I suggest four measures. 

First, total government spending as
a percentage of GDP. It has been 18
p e rcent for the federal government and
30 percent for federal, state, and local.
If this drifts up, we are losing. If it
moves down, we are winning. Gover-
nors should be rated each year on how
well or poorly they did. The pre s i d e n t
must see that he has had a good year if
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the number drops. He is losing if the
federal percentage grows. 

P resident Bush’s re f o rm of Social
Security that would allow Americans
to invest their FICA taxes in personal
savings accounts would “privatize” 20
p e rcent of the federal budget and bring
us 40 percent of the way to cutting the
federal government in half. Medicare
re f o rm, further welfare re f o rm, and
phasing out farm subsidies and corpo-
rate welfare would help shrink the fed-
eral government. 

The second measure is the perc e n t-
age of GDP absorbed by re g u l a t o ry
costs. The president can and should
reduce the cost of federal re g u l a t i o n s
each and every year. 

T h i rd is total government employ-
ment. We have had some backsliding
in John McCain’s demand that we
nationalize the baggage scre e n e r s —
28,000 more government workers who
cannot be fired. Government can and
must be downsized to make up for this
movement in the wrong direction. Pri-
vatizing the Postal Service would dro p
some 800,000 federal workers fro m
g o v e rnment ro l l s .

The fourth measure of govern m e n t
size is the amount of assets owned by
federal, state, and local govern m e n t s —
land, buildings, pension funds, and so
on. There is $3 trillion in state and local
pension funds that can and should be
privatized by making all government
workers’ pensions defined-contribution
pensions—IRAs, 401(k)s—rather t h a n
defined-benefit plans. Airports, water
systems, land and buildings, and the
Postal Service can be privatized.

We cannot keep the president and

our governors accountable unless we
give them a measure of success or fail-
u re. These four measures of the size of
g o v e rnment can be examined each
y e a r, and we will know if we are win-
ning or losing. The good news is that
P resident Bush shares our goal of
reducing the size and cost of govern-
ment and he has worked to minimize
the backsliding caused by the necessary
spending to win the war.

Grover No rquist is president of Am e r i c a n s
for Tax Re f o rm in Washington, D.C. 

To Provide and Pro m o t e
Ma rvin Ol a s k y

Cassius Clay of Kentucky, an antebel-
lum antislavery editor and politician,
knew how to respond to hostile cro w d s .
In the 1840s he typically picked up a
Bible and said, “To those who re s p e c t
G od ’s word, I appeal to this book.”
Then he held up a copy of the Consti-
tution and said, “To those who re s p e c t
our fundamental law, I appeal to this
document.” Then he took out two pis-
tols and his Bowie knife and said, “To
those who recognize only force . . .” 

If Clay’s name sounds familiar, it’s
because Muhammad Ali changed his
name from Cassius Clay during the
1960s. Ali said he didn’t want “a slave
name,” and that was his right—but the
original Clay freed his own slaves and
risked his life many times to help fre e
others. Clay fought many duels and
s u rvived some assassination attempts as
well. His lifetime re c o rd of about 107
wins and no losses might be compare d
to Muhammad Ali’s 32–4 pro re c o rd. 

After the War Is Won



AMERICAN EXPERIMENT QUARTERLY 6 9 WINTER 2001–02

Now that we are in a war against
those who would assassinate America,
we do need to make parts of big govern-
ment bigger. Conservatives, though,
w o rry that we are reinventing an
e n g o rged government that will re s i s t
going on a diet once the war is won.
(That may take many years.) The con-
c e rn is valid, but a solution is evident:
adopt an updated Cassius Clay posture,
with three arguments—Bible, Constitu-
tion, and a readiness for political skir-
mish—deployed as necessary.

Most Americans respect biblical
teaching, and the Bible is clear on gov-
e rn m e n t ’s proper function. Biblically,
g o v e rn m e n t ’s chief role is to wield “the
power of the sword” against both exter-
nal enemies and internal criminals.
G o v e rnment is needed to terrorize ter-
rorists and other evildoers, so soldiers,
cops, and judges are needed. The ro l e
of government, though, is not to con-
s t ruct a new Eden or to re c o n s t ru c t
society by using its power to re d i s t r i b-
ute income. 

The prophet Samuel was among
those who realistically examined the
tendencies of government and issued a
w a rning about what a king would do:
“He will take the best of your fields and
v i n e y a rds and olive groves and give
them to his attendants. He will take a
tenth of your grain and of your vintage
and give it to his officials and atten-
dants. Your menservants and maidser-
vants and the best of your cattle and
donkeys he will take for his own use.
He will take a tenth of your flocks, and
you yourselves will become his slaves.”

Those Bible lessons are import a n t ,
but many Americans believe we have

o u t g rown them. For them and for all of
us who respect the Constitution as
written, the Preamble to that gre a t
document makes a memorable distinc-
tion. It notes that the federal govern-
ment exists to “provide for the
common defense” but to “promote the
general welfare.” There ’s a huge diff e r-
ence between providing and pro m o t-
ing; the choice of those part i c u l a r
w o rds was not accidental. 

Providing means doing the job your-
self. The government has an army; re l i-
gious organizations, the Lions Club, and
the American Atheist Union do not
have armies, because Washington’s job
is to provide for the common defense.
P ro m o t i n g means developing a favorable
environment within which others are
likely to step up. The federal govern-
ment was not involved in fighting
poverty during the nineteenth century,
but American churches, synagogues,
businesses, and civic and fraternal asso-
ciations fought a war on poverty then
that was far more effective than our cap-
ital-W War of the 1960s and 1970s. 

It is constitutionally right to grow a
big government for defense when we
have potent adversaries abroad. It is
constitutionally wrong to grow a big
g o v e rnment for welfare, especially
since civil society can accomplish
many of the tasks that government has
taken upon itself. We have lots of ways
now to promote the general welfare ;
my favorite is to establish a $500 tax
c redit for contributions to antipovert y
g roups. Each taxpayer could send a
check for $500 to a group he saw as
e ffective, and take that money right off
his taxes. President Bush proposed a
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version of that during his pre s i d e n t i a l
campaign, but it lost out in the postin-
augural shuff l e .

All Americans should learn the
constitutional distinction between pro-
viding and promoting. But what if pro-
ponents of big government for
domestic purposes pay attention nei-
ther to the Bible nor to the Constitu-
tion? Then conservatives will have to
wage political warf a re, or a govern m e n t
that defeated terrorists may turn to ter-
rorizing its own citizens. Cassius Clay
used his Bowie knife, but we will need
a president who uses the bully pulpit to
fight for the spending we need and
fight against that which benefits the
princes of Washington but turns other
citizens into paupers. 

Ma rvin Olasky is a senior fellow of the
Acton Institute for the Study of Re l i g i o n
and Li b e rt y. 

A Call to Attention
David Pe n c e

Crisis does not mandate expansion.
Crisis sharpens a sense of both purpose
and duty. President Bush was re a d i n g
to schoolchildren on the morning of
September 11. Now he meets with
adults who do the civic work of pro t e c-
tion and infrastru c t u re. The fire m a n
and the civil engineer have re p l a c e d
Al Sharpton and Rush Limbaugh as
icons of public life. President Bush’s
homeland security leaders are learn i n g
a forgotten lesson of the early Cold
War—that 90 percent of civil defense
is the coordination of emerg e n c y

responses by already existing local
institutions. These new lessons will not
expand the federal government. 

H e re are four limits that September
11 will define.

Monotheism and limited govern m e n t .
It is not the “Great Satan” who was
awakened on September 11. America
at war is always America under God .
Lincoln reminded us, “We have gro w n
in numbers, wealth, and power as no
other nation has grown; but we have
f o rgotten God. . . . Intoxicated with
u n b roken success, we have become too
s e l f - s u fficient to feel the necessity of
redeeming and pre s e rving grace, too
p roud to pray to the God who made us.” 

America is not a land where a chick-
en fills every pot and a different god is
worshipped in every household. Reli-
gious liberty is not a rejection of
monotheism. America’s separation of
c h u rch and state does not imply a prac-
tical atheism in public life. It affirms
that man’s freedom is in fact ordered
toward worship—his highest and most
defining activity. It is because we
believe in one God and the duty of indi-
viduals and communities to worship
Him that we have constructed our sys-
tem of limited government, free mar-
kets, private property, and religious
liberty. The crisis of September 11
sharpens our self-definition. We will
lose the war against terrorism if we hoist
the banners of secularism. Our flag was
not sewn by wealthy atheists peddling
pornography. We are neither a naked
public square nor a theocracy. We are a
monotheistic democracy. God is Sover-
eign so our government is limited.
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City limits and national defense. As
leaders of the homeland security pro j e c t
try to defend the huge American land
mass, they will re l e a rn what To c q u e v i l l e
taught 160 years ago. The genius of
American politics is the creation of
policing municipalities in the form of
local governments—cities, suburbs,
towns, and, in the South, counties. This
protective strategy decentralizes police
power and allows multiple strategies of
p rotection and infrastru c t u re mod u l a t e d
by geography and population size.
American homeland defense is alre a d y
up and running. It is our local police,
f i re, water, and public works depart-
ments. Protection, infrastru c t u re, and
community define American public life
lived out in a thousand municipalities.
Local government is not a “farm team”
for national offices. Both parties must
l e a rn this lesson of limits.

Male conscription and the limits of
total war. The two great casualties of
the sexual revolution were the separa-
tion of sexual intimacy from the mar-
riage bed and the abandonment of the
p rotective duties of sex roles. The
assault on male protective roles labeled
policemen as pigs and soldiers as mur-
d e rers. The assault on female pro t e c-
tive duty defined abortion as an act of
liberation. Men said they had no duty
to protect their country; women said
they had no duty to give birth to their
young. For the purposes of this sympo-
sium, our comment on this great dis-
ruption emphasizes the l i m i t a t i o n s t h a t
the sexual division of protective ro l e s
places on a state at war. Men fro m

eighteen to thirty-five are eligible to be
drafted, but adult women are free to
manage family and home life. Requir-
ing all men to do military duty cre a t e s
a color-blind military powerful enough
to ensure national survival. Exempting
women protects the primary institu-
tions of home and family from the
leviathan state. 

Limiting one’s enemies. To define the
enemy narrowly and allies with a bro a d
and generous brush was Churc h i l l ’s
g reat talent in World War II and
A m e r i c a ’s great deficit during the Vi e t-
nam era. To fight domestic terro r i s m
we must establish protective pre s e n c e
and civic ord e r. Airports are in the
news, but our big cities are the real bat-
t l e g rounds. The foreign policy incoher-
ence of Vietnam led to our national
aphasia on race and urban crime. The
September 11 attack masquerading as
an Islamic jihad will have an opposite
e ffect. Homeland security will bring a
new resolve to help urban neighbor-
h o ods win the war against crime. Cut-
ting through the cover of color that has
masked domestic criminality is dire c t l y
analogous to our foreign policy task of
not allowing the cover of religion to
trap us in a war against Islam.

Panic in crisis leads to expansive
goals and exaggerated fears. Focus in
crisis sets limits and defines purpose.
September 11 was not a mandate to
expand but a call to attention. 

D r. David Pence is a radiation oncologist
at Abbott No rt h we s t e rn Hospital and
editor of City Fa t h e r s m a g a z i n e .
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The Era of Big Govern m e n t
Is Over (Well, Maybe Not)
Tim Pe n n y

I wrote a re t rospective on the Clinton
era earlier this year in which I suggest-
ed that the era of big federal govern-
ment had, in fact, ended. Or so it
s e e m e d .

During Bill Clinton’s tenure, welfare
re f o rm ended a sixty-year entitlement by
t r a n s f e rring primary responsibility for
w e l f a re back to the states. Clinton’s re i n-
v e n t i n g - g o v e rnment initiatives (RIGO)
s t reamlined and downsized the federal
w o r k f o rce. Rhetorically, the Social
Security lockbox was a great sound bite,
but practically speaking, this policy
stopped the routine raid on payro l l
taxes for other government purposes. In
fact, debt reduction became the pre-
f e rred use for these Social Security
Trust Fund surpluses.

That was then and this is now.
The past few months have re m i n d e d

us all just how fragile long-term pro j e c-
tions can be. In January 2001, the bud-
get surplus for fiscal year 2002 was
projected to be over $300 billion.
Recent analysis by the Congressional
Budget Office suggests that a weakened
economy combined with tax cuts and
various spending initiatives will result in
a re t u rn to deficit spending for the year.

C l e a r l y, the tragedy of September
11 and the resulting war against terro r-
ism will necessitate significant federal
e x p e n d i t u re s .

H i s t o ry teaches us that bigger gov-
e rnment typically follows a war. In the
a f t e rmath of World War II, the National
Security Act of 1947 expanded the size

and scope of the State Department, con-
solidated military affairs in a new
D e p a rtment of Defense, and established
the Central Intelligence Agency to
respond to the developing Cold Wa r.
S i m i l a r l y, the current war against terro r-
ism will lead to a re s t ructuring of our
defense apparatus and a concomitant
( t e m p o r a ry?) increase in defense expen-
d i t u res. It can be expected that our allies
in the Arab world, particularly Pakistan,
all look to us to provide increased aid
and humanitarian assistance. The key,
h o w e v e r, is to respond to this new
national security challenge while avoid-
ing, as much as possible, funding com-
mitments that have long “tails.”

D o m e s t i c a l l y, America must do
what it takes to rebuild New York City
and the Pentagon. We must stre n g t h e n
security here at home, starting with our
a i r p o rts. We must appro p r i a t e l y
respond to those individuals and sec-
tors most affected by the economic
d o w n t u rn. But, here too, that need not
mean a re t u rn to big government and
fiscal irre s p o n s i b i l i t y.

A p p ro p r i a t e l y, since September 11,
C o n g ress has advanced $40 billion—
much of which will go to rebuild infra-
s t ru c t u re and provide relief to
individuals and families directly aff e c t-
ed by this national tragedy. Before final
action on a broader economic stimulus
package, however, Congress should be
reminded that a great deal of stimulus is
a l ready in the pipeline. Last summer’s
tax cut provided an immediate re b a t e
that reached taxpayers during August
and September. Another $70 billion of
tax relief will take effect in 2002. As
the economy declines, various s a f e t y -
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net programs also begin to kick in.
F rom unemployment compensation to
f o od stamps to Medicaid, tens of bil-
lions of dollars will automatically flow
to those most directly affected by the
recession. Any additional assistance
must be carefully targeted. Naturally,
i n t e rest groups will attempt to seize the
moment to demand higher funding for
their favorite programs in the name of
“stimulating the economy.” Congre s s
must resist the impulse to respond to
these demands and instead stipulate
that any stimulus funding will not be
built into the permanent budget base-
l i n e .

Tim Pe n n y, a former De m o c ratic member
of the U.S. Congress, is a senior fellow at
the Un i versity of Mi n n e s o t a’s Hu m p h re y
Institute of Public Affairs.

Te rror and Leviathan
Sally C. Pi p e s

If the recently concluded century has a
lesson, it is that the state advances
t h rough crisis. Robert Higgs chart e d
this growth in Crisis and Leviathan, a n d
it extends right down to our paychecks.
The practice of the state getting our
money before we do, for example, is a
relic from World War II, and was sup-
posed to be temporary. 

The trick with the current crisis,
besides destroying the mass murd e re r s
who attacked our country, will be to
p revent turning back the clock to the
s t e roidlike growth of government that
o c c u rred during past conflicts. This
calls for clear thinking about some basic
realities, such as the role of expanded

g o v e rnment in allowing the current cri-
sis to happen in the first place.

It is generally conceded that the
g o v e rnment has been doing a poor job
of intelligence, particularly human
intelligence, which carries a hefty price
tag but cannot be replaced with high-
tech gadgetry. National leaders need to
ask whether a reason for this failure is
that the state was too busy spending in
a reas where its role is a matter of
d e b a t e .

It is an open question, after all,
whether the nation should be in the
housing business, the food-stamp busi-
ness, or financially re w a rding young
women for having children out of wed-
lock. The $5 trillion spent on failed
“ G reat Society” programs would have
bought a lot of intelligence. So would
the millions spent pursuing Bill Gates,
whose work has enhanced our econo-
m y, rather than Osama bin Laden, who
blew up our embassies.

Those calling for a “federalizing” of
a i r p o rt security need to reflect on the
reality that a government paycheck is
no guarantee of superior perf o rm a n c e .
A glance at the U.S. Postal Service or
the California Department of Motor
Vehicles should suffice to convince
doubters. 

As John Lott of the American
Enterprise Institute has pointed out,
the superior security in Europe has
been achieved, since the early 1990s,
t h rough private airport scre e n i n g .
G o v e rnments set standards, but private
f i rms do the job, at Hamburg, Frank-
f u rt, Amsterdam, and Brussels. In
Britain, private companies pro v i d e
security for the gate, cre w, and even
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catering. Hijackings have decre a s e d
since these services were privatized.
Even Israel uses private firms for some
airline security operations. 

In wartime, the left suddenly
becomes a spending watchdog and is
fond of maintaining a running count of
how much the military campaign is
costing taxpayers. Fair enough, but this
should be matched with an updated
account of what it costs to maintain,
for example, the U.S. Department of
Education, which we did very well
without before the late 1970s, the
D e p a rtment of Housing and Urban
Development, OSHA, and the rest of
the re g u l a t o ry regime. 

T h e re is little question that the
g o v e rnment needs more information to
p rovide better security. But the govern-
ment would make a better case for
gaining such information if it were not
doing such a poor job of safeguard i n g
the sensitive data it already has. For
example, just hours after the Depart-
ment of Justice posted details of the
C a rn i v o re review process (the FBI’s e-
mail wiretapping system) on its We b
site, computer users were able to
uncover secret information about the
reviewers, including their ranks and
security clearances. 

These flaws were not surprising
given that, over the past couple of
years, the General Accounting Off i c e
has issued several re p o rts that federal
agencies are “fraught with weaknesses,”
putting the nation’s assets and opera-
tions “at risk.” This shows that even
after government is repeatedly warn e d
of problems and even when it does its
best to protect the data it holds, it

often fails. If Americans are willing to
allow the government extended powers
of surveillance, those new policies
should carry a built-in re v i e w, perh a p s
after three years. 

As President Bush has noted, the
fight against terror re q u i res patience,
along with considerable re s o u rces. But
this is no time for advocates of smaller
g o v e rnment to re t reat. Indeed, we
should all live our lives as usual, as the
p resident urges us to do. If anything,
the military campaign against mass
m u rd e rers makes a stronger case for
reducing waste in other areas of gov-
e rnment and privatizing as many ser-
vices as possible. That case needs to be
made clearly and forcefully if the
g rowth of government is to be cur-
t a i l e d .

Sally C. Pipes is president and CEO of
Pacific Re s e a rch Institute, a Ca l i f o rn i a -
based think tank. 

National Character and
E x t e rnal Thre a t s
Tom Pr i c h a rd

Te rrorism or any other external thre a t
and expansive government are more
related than some people might think.
U l t i m a t e l y, they are both attacks on
l i b e rt y, whether from without or fro m
within. In both instances we must be
vigilant and fight these attacks on our
l i b e rt y. 

This truth was noted by Samuel
Adams, cousin of President John Adams
and “Father of the American Revolu-
tion,” when he said, “A general dissolu-
tion of principles and manners will
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more surely overthrow the liberties of
America than the whole force of the
common enemy. While the people are
virtuous they can not be subdued; but
when once they lose their virtue they
will be ready to surrender their libert i e s
to the first external or internal invader.” 

Adams points out that threats to a
nation and its people are not only
e x t e rnal; they are also internal. Tod a y,
t h e e x t e rnal threat to our liberties has
come into clear focus—terrorism. We
as a nation must do whatever it takes
to defeat this threat; our survival as a
f ree people depends upon it. The
heinous attack on the World Tr a d e
Center has rallied and galvanized the
nation to take action. Undoubtedly
that resolve will only harden with
f u t u re attacks on American soil.

The internal threats are very re a l ,
yet harder to understand and addre s s .
A major internal threat to our libert i e s
is the seductive appeal of govern m e n t ’s
o ffer to take care of us in re t u rn for the
people giving up more control over
their childre n ’s education and upbring-
ing, their family’s health care and
re t i re m e n t .

In the long run, internal threats are
a greater threat to our liberties as a
people because they are so insidious
and subtle. They lull people into pas-
s i v i t y. You don’t realize you have a
p roblem until it’s too late. History is
s t rewn with wreckage of nations that
failed to recognize this tru t h .

That doesn’t mean we shouldn’t
marshal all our re s o u rces and energ i e s
n e c e s s a ry to win the war against terro r-
ism. We must make sacrifices to defeat
our external foes. Government expen-

d i t u res will need to grow dramatically
to fight the war. Greater govern m e n t
demands will be placed upon us as a
people in terms of both financial and
personal sacrifices. Many will make the
ultimate sacrifice—laying down their
lives in defense of our country. 

We must scrutinize proposals grant-
ing government greater powers to
e n s u re that they are directly related to
the war eff o rt and not merely a pre t e x t
for expanding the role of govern m e n t
in non-war- related endeavors. We must
e n s u re that re s o u rces are well spent on
the war eff o rt by establishing a con-
g ressional commission, like the one
headed by Harry Truman during Wo r l d
War II, to review the use of funds.

What needs to be done, then? 
First, we must see the threat of ter-

rorism as a grave national threat, espe-
cially in the nuclear age. Our leaders
should not be hamstrung in their
e ff o rts to destroy terrorists and those
who promote terro r i s m .

Second, we must realize there are
also threats to our liberties from with-
in. The expansion of government con-
t rol in the areas of education, health
c a re, and re t i rement will only weaken
our national character and our re s o l v e
to ward off external threats by encour-
aging people to abdicate personal
re s p o n s i b i l i t y. 

F i n a l l y, we must realize that our abil-
ity to resist “invaders,” as Samuel Adams
noted, ultimately rests on our virtue as a
people. Through our character and
moral resolve we will face down and
defeat our external foes. To defeat these
foes, we must also oppose eff o rts that
weaken our moral character as a people
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by those who would, as George Wa s h-
ington said in his Farewell Address, sub-
v e rt those “great pillars of human
happiness”: religion and morality.

Tom Pr i c h a rd is president of the Mi n n e s o t a
Family Council. 

D o l l a r- f o r-Dollar Reductions
L a w rence W. Re e d

On September 20, 2001, a joint session
of the U.S. Congress and millions of
citizens here and abroad heard a pow-
e rfully eloquent address from the pre s i-
dent of the United States. It was
s t rong, firm, confident, and memo-
rable. It will surely rank as one of the
best any chief executive ever gave on
the Hill. It filled all but perhaps a few
with pride and hope that our pre s i d e n t
will succeed in vanquishing an evil foe.
If it had been baseball, it would have
been a triple.

By virtue of its absence in the
speech, however, one not-so-small item
kept the pre s i d e n t ’s address from being
a home run—a strategy for ensuring
that the present crisis does not become
a permanent excuse for perm a n e n t l y
bigger government. A major re a s o n
g o v e rnment almost never re t reats to its
f o rmer size after it engages a common
f o reign foe is that we don’t start down-
sizing until it’s too late. The time to do
so is at the onset of the crisis itself, or
as soon thereafter as we can get the
politicians to muster the courage.

The president could have begun the
p rocess in his speech of September 20
had he included something like this:

“My fellow Americans, times of
e m e rgencies are times for prioritizing.

Just as you in your home or business
must re o rganize your affairs when crisis
grips, so must the federal establish-
ment. We will not repeat the ‘guns and
b u t t e r’ mistake of the Johnson years
when Washington thought nothing of
fighting a major war and ballooning its
domestic spending at the same time.
That produced thirty years of deficits,
soaring inflation, and a bloated govern-
ment we’re still trying to pay for. We ’ re
not going to fight a major war and pre-
tend that it’s free or that every t h i n g
else in the budget is just as import a n t .

“Moreover, I intend to safeguard the
federal surplus and, even more impor-
t a n t l y, to safeguard the pocketbooks of
all you hardworking citizens whose
unflagging sacrifices are already paying
the bills of the most gargantuan central
government in American history. 

“ A c c o rd i n g l y, I am announcing
tonight that this war—whatever its
costs—will be paid for dollar for dollar
by reductions in other areas of govern-
ment spending. To make it real, let me
o ffer a few examples.

“Lots of artists are on the federal
dole. Now please don’t misunderstand
me. I love art. But in wartime, art isn’t
priority number one. It ain’t even pri-
ority number one million. I will
demand of Congress that all subsidies
to the arts and the National Endow-
ment for the Arts be abolished. To my
a rtist friends who will have to seek sus-
tenance elsewhere, here ’s my advice:
Take a page from the Girl Scouts. Sell
cookies. If you can’t do that, here ’s a
novel idea: Sell your art! You’ve got a
whopping 280 million prospective cus-
tomers out there, so hit the bricks. And
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to all other Americans, let me assure
you that there will still be plenty of art
to go around. Washington didn’t buy
any of it in the 1940s, and even at the
height of World War II, America was
as culturally and artistically advanced
as any nation on the planet.

“ T h a t ’s just for starters. We ’ re going
to eliminate the more than $80 billion
identified by the Cato Institute as out-
right corporate welfare. And we’re
going to stop dishing out taxpayer
money to bankroll left-wing outfits and
a zoo of pork barrel projects. And since
t h e re ’s essentially nothing to show for
the billions spent annually by the fed-
eral Department of Education, we’re
going to take an axe to that bure a u c r a-
cy as well—and put the schools back in
the hands of state and local folks just
like you.

“And if we have to push the enve-
lope in crimping civil liberties, we will
do so in both a minimal and a tempo-
r a ry fashion. The pre s e rvation of our
civil liberties must be among the mea-
s u res by which the American people
judge how my administration deals
with this crisis. Will we be at least as
f ree when all is said and done as we
w e re before all this started? If not, I will
have failed a mighty important test of
any leader of a free people.

“ We will get our priorities in ord e r
h e re in Washington. Govern m e n t ’s
most important function—indeed, the
single most legitimate one under the
Constitution—is to keep the country
safe. All else pales by comparison.”

The president did not say these
things on September 20, but the day is
still young. He can still say them, and

all freedom-loving Americans should
be urging him now to do so.

L a w rence W. Reed is an economist and
p resident of the Mackinac Center for
Public Policy in Midland, Mi c h i g a n .

War and Ta x e s
Lynn Ed w a rd Re e d

The Fa c t s

In a source I long since lost, I re m e m b e r
reading that federal revenues jumped
f rom $1.60 per person in 1860 right
b e f o re the Civil War to $20 per person
at its close. I wondered what the eff e c t
of other wars on federal revenues was.

Until re c e n t l y, I hadn’t bothered to
find an answer to that question, but
f rom the graph on the next page, it is
clear that wars have had a dramatic
impact on federal revenues. The obvi-
ous peaks from the Civil War and
World War I periods (and even a little
bump for the Spanish-American Wa r )
a re completely overshadowed by Wo r l d
War II, but wars’ effects on re v e n u e s
a re plain.

Just as plain is the fact that only
after the Civil and Spanish-American
Wars did the government scale back its
revenues to prewar levels. Furt h e rm o re ,
in the “peace dividend” years of the
1990s, with the Cold War over, federal
revenues shot up as a percent of gro s s
national product to approach levels of
the heaviest World War II expenditure
year of 1945. Before the Bush tax cuts,
estimates for 2001 were that re v e n u e s
would pass that 1945 percentage for
the first time in the nation’s history.
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Any realistic assumption about the
next few years surely will be that IRS
revenues will climb as a percent of
G N P. Is there any corre s p o n d i n g l y
realistic scenario for reducing these
revenues, once the war on terro r i s m
has subsided?

A Place to St a rt

I would suggest that the only possi-
ble way for revenues to fall is thro u g h
changes in the income tax. I am not
convinced it is mere coincidence that
federal revenues failed to drop to
p re – World War I levels in the 1920s
only a few years after the income tax
was passed in 1913. Once the income
tax spigot is turned on it is difficult to
t u rn off .

F a s t - f o rw a rd to World War II.
Given the magnitude of this war and
our dominant role in it, few would
d e c ry the need for the massive re v e n u e
i n c reases shown in the graph, but
added to the income tax engine in that

war was the “temporary, emerg e n c y ”
m e a s u re of income tax withholding.
Prior to 1943, taxpayers had to write a
check for the total amount due. Wi t h
the war on, Congress was persuaded to
enact withholding to facilitate and
accelerate collection of historically
high income tax liabilities. Again, is it
m e re coincidence that income tax col-
lections never fell back to pre w i t h-
holding days?

The first structural change that
would facilitate a postwar reduction of
federal revenues is eliminating income
tax withholding. Withholding has con-
ditioned voters to view net pay as their
actual income. Too many taxpayers
judge the tax by the size of their tax
re f u n d s .

A second structural change to con-
sider is elimination of the pro g re s s i v i t y
of the federal income tax statutory rates
(i.e., higher rates for higher incomes).
Such a rate stru c t u re is practically
d e s i g n e d for more spending, by pitting
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the majority of federal spending benefi-
ciaries (and politicians who cater to
them) against the minority of federal
income tax contributors. For example,
in 1998, about 2 out of 100 income tax
returns (those reporting incomes above
$200,000) accounted for over 40 per-
cent of the income tax liability. Widely
d i ffused government benefits financed
by a highly skewed income tax all facil-
itated by the oil of withholding leave
little wonder that revenues climbed to
w a rtime levels even during the demili-
tarization of the 1990s.

B e f o re the income tax, the federal
g o v e rnment relied on tariffs and excise
taxes. A re t u rn to these would drasti-
cally cut the ability of the United
States to provide even for its defense.
An alternative to the income tax that
has received considerable attention is a
national sales tax. If states’ objections
to such a tax at the federal level cannot
be overcome, a flat rate “consumed”
income tax that allows for a deduction
for all savings might also be a good
a l t e rnative. The idea is to spread a
m o re visible tax burden over as many
voters as possible, so they better know
the cost of services promised them.

To prescribe these “solutions” is
immediately to see their political pro b-
lems, so let me propose what is a likely
p recondition to the more “mechanical”
suggestions discussed here. We need
m o re political leaders who value liber-
ty and the role of personal re s p o n s i b i l i-
ty more than financial security and
victimization and who are willing to
make their case to the voters. If we do
not challenge the view of govern m e n t
as the solution to all of our pro b l e m s

(or as the means to perpetual re e l e c-
tion), there will be no end to the
demand for more revenues. 

Lynn Ed w a rd Reed is re s e a rch director of
the Minnesota Ta x p a yers As s o c i a t i o n .

The Devil in the Details
Dean Riesen

C o n s e rvatives must diff e rentiate be-
tween one of the legitimate roles for
g o v e rnment, ensuring our security, and
the areas where government must be
rolled back. In fighting terrorism and
i n c reasing security, there are many
o p p o rtunities for conservatives to show
the legitimate and illegitimate roles for
g o v e rnment. We are handling thre e
related issues at once. First, the victory
over the Taliban and our desire to
re s t o re legitimate government to
Afghanistan. Second, the long-term
battle against terrorists and the govern-
ments that harbor them. Third, the
economic recession that has been
accelerated and deepened by the
events of September 11.

Given our victory over the Ta l i b a n ,
we must identify the military weakness
that has crept into our system since the
Gulf War and commit to the expansion
of the military necessary to ensure that
we are better pre p a red for the next bat-
tle. This does not mean funding every
new weapons program the military and
its contractors have on the drawing
b o a rds but making strategic choices on
how to strengthen our military
response in the future .

In the long-term battle against ter-
rorism, we must strengthen our home-
land defense by making our airport s
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s e c u re and having plans to prevent bio-
logical, chemical, and nuclear terro r-
ism, as well as systems to contain the
damage if an attack occurs. I think
e v e ryone agrees that government must
get bigger and become more intru s i v e
for us to be successful in these are a s .
The devil is in the details. 

I’m not sure whether delaying air-
p o rt security for two months over
whether baggage checkers are federal
employees or not is wise. We want
them to be federal workers. The people
a re not happy to find out the govern-
ment/private sector solution, prior to
September 11, was to allow the airlines
to get together and award the contract
to the lowest bidder, no matter how
pathetic its track re c o rd: allowing
known felons to be employed, having
employees who couldn’t speak English
and didn’t care about their work. At
the same time, these companies would
routinely fail spot security checks. We
must, however, resist the desire to cre-
ate another government bure a u c r a c y.
Airline security should be treated as a
m i l i t a ry activity with military-like con-
t rol and execution. 

G o v e rnment will have to become
m o re intrusive. We can’t have a situa-
tion like we had in Minnesota: the FBI
was unable to get a warrant to searc h
Zacarias Moussaoui’s hard drive and
was unable to match its field re p o rt on
him with a re p o rt at FBI headquart e r s
f rom the French secret police on his
t e rrorist associations. He was sitting in
a Minnesota jail because of immigra-
tion violations! We had him—and evi-
dence that might have prevented all or
some of the attacks. 

The related acceleration of the
recession, which had been slowly build-
ing momentum, provides ample oppor-
tunities for conservatives to delineate
the diff e rence between appro p r i a t e
i n t e rvention and inappropriate expan-
sion of government. The fires were still
b u rning in New York when industries
and pre s s u re groups were lining up at
the government trough. 

The amount and timing of the air-
lines’ request for money made me sick to
my stomach. Why should the taxpayers
bail out an industry that had been losing
money for years and had excess capacity
it couldn’t fill just because its inherent
weakness was shown to be fatal in the
weeks following September 11? The
government should have allowed the
a p p ropriate consolidation that is neces-
sary after the expansion in planes and
flights that has occurred. But putting
h u n d reds of millions of dollars into air-
lines that shouldn’t even exist makes no
sense. Given the massive layoffs
announced immediately, it is hard to see
who benefited other than the share-
holders, and those benefits are most
likely only temporary. 

The govern m e n t ’s role at this point
is to help build confidence in con-
sumers, both individuals and businesses.
This can be done first by winning the
war on terrorism and preventing future
attacks. Second, the government can
re t u rn taxes to and not collect taxes
f rom its taxpayers, both businesses and
individuals, so that they have more
income with which to buy things they
need and want. This is what generates
demand.
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C o n s e rvatives must stand up for the
a p p ropriate expansion of govern m e n t
in the areas of defense, security, and
economics. We must remain vigilant
against those who want to use this as
an opportunity to turn back the con-
s e rvative tide of history.

Dean Riesen is CEO of Riesen &
Company in Exc e l s i o r.

M o re Capital, Not Always
M o re People
Joe Se l va g g i o

Once I asked a prominent British
industrialist if it was irresponsible for
some of these large corporations to
have massive layoffs. 

“No, I think the sin is in hiring the
u n n e c e s s a ry people in the first place,”
he said.

I start with that quote because I
think we should not automatically
accept the premise that we should
build up the government now (because
of terrorism) and then be forced to
“scale it back” once the threat is gone.

Sometimes it’s necessary for govern-
ments to apply large amounts of capital
to a problem (because the market
changes or a security threat emerg e s ) ,
but they don’t necessarily need to hire
m o re people. They can contract out
the work in the private sector. That
w a y, if and when the situation changes,
they can get rid of the expense without
needing to directly lay off or fire so
many employees. In private industry
this is called “outsourc i n g . ”

Take the cleanup of the Wo r l d
Trade Center, for example. It’s a public

p roblem, so taxes are needed to pay for
it. But I don’t think anyone is advocat-
ing for the Public Works Depart m e n t
of New York City to do the work. The
city hires construction workers to do
the cleanup. On the other hand, most
of the rescue work had to be done by
the fire department to ensure public
t rust. Government workers can do
some things better, and private sector
employees can do some tasks better
than government employees. Pre s i d e n t
Bush was wise to point out that it will
be very difficult to fire federal employ-
ees if they take over security at airport s .
Vi g o rous debate is needed to determ i n e
which employees can do the better job
for the least amount of money.

And money matters. Besides, the
private-public sector competition is
g o od for both the government and pri-
vate industry.

But let’s be clear. A small govern-
ment in terms of employees does not
equate to a small government in term s
of budget. We can reduce the size of
g o v e rnment in terms of employees, but
a small government in terms of budget
and taxes will be a lot harder to
achieve. The number one obligation of
a government is to ensure the safety of
its citizens. And the way the world is
t od a y, with so much discord and terro r-
ist mentality out there, I suspect we are
going to spend a much greater share of
our budgets protecting ourselves. Sep-
tember 11 was a cold shower on our
complacent confidence in our safety
and inviolability.

The best we can hope for is to con-
tract out as much as possible to the pri-
vate sector. The market imposes a
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ruthless kind of efficiency when it is
functioning pro p e r l y. But when a com-
pany is functioning without competi-
tion, it can be just as bureaucratic and
u n p roductive as the maligned federal
b u reaucrat. That is why we forbid
monopolies. Incentives such as those
built into the highway re c o n s t ru c t i o n
system in California after the latest
e a rthquake destroyed bridges and high-
ways should be used when competition
is limited.

If the work needs to be done by a
federal employee, the system must
allow for the ability to fire someone
with relative ease. It’s hard enough to
f i re someone in the private sector for
n o n p e rf o rmance. It’s much too diff i c u l t
to fire a federal employee. Unprod u c-
tive workers are a disservice to the tax-
p a y e r, whether the employee is a
federal or a contracted employee.

L e t ’s save money by good manage-
ment principles, not some pre d e t e r-
mined ideology.

Joe Se l vaggio is exe c u t i ve director of the
One Pe rcent Club.

Loyalty to Longtime Allies
Rita J. Simon 

The world has changed as a result of
the events on September 11, 2001.
M o re lives were taken on September
11 than on any other day in the Unit-
ed States since the Battle of Antietam
during the Civil Wa r, and, unlike at
Antietam, the casualties on September
11 were overwhelmingly civilian.
Almost twice as many people were
killed than were killed at Pearl Harbor
on December 7, 1941. No longer will

any country in the world feel safe fro m
acts of terrorism. For the United
States, this is an especially world-
changing event. Even during the worst
days of the Second World Wa r, when
our military was suffering defeats in the
Pacific and the Germans were still on
the offensive in Europe and Nort h
Africa, did we experience the high
security alert that is transforming our
c o u n t ry tod a y. And there are only a
few of us who believe that we have
seen the end of major terrorism attacks
on the United States. The discussion
rather focuses on when—in the next
few weeks or months? Where — N e w
York and Washington again, or Chica-
go, Los Angeles, or other parts of the
c o u n t ry? What and how—chemical,
bacterial, explosions—what form will
the attacks assume?

It is still too soon to say how long
security alerts will continue and per-
haps more importantly what changes
will occur in our society vis-à-vis the
rule of law and due process. What laws
will be enacted that will intrude on,
and limit, our traditional and legally
e n f o rced sense of privacy and fre e d o m
of movement? In the past—during the
Civil War and World Wars I and II—
we relinquished some of our civil liber-
ties. During the Civil War we did away
with habeas corpus. Will the American
public support incursion on our civil
l i b e rt i e s ?

And what of our behavior toward
our longtime allies, of which Israel is
the best example? What the terro r i s t s
hate about Israel—its We s t e rn ideas,
its freedom, and its democratic institu-
tions—they hate about the United
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States. India should also be included.
In our desire to include the bro a d e s t
coalition that will support our actions
against Osama bin Laden, the Ta l i b a n ,
and perhaps Saddam Hussein, will we
weaken our ties with Israel and India in
o rder to gain the support of Saudi Ara-
bia and other Arab countries, as well as
Egypt, Indonesia, and Pakistan, maybe
even Syria and Iran? Will we be silent
about human rights abuses among our
newfound allies or about terrorism in
all its forms? Israel and India are the
two democratic societies in Nort h
Africa, the Middle East, and Central
Asia. Let’s not forget that, and let’s not
cut deals with enemies that endanger
the stability and well-being of our
longtime allies.

In this new world we find ourselves
in, we should be willing to make
some—and I emphasize s o m e— s a c r i-
fices of our civil liberties; but it is
i m p o rtant that we not take measure s
that cause us pain and embarr a s s m e n t
in the future. I am thinking of our
imprisonment of Japanese and Japanese
American people during World War II.
The Justice Depart m e n t ’s November 8
decision to listen in on the conversa-
tions of lawyers with clients in federal
c u s t od y, even with persons who have
been detained but not charged with
any crime if the department believes it
is necessary to prevent terrorism, might
be an instance of our govern m e n t
going too far.

Rita J. Simon is a Un i versity Professor in
the School of Public Affairs at Am e r i c a n
Un i versity and president of the Wo m e n’s
Freedom Ne t w o rk .

R e b i rth of Serious Politics
David St rom 

Liberals, and some conservatives, seem
convinced that the war on terro r i s m
will usher in a new era of big govern-
ment. After a decade of unpre c e d e n t e d
peace and pro s p e r i t y, citizens had
become increasingly critical of the
b u reaucratic state, but the new security
t h reat that we face will drive Ameri-
cans back into the arms of a strong and
g rowing state.

F o rt u n a t e l y, this analysis will soon
p rove to be more an expression of the
l i b e r a l ’s hope than an accurate re f l e c-
tion of re a l i t y. 

While it is surely true that the war
on terrorism will lead Americans to take
their politics and their govern m e n t
m o re seriously—and be willing to accept
m o re limits to their freedoms than
b e f o re the events of September 11—it
simply does not follow that Americans
a re longing for or need a more Euro p e a n
m odel of big government. 

In fact, the war on terrorism could
aid the cause of politicians who are
t ruly serious about limiting the size,
scope, and wastefulness of the federal
g o v e rnment. Over the past decade,
Americans have looked at national
politics as almost an extension of local
political concerns. Bill Clinton was
elected president on a platform more
a p p ropriate for a mayor than for a com-
mander in chief. The bridge to the
twenty-first century was to be built by
federal funds for cops, teachers, and
day care workers. Bill Clinton surv i v e d
his scandals because most Americans
saw little diff e rence in stature between
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the commander in chief and Wa s h i n g-
ton, D.C., Mayor Marion Barry.

National politics in the post–Sep-
tember 11 era will be—and should be—
defined by much weightier and more
serious issues than the war on tobacco
and issues more pressing than the avail-
ability of day care in various parts of the
country. We must expect more out of
government, more of our politicians,
and, most import a n t l y, we must re q u i re
them to prioritize, leaving state and
local issues to state and local govern-
ment. The true work of the federal gov-
e rnment is too serious to be diluted.

And that is just the point. The poli-
tics of the 1990s was based on a funda-
mental lack of seriousness about
g o v e rnment. The politics of this decade
will most likely be defined by a re b i rth of
serious politics, and serious politicians. If
I am correct about this—and admittedly
that is a very big if—conservatives will
actually have an opportunity to scale
back some of the sillier extensions of
g o v e rnment power in favor of more vig-
o rous action on the truly important mat-
ters before the govern m e n t .

Americans are hungering to wage
the war on terrorism and are willing—
in fact eager—to make sacrifices to
e n s u re success in the war eff o rt. Con-
s e rvatives should be taking this oppor-
tunity to argue the virtues of limited
but vigorous government, focused on
p roviding for the common defense and
p romoting the general welfare rather
than on becoming an all-purpose
nanny state. 

David St rom is legislative director of the
Ta x p a yers League of Mi n n e s o t a .

C o n s e rvative Consistency
D. J. Tice 

While war has always mightily aided
campaigns to enlarge government, it’s
not clear that war, in itself, creates any
lasting passion for a more powerf u l
state. The Civil War dramatically
i n c reased the authority of the federal
g o v e rnment. But a widespread desire
for more federal clout—especially
w h e re slavery was concerned, but in
other areas, too—existed before the
w a r, and even, in a sense, helped cause
the war. 

S i m i l a r l y, World War I mere l y
accelerated a growth of govern m e n t
power that the Pro g ressive movement
had been successfully promoting for
decades. World War II and the Cold
War merely solidified the “mixed econ-
omy” vision and gargantuan social
engineering apparatus that Roosevelt’s
New Deal had been about all along. 

In truth, the popularity of explicit
socialism probably peaked in America
in the 1930s. The wars against Nazism
and communism may have kindled
Americans’ doubts about where radical
statist ideas could lead. Postwar pro s-
perity also helped. 

In short, war can rout the last pock-
ets of resistance to an era of govern-
ment expansion. But this only seems to
happen when leaders and citizens want
g o v e rnment to grow for reasons unre-
lated to war. 

A m e r i c a ’s Revolution could easily
have produced a utopian tyranny, or
even a Napoleon, if that had been the
aim of the re v o l u t i o n ’s leaders. But
G e o rge Washington and the other
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framers wanted to found a limited re p u b-
lic, so they did. The Vietnam Wa r, while
inspiring a new, starry-eyed left, also
fueled doubts about the left, and about
g o v e rnment power generally, among
many moderate Democrats. Within five
years of its end, Vietnam was followed by
the Reagan revolution, not by a new
burst of government growth. 

The point is that it’s the underlying
public sentiment that counts. Conserv-
atives need not despair that the war on
t e rror must inevitably and perm a n e n t-
ly wound the movement for smaller,
decentralized government. In the short
run, the war will doubtless pro v i d e
cover for much wasteful spending.
We’ll have the National Security Per-
f o rmance Art Fund and a thousand
other absurdities. But over time what
will matter is whether the American
people believe larger govern m e n t
s e rves their broad best interests. It is
c o n s e rvatives’ business, as always, to
see that they don’t. 

T h e re is an opportunity in this chal-
lenge. Conservatives must, with or
without war, better explain the differ-
ence between functions that are pro p e r-
ly and necessarily govern m e n t ’s — a b o v e
all, defense and law enforcement—and
functions better left to the marketplace.
By steadfastly supporting the war effort
while resisting, with equal tenacity,
spending and regulatory schemes mas-
querading as security measures, conserv-
atives will have many chances to
describe the distinctions. Supporting
new standards for airport security while
resisting the federalization of all security
personnel has been a good start at defin-
ing the line. 

A difficult issue concerns expanded
law enforcement powers to combat ter-
rorism. There are real needs for tighter
security and streamlined pro s e c u t i o n s ,
but also real dangers of an overre a c t i o n
that undermines civil liberties and
hands government hazardous arbitrary
powers. Conservatives need to be seen
seriously working toward balance. The
cause of smaller government could be
damaged if it appears that conserv a-
tives are sanguine about a radical ero-
sion of basic rights. 

O p p o rtunistic campaigns for “war-
related” corporate bailouts and subsi-
dies and even tax cuts must also be met
by principled conservative opposition
if the credibility of the smaller- g o v e rn-
ment argument is to be maintained.
P romoting as “war measures” policies
that might well be justifiable (quite
a p a rt from war) but haven’t succeeded
politically in peacetime may only fuel
cynicism about conservative veracity. 

One can’t persuasively lampoon the
“national security” need for farm subsi-
dies or enhanced unemployment bene-
fits on Monday and on Tu e s d a y
p romote corporate tax rebates as some-
how critical to America’s war eff o rt .
This is true even if the business tax
b reak is, in itself, a good idea. 

Yes, war creates dangers for the
s m a l l e r- g o v e rnment cause. But let’s
remember that self-inflicted wounds
a re one of those dangers. 

D. J. Tice is a columnist and editorial
b o a rd member at the St. Paul Pi o n e e r
Press. 
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S t r a i g h t f o rw a rd Rules
Jim Van Houten 

I n c reasing government security activi-
ties is an important public policy goal.
The arguments being used to justify
needed activities, however, are of con-
c e rn. Some comments seem proof of 
H. L. Mencken’s warning that the aim
of politics is to keep the population
a l a rmed and there f o re clamoring for
new pro g r a m s .

A m e r i c a ’s challenge as we carry out
this expansion will be to limit govern-
ment growth to what is necessary, and
only for as long as needed. Unfort u-
n a t e l y, our track re c o rd in achieving
this is not good. Two examples:

• The U.S. Department of Agricul-
t u re has known for decades that two
key objectives, farm prod u c t i v i t y
and retaining small family farm s ,
a re in conflict. Since contro v e r s y
alienates support, a great deal of
DOA money has been wasted on a
t w o - p ronged public re l a t i o n s
campaign. The major accomplish-
ment has been to avoid clear
accountability for achieving either
o b j e c t i v e .

• And then there is P. J. O’Rourke’s
re p o rt that there are still as many
t r a ffic cops in Havana as there were
b e f o re the re v o l u t i o n — w h e n
Cubans actually had cars. Is anyone
surprised? 

The question of how big govern-
ment should be has received a lot of
attention from some pretty smart peo-
ple. Milton Friedman, for example,

devoted much of his life to this topic.
His writings suggest that we re m e m b e r
t h ree big ideas: 

• The scope of government should be
no bigger than absolutely necessary. 

• G o v e rnment power should be
dispersed as much as possible (cities
a re better than states, states better
than federal, and federal concentra-
tion the worst of all). 

• The purpose and scope of any new
t a x p a y e r-paid activity should be
p recise, and not subject to evolving
i n t e r p re t a t i o n .

If we can agree on Friedman’s points,
the challenge is to implement pro-
grams that will be guided by these para-
meters. There is also a wealth of past
thought on this topic.

Back when Cuba still needed a lot
of traffic cops, Professor Peter Dru c k e r
was describing management practices
to achieve outcomes comparable to
F r i e d m a n ’s basic points. Dru c k e r
advised managers to: 

• Make sure that all budgets, espe-
cially those for large expenditure s
and multiple years, have pre c i s e ,
measurable objectives. 

• Repeat the budget analysis pro c e s s
when new needs arise. In other
w o rds, each proposed new activity
should be forced to earn its own
a p p roval. Those in charge must
w restle new goals from the expan-
sionist grasps of those dire c t i n g
existing pro g r a m s .

• Plan a pro g r a m ’s end as carefully as
its beginning. An independent
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manager should be responsible for
re p o rting on the precisely stated
goals and evaluating the need for
continuance. 

This is all pretty straightforw a rd .
We know the need, we know the risks
of doing too much for too long, and we
know how to do better. Perhaps most
i m p o rtant, we also know that our track
re c o rd in achieving the right balance
i s n ’t very good. There is no reason to
assume the American people will have
the right balance without a vigoro u s
public debate.

And there ’s also no doubt about
something else: this is a big deal! The
risk to our struggling economy and
l o n g - t e rm freedom is much gre a t e r
than the cost of too many traffic cops
in Havana more than forty years after
the re v o l u t i o n .

Jim Van Houten, president and CEO of
MSI In s u rance, teaches strategic manage-
ment in the M.B.A. pro g ram at the
Un i versity of Mi n n e s o t a .

G o v e rn m e n t ’s First 
R e s p o n s i b i l i t y
Tim Wi l k i n

The first responsibility of govern m e n t
has always been to attend to the safety
and security of the people it serv e s .
Any analysis of government action
after September 11 must be viewed
with this in mind. We now find our-
selves in a state of war. This is not just
any war; it is a war that started on
American soil. Those of us entrusted to
make the laws of our state and nation

must respond to the war by enacting
laws and taking steps that protect our
population from foreseeable danger—
whether it is conventional, biological,
or chemical. 

The war must not, however, be used
as an excuse to expand bloated pro-
grams or create new ones. For instance,
making all security personnel at air-
p o rts federal employees does not serv e
a public purpose that cannot be satis-
fied just as effectively by the private
s e c t o r. Cert a i n l y, there needs to be
re f o rm in this area, such as incre a s e d
training and supervision of airport
security personnel to prevent furt h e r
incidents and gain public confidence.
Blindly federalizing workers simply
instills a false sense of security.

A little historical perspective might
be helpful. Big government pro g r a m s
that had their birth with past wars are
unlikely to sprout at this time. During
World War II and the Vietnam Wa r,
g o v e rnment was relatively small com-
p a red to today—although growing at a
rapid rate. This allowed the start of
ongoing government programs. Tod a y,
big government is the status quo. It is
m o re difficult to add large programs for
two reasons. First, we already have pro-
grams for virtually every situation. Sec-
ond, we just don’t have a great deal of
additional capacity to pay for addition-
al programs without incurring econom-
ically stifling taxes.

In assessing the current govern m e n t
response, a distinction needs to be
made between ongoing programs and
onetime expenditures. The airline
“bailout,” for instance, was a onetime
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e x p e n d i t u re. It is justified on the prin-
ciple of indemnification. When the
g o v e rnment shut down air travel for
four days following the terro r i s t
attacks, it was directly responsible for
the airlines’ lost revenues. Since the
i n d u s t ry was already battered by the
economic downturn, the loss of re v-
enues could have pushed many airlines
into bankru p t c y. Just as I am re s p o n s i-
ble for replacing my neighbor’s window
when I throw a rock through it, the
g o v e rnment needed to accept financial
responsibility for the shutdown. No
doubt it was a good decision to stop air
t r a ffic while officials ensured the secu-
rity of the system, but the airlines
needed to be indemnified for their
loss—a re g u l a t o ry taking.

G o v e rnment also has a role in pro-
tecting its citizens from incre a s e d
t h reats of bioterrorism and chemical
attacks. Minnesota already had cert a i n
contingency plans in place before the
attack, and re s o u rces dedicated to this
p roblem, but the September attacks
and the subsequent anthrax attacks
have made the threat more realistic. It
has also focused our attention on
whether we are truly pre p a red for a
massive attack or whether our eff o rts to
date have just scratched the surf a c e .

T h e re are many questions that must
be answered during the next legislative
session in Minnesota. Are we ready for

the multitude of attacks that might be
made on American soil? Are our quar-
antine laws sufficient to allow the gov-
e rnment to contain the spread of
deadly diseases without unduly infring-
ing on civil liberties? Are there suff i-
cient penalties to deter those who
would perpetrate a hoax attack, taking
up valuable law enforcement time and
re s o u rces? If additional re s o u rces are
needed by law enforcement, who will
pay? Is our health care system up to
handling a mass epidemic?

We must also recognize that while
we value foreign visitors, their pre s e n c e
in the United States is a privilege and
not a right. Our law enforcement must
have all the tools necessary to make
s u re that legal aliens are not acting
against U.S. interests while they are
within our borders and must have the
power to expel those who do not
respect our laws or security.

The war on terrorism is no excuse
for growing government. It is, however,
a historic opportunity to get govern-
ment back to its original mission—to
p rovide for the common defense.

Tim Wilkin is a businessman and a
Republican member of the Mi n n e s o t a
House of Re p re s e n t a t i ves, where he re p re-
sents Eagan, Mendota Heights, Me n d o t a ,
Li l ydale, and Bu rn s v i l l e . ■
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