
Politically Correct Education
Don  Closson  considers  the  impact  that  affirmative  action,
multiculturalism, and speech codes have had on education. He
also argues that the heart of the issue is the rejection of
both the Judeo-Christian worldview and Western Civilization.

The Power of Political Correctness
The media has recently taken notice of a trend in education
that has actually been around for some time. This trend has
been obvious to anyone well-acquainted with the goings-on in
our  citadels  of  higher  learning  or  even  on  selected  high
school  campuses.  The  term  Political  Correctness,  or
politically  correct  speech,  covers  most  of  the  issues
involved. Multiculturalism is often given as the driving ethic
that prompts one to be politically correct.

At the foundation of this movement is the belief that all
education is political. Nowhere in the curriculum can one find
a hiding place from race, class, or gender issues. Added to
this assumption is the law of moral and ethical relativism:
All systems of thought, all cultures, are equal in value. To
assume otherwise is politically incorrect by definition.

Just how important this type of thinking is to those who
influence our nation’s students is reflected by some of their
comments.  According  to  Glenn  Maloney,  assistant  dean  of
students  at  the  University  of  Texas  at  Austin,
“Multiculturalism  will  be  the  key  word  for  education.  I
believe that will be the mission of the university in the
90’s.”(1)  Donna  Shalala,  chancellor  of  the  University  of
Wisconsin at Madison, adds that this movement amounts to “a
basic transformation of American higher education in the name
of multiculturalism and diversity.”(2)

A  recent  study  of  the  New  York  school  system  found  that
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“African Americans, Asian Americans, Puerto Rican/Latinos, and
Native Americans have all been the victims of an intellectual
and educational oppression that has characterized the culture
and  institutions  of  the  United  States  and  the  European
American worlds for centuries.”(3)

The report goes on to state, “Unfortunately, stereotyping and
misinformation  have  become  part  of  the  dominant  culture
enveloping everyone. . . . Because of the depth of the problem
and the tenacity of its hold on the mind, only the most
stringent measures can have significant impact.”(4)

And  stringent  measures  are  what  have  occurred.  Curricula,
admissions policies, the hiring and promotion of faculty, and
the freedom to debate issues have all been modified by those
who currently define political correctness. There is a growing
body of evidence that quota systems are now in place in many
admissions offices across the country. Textbooks are being
written and courses changed to promote multiculturalism at the
expense of teaching about Western Civilization. Professors are
unable to teach their courses or participate in the academic
enterprise because their views fail to conform to the new
guardians of culture.

What is most appalling is the attempt to remove the freedom of
speech  from  students  who  fail  to  conform  to  the  correct
position on a broad spectrum of topics. What is ironic is that
many of those now attempting to limit the freedom of speech of
students in the name of multiculturalism are the very same
individuals  that  began  the  free  speech  movement  in  the
sixties, arguing for academic freedom and student input into
the curriculum. It seems that the issue was more a matter of
gaining power to control the curriculum and inject it with
their views rather than truly to promote freedom of academic
endeavors.



Ethnic Studies
Let’s look at a few places where political correctness has had
a major impact. In 1988 the Stanford faculty voted to change
the Western Culture course, one of the most popular on campus,
to “Cultures, Ideas and Values.” The fifteen-book requirement
was  dropped  and  replaced  with  the  admonition  to  give
substantial attention to issues of race(5) and gender. The
reading list now had to include a quota of works by women and
minorities. Out goes Shakespeare, in comes Burgos-Debray.

Shakespeare is deemed to be racist, sexist, and classist, a
product  of  the  ultimate  evil–Western  Civilization.  French
writer  Elisabeth  Burgos-Debray  is,  on  the  other  hand,
politically  correct.  One  of  her  works,  now  part  of  the
Stanford curriculum, describes a Guatemalan woman’s struggle
against  capitalist  oppression.  She  rejects  marriage  and
motherhood and becomes a feminist, a socialist, and finally a
Marxist,  arguing  politics  with  fellow  revolutionaries  in
Paris. According to the author, this simple Guatemalan woman
speaks for all the Indians of the American continent.(6)

Berkeley, Mount Holyoke, and the University of Wisconsin are
just a few of the schools where students must take a course in
ethnic studies but are not required to take a single course in
Western Civilization. At Berkeley, the ethnic studies course
is the only required course on campus, and Wisconsin students
can graduate without taking any American history. Ohio State
has gone even further, revamping its entire curriculum to
reflect issues of gender, race, and ethnicity. The chairman of
the English department at Pennsylvania State University has
remarked, “I would bet that Alice Walker’s The Color Purple is
taught  in  more  English  departments  today  than  all  of
Shakespeare’s  plays  combined.”(7)

An ironic twist to this revolution is that when writings of
third- world authors are included in the curriculum, they
rarely are the classics from that culture. Instead, they tend



to be recent, Marxist, and politically correct works.

Unfortunately, curriculum revisions are not confined to the
college campus. The state of New York recently commissioned a
committee to review its statewide secondary-school curriculum.
The results were a bit startling, to say the least.

According  to  the  report,  no  topic  is  culture-free.  The
Eurocentric, white, American culture currently dominating the
curriculum must give way to one which represents all cultures
equally. Even math and science were cited as culturally biased
because they failed to give credit to contributions from other
cultures.(8)

In the social sciences, even more radical demands have been
made. One Black Studies professor charges that the current
curriculum in New York’s high schools reflects “deep-seated
pathologies  of  racial  hatred.”  He  argues  that  time  spent
studying the U.S. Constitution, which is seriously flawed in
his  opinion,  is  grounds  for  miseducation.  He  adds  that
studying  the  Constitution  is  egocentric  and  blatant  White
Nationalism.(9)

Instruments of Exclusion
In chapter 2 of his book Illiberal Education, Dinesh D’Souza
takes up the case of high school senior Yat-pang Au. To make a
fairly long story short, Yat- pang received a rejection letter
from the University of California at Berkeley in 1987 although
he had graduated first in his high school class, scored 1340
on the SAT, earned letters in track and cross-country, served
on the student council, and won seven scholarships from groups
such as the National Society of Professional Engineers. What
went wrong?

It wasn’t his credentials. In fact, Yat-pang was considerably
above the Berkeley average in his qualifications. His only
real problem was his race, and what chancellor Ira Michael



Hayman called “a little social engineering.” Under Hayman the
university  began  to  devalue  the  importance  of  merit  and
achievement  in  admissions  in  order  to  achieve  a  racially
balanced student body, one that reflects the population at
large.

As a result, this family of immigrants from Hong Kong found
that their son could not go to Berkeley although ten other
students from his high school had been accepted with lower
qualifications. The policy of racial balance which seemed so
fair to Hayman was anything but fair to the Au family.

If Yat-pang had been Hispanic or Black he would have had no
problem attending Berkeley. Asians, many of them immigrants,
are now being excluded from Berkeley because they happen to be
a  too-successful  minority  that  values  the  family  and
education.

Unfortunately, Berkeley is not the only place one can find
this type of discrimination. Harvard, UCLA, Stanford, Brown,
and  others  have  been  charged  with  discrimination  towards
Asians. As D’Souza writes, “Quotas which were intended as
instruments of inclusion now seemed to function as instruments
of exclusion.”(10)

Even if we set aside Yat-pang’s individual rights, does this
policy make sense for the minorities it is trying to help?
Often it does not. D’Souza notes that Blacks and Hispanics
admitted under reduced academic requirements do not fare well
at Berkeley. In one study, only 18 percent of the Black and 22
percent of the Hispanic affirmative-action students graduated
within five years. Almost 30 percent of Black and Hispanic
students  drop  out  at  the  end  of  their  freshman  year.(11)
Because  we  have  set  aside  academic  preparation  as  the
criterion for admission to our top schools, many students who
cannot compete are being admitted. They simply drop out, more
frustrated and angry than before.



Another issue that goes hand-in-hand with admissions is the
issue of testing itself. Many argue that since some groups do
better than others on the SAT, the test is biased. A New York
federal judge has ruled that, since women do not do as well as
men on the SAT, using the test as a criterion for awarding its
Regents and Empire State scholarships violates state law.(12)

What  is  remarkable  about  this  trend  is  that  testing  was
installed in the 1920s to fight arbitrary bias in admissions.
When one removes testing, which even the critics must agree is
still the best way to predict academic success, all other
criteria except race and gender are subjective.

In light of this fact, College Board president Donald Stewart,
who is black, has argued that the test covers words and ideas
necessary  for  success  in  college,  regardless  of  cultural
background.(13)

Freedom of Speech
Those  who  consider  themselves  politically  correct  have
inflicted grave damage on the concept of free speech. It is
interesting to note that Christians have endured free-speech
restrictions for years, but only recently have others who hold
to politically incorrect positions experienced this form of
discrimination.

Restrictions  on  speech  come  in  three  different  forms  on
campus. The most widespread form is the conduct code. Another
is  the  refusal  to  allow  conservative  speakers  to  address
groups on campus. And last is the censure of faculty members
who step outside the sphere of politically correct thought.

The University of Michigan has been a leader in restricting
First Amendment rights. Responding to a student radio disc
jockey who invited other students to call in their favorite
racial jokes, the university began a long crusade to stamp out
racism, sexism, and a multitude of other “isms.” Instead of



just  punishing  the  offender,  all  students  were  now  under
suspicion, and all speech would be monitored carefully.

A new policy on discrimination and discriminatory harassment
was approved. It defined as punishable “any behavior, verbal
or physical, that stigmatizes or victimizes an individual on
the  basis  of  race,  ethnicity,  religion,  sex,  sexual
orientation, creed, national origin, ancestry, age, marital
status, handicap, or Vietnam-era veteran status.”(14)

Debate on these topics was to be restricted in fear that
someone might be stigmatized by the discussion. The so-called
marketplace of ideas that colleges are supposed to represent
had been shrunk down to convenience-store size.

Since  one  cannot  be  certain  that  even  the  most  balanced
discussion of a topic such as gay rights or religious cults
might not stigmatize a fellow student, one must refrain from
entering  into  that  territory.  The  result  of  this  type  of
policy is to guarantee a monopoly to the radical Marxist and
feminist  ideas  now  being  promoted  by  the  faculty  and
administration  on  many  of  our  campuses.

Fortunately, this policy was successfully challenged by an
unnamed psychology professor who realized that most of the
subject  matter  he  dealt  with  in  class  might  stigmatize
someone. In a strange twist, the ACLU was on the right side of
this issue and represented the professor. Eventually a U.S.
District Court struck down even a modified version of the
code.  But  there  are  still  codes  in  effect  at  Emory,
Middlebury, Brown, Penn State, Tufts, and the Universities of
California, Connecticut, North Carolina at Chapel Hill, and
others.  Many  more  schools  are  considering  implementing
codes.(15)

Some groups on campus have used more blatant tactics to keep
conservatives from speaking. Supreme Court Justice Sandra Day
O’Conner, U.N. ambassador Jeanne Kirkpatrick, and Secretary of



Health and Human Services Louis Sullivan have all been victims
of  censorship  in  the  form  of  gay  and  pro-abortion  groups
shouting them down. In one case, black students with clubs
disrupted a meeting for the National Association of Scholars,
a conservative group of professors, charging that they were
actually supported by the Ku Klux Klan.(16)

Another form of censorship is the silencing of faculty. Alan
Gribben, a professor at the University of Texas, made the
mistake of voting against the politization of a writing course
in the English Department. As a result he was ostracized by
the department and decided to leave after seventeen years on
the faculty.(17)

The “Ism” Proliferation
The  goal  of  the  political  correctness  revolutionaries  on
campus is the removal of any remnant of racism, sexism, class
elitism, and even lookism, the practice of treating people
differently because of their looks. There are also specific
positions  on  ecology,  foreign  and  domestic  policy,
homosexuality, and animal rights that are politically correct.

The hope behind all of this is the creation of a society where
each  culture  and  social  group  is  appreciated  for  its
contributions. But the fallout has been to encourage people to
find some reason to declare oppression, for it seems that only
those who are oppressed are in a position to determine what is
politically correct. White, middle-class males are the great
Satan incarnate–even the most repentant among them must be
watched closely.

Politically correct people argue that they are calling for a
philosophy of inclusion. They are not thought police, they
say; they are only concerned with correcting centuries of
unfairness. In reality the effect of this movement has been to
silence  or  remove  from  campus  those  who  differ  from  the
politically correct position. If a professor opposes racially



based admissions policies, he is racist. If a student holds to
religious  convictions  concerning  homosexuality,  she  is
homophobic. The issue really goes beyond mere tolerance; the
goal of this movement is to remove opposition to the plans of
the radical left.

Since those who are politically correct agree that Western
Civilization is the cause of all evil in the world, one might
ask what should replace it. Not surprisingly, the writers and
heroes of this movement tend to be Marxist, feminist, and gay.
It is interesting that Marx, a white male European, is still
considered  politically  correct,  although  he  held  quite
incorrect views on racial issues (in fact, he spoke positively
concerning slavery in America).(18)

If true multiculturalism were the issue, these folks would be
calling  for  the  study  and  implementation  of  traditional
cultures from around the world, which, by the way, are just as
racist and far more male-dominated than our own. Whether one
looks at Islam or the teachings of oriental traditions, one
finds that a dim view is taken of both modern feminist thought
and homosexuality.

The tradition of Western thought has been to deal with ideas
that transcend race, and it has been anything but homogeneous
in its conclusions. The irony of the accusations leveled at
Western thought by the politically correct is that the ideas
they  favor  have  been  most  fully  developed  in  America  and
Europe. Even with all of its faults, Western Civilization has
been the most open and tolerant of all societies. It has been
eager to find and incorporate ideas that are beneficial from
other cultures.

All  the  important  issues  considered  on  our  campuses  have
religious elements. Whether one is considering the uses of
technology or the relationships between the sexes, everyone is
informed by his or her religious presuppositions. Placing a
prior restraint on someone’s freedom to speak because he is



coming  from  a  different  position  not  only  violates  our
historic view of freedom of speech but also can be used to
further remove Christian thought from our schools.

What  those  in  authority  on  our  campuses  really  hope  to
accomplish is the unquestioned implementation of a worldview
that releases man from his moral obligation to a creator God,
a God who sees all men and women, regardless of their color,
as in need of redemption. As Christian parents and alumni, we
need  to  make  certain  that  colleges  remain  places  where
students can seek and find the truth.
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Government Programs

Affirmative Action, Part One
Janice Camarena probably never heard of Brown v. Board of
Education when she enrolled in San Bernardino Valley College
in California. No doubt she knows about it now. Mrs. Camarena
was thrown out of a class at the college because of her skin
color. When she entered the class, the instructor immediately
told her to leave. That section of English 101 was reserved
for black students only. Mrs. Camarena is white.

Mrs. Camarena (who is currently suing the California Community
Colleges) has come to personify what is wrong with affirmative
action programs in the 1990s. Forty years after Brown v. Board
of Education, the civil right movement has strayed from the
color-blind principles articulated by Martin Luther King, Jr.
Government bureaucrats and liberal judges have set up quotas
and turned the 1964 Civil Rights Act on its head.

Title VII, Section 703 (j) clearly bans preferences by race,
gender, ethnicity, and religion in business and government.
The  Act  was  a  model  of  fairness,  openness,  and  equality.
Unfortunately the interpretation of the law fell into the
hands of bureaucrats and judges who swept away fairness and
replaced it with color-based preferences.

No  wonder  momentum  is  growing  in  California  for  a  1996
initiative (modeled on the 1964 Civil Rights Act) that would
amend the state’s constitution to prohibit the use of quotas
by state institutions. California is often the prairie upon
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which grassroots grass fires spread, and the California Civil
Rights Initiative may be the start of a larger movement poised
to spread from coast to coast.

As William Bennett has noted: “Affirmative action has not
brought us what we want–a color-blind society. It has brought
us an extremely color-conscious society. In our universities
we have separate dorms, separate social centers.” One might
legitimately ask, What’s next? Separate water fountains?

How bad has the problem become? Consider just a few examples
of the impact of affirmative action quotas on government.

A Defense Department memo cited on the November 18, 1994,
broadcast of ABC’s “20/20” declared, “In the future, special
permission will be required for the promotion of all white men
without disabilities.”

Senator  Jesse  Helms  (R-NC)  cites  a  U.S.  Forest  Service
document that actually states, “Only unqualified applicants
will be considered.”

Now that affirmative action appears threatened, suggestions
are being floated by proponents to modify affirmative action
rather than abolish it. The growing drumbeat from liberal
proponents  of  affirmative  action  is  that  race-based
affirmative action must be replaced by class-based affirmative
action. After all, ask proponents, why should preferential
treatment be given to an affluent, black Harvard law graduate
over  a  poor,  white  West  Virginia  coal  miner?  Class-based
affirmative action would supposedly be fairer and arouse less
hostility because it was based upon economic need rather than
race.

But  the  weaknesses  of  such  a  system  should  be  quickly
apparent.  Race-based  affirmative  action  has  spawned  an
enormous governmental bureaucracy. A class-based system would
no doubt be even larger and more byzantine. How would one
qualify for class-based affirmative action? Would we use the



income of the supposed “victim”? Would we use the income of
the victim’s family of origin? Would non-cash governmental
support  be  counted?  Who  would  decide?  The  questions  are
endless. At least in a race-based system, we can reach some
consensus about what constitutes an ethnic minority.

Affirmative Action, Part Two
Affirmative action has been under review for some time, but it
took a 1995 Supreme Court case to dramatically change the
civil rights landscape. The case involved Randy Pech (owner of
Adarand Constructors) who lost in the bidding for a guard-rail
construction project in Colorado’s San Juan National Forest
because he had the wrong skin color. He had the lowest bid,
but was passed over because he was not a minority. The prime
contractor was eligible for a $10,000 grant from the U.S.
Department  of  Transportation  for  hiring  minority-owned
subcontractors. The grant was greater than the difference in
the bids submitted by Pech and a Hispanic-owned firm.

Pech  filed  a  discrimination  lawsuit.  When  it  reached  the
Supreme Court, the U.S. Solicitor General argued that Pech had
no legal standing to sue, even though the U.S. Government paid
the prime contractor $10,000 to discriminate against him! And
this illustrates the double standard currently upheld in the
law. Protected minorities have standing to sue even if they
were  never  actually  the  subjects  of  discrimination.  But
victims of reverse discrimination have no such recourse and
often do not even have legal standing to sue.

Nevertheless, the court ruled in a narrow 5-to-4 decision that
Randy  Pech  had  been  discriminated  against.  Some  of  the
justices  even  went  so  far  as  to  argue  against  the  very
foundation of affirmative action.

Now that affirmative action appears threatened, suggestions
are being floated by proponents to modify affirmative action
rather than abolish it. The growing drumbeat from liberal



proponents  of  affirmative  action  is  that  race-based
affirmative action must be replaced by class-based affirmative
action. But a class-based system would even go further in
piting one ethnic minority against another. This is already
the case with race-based affirmative action. At the University
of California at Berkeley, for example, thousands of qualified
Asian-American students are turned away each year in order to
increase  the  percentage  of  African-American  and  Hispanic-
American  students  on  campus.  A  class-based  system  of
affirmative action would not only continue this practice but
increase it.

The best solution is to abolish affirmative action quotas and
move to a society that is truly color-blind. When an employer
engages  in  discrimination,  civil  rights  laws  and  judicial
rulings  provide  a  basis  for  legal  remedy.  But  current
interpretations of civil rights laws and affirmative action
quotas do not provide equality before the law. They grant
protected minorities racial privilege before the law.

In his famous dissent from the Supreme Court case of Plessy v.
Ferguson,  Justice  John  Marshall  Harlan  argued  that  the
Constitution “is color-blind, and neither knows nor tolerates
classes  among  citizens.  In  respect  of  civil  rights,  all
citizens are equal before the law.”

In his famous 1963 speech, Martin Luther King Jr. dreamed of
“a Nation where they [his children] will not be judged by the
color of their skins, but by the conduct of their character.”

Affirmative action quotas violate the spirit of these dreams
and turns the 1964 Civil Rights Act on its head. It’s time to
return to a Constitutional foundation. It’s time to return to
the true spirit of the civil rights movement. It’s time for
affirmative action quotas to go.



Missile Defense
A four-star general calling the President on a hot-line red
phone:

“Mr, President, we have a national emergency. Our satellites
have  detected  a  ballistic  missile  launched  from  a  former
Soviet republic at the United States.”

[Pause]

“No,  sir.  We  cannot  shoot  it  down.  We  have  no  ballistic
missile defense. There is nothing we can do to stop it.”

While the scenario is fiction (similar to the plot in the
movie “Crimson Tide”), the problem is fact. If a rogue Russian
or a Islamic fundamentalist or a North Korean general decided
to fire a missile at the United States, we would be unable to
defend ourselves!

It is not that we cannot deploy the technology to defend
ourselves. It is that we choose not to deploy that technology.
The reason is simple: the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.
Twenty-three years ago, the U.S. made the mad promise that it
would not defend itself from ballistic missile attack. The MAD
(mutually assured destruction) doctrine was the basis of the
1972 ABM treaty. Incredibly, President Clinton wants to keep
this reckless pledge today even though the Soviet Union no
longer exists and the world is no doubt more dangerous as
nuclear proliferation continues.

Opponents of missile defense systems have argued that they are
expensive and technologically impossible. Now a group of 16
eminent scientists formed under the auspices of the Heritage
Foundation have put forward an affordable and doable plan.

They propose an upgrade of the Navy’s Aegis air defense system
to shoot down long-range and short-range ballistic missiles.
The  Aegis  is  a  ship-board  radar-tracking  and  interceptor



system that directs surface-to-air missiles.

The Navy is already working on an upgrade that would allow it
to  intercept  missiles  outside  the  atmosphere,  in  what  is
called the “upper tier.” If developed and deployed on ships
scattered around the world, the U.S. would effectively have a
protective shield against strategic missiles.

But  there  is  the  problem.  By  agreeing  to  abide  by  this
obsolete  treaty,  the  U.S.  is  prevented  from  deploying  an
“upper tier” defense. At his recent summit with Boris Yeltsin,
President Clinton reaffirmed his support for the ABM treaty
signed with the Soviet Union, a country that no longer exists.

As questionable at the ABM treaty was during the Cold War, it
is even more absurd in our current political and military
environment. Former Reagan official Frank Gaffney points out
that a Navy Aegis commander in the Sea of Japan would be in
the absurd position of being able to shoot down a missile in
North Korea heading for Tokyo, but would be prevented from
shooting  down  a  missile  heading  for  San  Francisco!  Is  it
really in the interests of the U.S. to dumb down the “upper
tier” system so that we can protect our allies abroad but not
our own homeland?

The Heritage Foundation scientists believe an upgraded system
could be deployed in three years at a cost of only $1 billion.
This is a a plan we need to pursue. The United States is
vulnerable to missile attack, and yet has the means to defend
itself. In this dangerous post-Cold War world, we need to be
able to defend ourselves from missile attack.

Is  the  threat  that  great?  Well,  consider  the  number  of
countries already in the nuclear club. They include the U.S.,
Great Britain, France, China, Russia, India, Israel, North
Korea, Pakistan, and South Africa (South Africa is currently
dismantling its nuclear program).

But  that’s  not  all.  Most  intelligence  experts  also  put



Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus in that list because they
control some Soviet missiles. Finally, four other powers Iran,
Iraq, Libya, and Syria are working furiously to develop and
deploy nuclear missiles. Thus, all of these countries make up
what could be called “the doomsday club.” They all have the
capacity or will soon have the capacity to bring about a
nuclear Armageddon!

Intelligence experts estimate is that there are as many as 25
countries that have or will have the technical capability to
develop a nuclear weapon, and approximately 26 countries have
access to long-range missiles. In many ways, the post-Cold War
world is more dangerous now that the Soviet Union has fallen
and nuclear proliferation has accelerated.

Soviet scientists are willing to sell their services abroad.
Boris Yeltsin seems unwilling or unable to stop the spread of
nuclear technology. Likewise President Clinton has been unable
to stop nuclear proliferation. If there was ever a time we
needed an anti- ballistic missile system, it is now.

The “Crimson Tide” scenario is great movie drama, but it’s
lousy foreign policy. A missile launched from Kiev or Baghdad
or Pyongyang would devastate an American city, and the U.S.
can do nothing to stop it. Although the movie does not mention
it, the real reason this potential nightmare is so scary is
because the U.S. has no defense against ballistic missile
attack.

You  must  do  two  things.  First,  educate  yourself  and  your
friends about the danger. America is vulnerable to nuclear
attack, and yet most Americans do not know this. Second, call
for Congress to deploy an “upper tier” defense to the Aegis
system. The cost would be less than one percent of the entire
Defense  Department  budget.  Building  such  a  system  would
protect the United States from rogue leaders and military
dictators  who  might  someday  decide  to  launch  ballistic
missiles on this country.



Corporate Welfare
Cutting a $200 billion deficit from a $1.6 trillion budget is
not as difficult as the media might make it sound, especially
when politicians target the easier cuts first. One of the most
obvious cuts is so-called “corporate welfare.” Both liberals
(like Secretary Robert Reich) and conservatives (like Speaker
Newt  Gingrich)  talk  about  cutting  corporate  welfare.  When
Congress reconvenes, politicians need to stop talking about
cutting and begin cutting programs.

What should be placed on the cutting block? Here is a list of
examples from the Cato Institute of corporate welfare that
should be eliminated.

Department of Agriculture’s Market Promotion Program puts $110
million a year into the advertising budgets of major U.S.
corporations. In 1991, they spent $2.5 million promoting Dole
pineapple products; $2.9 million selling Pillsbury muffins and
pies;  $10  million  advertising  Sunkist  oranges;  $465,000
boosting the sales of McDonald’s Chicken McNuggets; and $1.2
million promoting American Legend mink coats.

Farm subsidies also should be cut. Consider the sugar price
support program. A full 40 percent of its $1.4 billion in
subsidies goes to the largest one percent of sugar producers.
The 33 largest sugar cane plantations each receive more than
$1 million in federal funds.

The Rural Electrification Administration and the federal Power
Marketing Administrations are funneling $2 billion in annual
subsidies  to  some  of  the  wealthiest  electric  utility
cooperatives in the country. One firm (ALLTEL) boasted of
sales exceeding $2.3 billion.

Taxpayer-subsidized  REA  loans  have  helped  big  electric
utilities serve ski resorts in Aspen, Colorado, and beach
resorts  like  Hilton  Head,  South  Carolina.  They  have  also



helped  serve  gambling  resorts  communities  in  Las  Vegas,
Nevada.

The  U.S.  Forest  Service  dished  out  $140  million  for  road
building projects in national forests in 1994 to help harvest
timber for firms like Georgia-Pacific and Weyerhauser. Last
year the Clinton administration championed grants through the
Advanced Technology Program. Some of the recipients last year
were  companies  like  Caterpillar,  Dupont,  Xerox,  General
Electric, and United Airlines.

The administrations also pushed over $500 million through the
Technology Reinvestment Project. Many of the recipients are
some of the richest companies in America: Chrysler Corporation
($6 million), Texas Instruments ($13 million), Hewlett-Packard
($10 million), Boeing ($7 million), and Rockwell ($7 million).

Recently the Congress considered a bill that proposed $7.6
billion  in  cuts  in  corporate  welfare.  Here  are  a  few
highlights  of  that  bill.

It would eliminate the Department of Commerce, beginning with
the U.S. Travel and Tourism Administration and the National
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration.  It  would  also
eliminate federal support for expensive projects with dubious
commercial potential, such as high speed rail and “smart”
cars.

The bill would also discard needless bureaucracy through the
elimination  of  the  Department  of  Energy,  the  Interstate
Commerce  Commission,  the  Federal  Maritime  Commission,  the
Maritime Administration, and U.S. Parole Commission. It would
eliminate state and local tree-planting programs run by the
Small  Business  Administration.  It  would  also  stop  funding
“transition expenses” from the Postal Service’s reorganization
that occurred 24 years ago.

There are more proposals, but you get the idea. There is a lot
to cut. We can balance the federal budget, and a good place to



start is with corporate welfare. We need to stop talking about
it and do it.
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