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New Myths and Old Political Realities
About Foreign Giveaways
Few things illustrate the desperate political position of the
Democrats as clearly as their about-face on foreign aid. The
Democrats have been fervent advocates of every foreign
giveaway idea that has come down the pike since 1945, and
now suddenly, when confronted by President Bush’s package
to aid the former Soviet Union, they are saying “Americans
first.”
The price tag is $24 billion, including $3 billion to stabilize
the Russian ruble, and $12 billion in an additional U.S.
donation to the International Monetary Fund (IMF), where
overpaid bureaucracies of foreigners dole out our money to
foreigners who never pay back their debts. The bill is broad
and vague, authorizing a variety of additional grants, credits
and technical assistance programs such as eliminating legal
impediments to government loans to private firms. Translated,
that means giving incentives to U.S. corporations to do
business overseas by having the taxpayers cover their losses,
something firms don’t enjoy if they lose money doing business
in the United States.
IMF managing director Michel Camdessus says that the
former Soviet Union needs $44 billion in foreign aid this year,
that is, $24 billion to Russia and $20 billion to the 14 other
former Soviet states. That’s just the start; over the next four
years, he says, the former Soviet Union will need more than
$ 100 billion in outside aid from the IMF, the W orld Bank, the
governments of industrial nations, and private investors. He
estimates that the IM F would provide $25 to $30 billion in
loans over the next four years, and that the W orld Bank would
lend another $12 to $15 billion.
To expedite this mind-boggling transfer of U.S. money, the
IM F and the W orld Bank formally offered membership to
Russia, Ukraine, and most of the other former Soviet states on
April 27. The IM F s mission is supposed to be to “stabilize”
economies, and so it gives loans to developing countries to
help them carry out large-scale economic reforms aimed at
growth without inflation.
Its sister organization, the W orld Bank, has the same
membership and doles out the money to the same recipients,
but with a slightly different focus. It concentrates on long-term
p r o g r a m s . U n d e r t h e r e g i m e o f R o b e r t S.
McNamara in the 1970s, the W orld Bank was best known for
its worldwide campaign for population control.

The U.S. taxpayers are being ripped off under so many
different labels that it’s hard to keep track of them. The World
Bank is made up of the International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development, the International Development Association
(which makes low-interest loans to the poorest countries), the
International Finance Corporation (which lends to private
companies in developing nations), and the Multilateral
Investment Guarantee Agency (which assists foreign investment in poor countries).
Membership contributions from the 170 members of the
IM F are decided by a formula based on their economic
output. So, surprise, surprise, the United States provided
nearly a fifth of the money for the two organizations even
before the proposed $12 billion infusion.
The IMF works something like a cooperative bank. Russia
will have to pay $3.94 billion into the Fund as a membership
contribution, but then it can immediately borrow three times
that amount. Pretty good deal, isn’t it! They put up $3.94
billion, and presto, they will be able to draw out nearly $12
billion — and maybe much, much more, since some favored
countries are allowed to exceed the formula!
This cooperative system sounds very much like the now
defunct House Bank, where some favored (mostly senior
Democratic) Congressmen could write overdrafts for several
times the amount of their deposits, while the cash for the float
was provided by other (mostly fairly new Republican)
Congressmen who were induced to deposit their paychecks in
the Bank.
Those who are determined to send U.S. cash to help the
Russians have an obligation to get something for the
taxpayers’ money they propose to spend. One solution would
be to buy the Russian nuclear weapons for which Boris Yeltsin
presumably has no use, or pay to have them destroyed under
international supervision.

About Who’s Behind Foreign Giveaways
W ith the whole world rejecting socialist central planning
and rushing toward a free market, Corporate America (a.k.a.
Big Government Republicans) is pushing the Bush Administration toward adopting the discredited socialist system. They
don’t call it that, of course; they call it “an industrial policy,”
but that’s just a code word for the rich and powerful in
government and big business centrally planning our economy.

The excuse advanced for imposing a centrally planned
industrial policy is the alleged need for taxpayer underwriting
of private industry investments in the former Soviet Union. As
the argument goes, the current situation calls for massive
private investment, and that won’t take place without
government subsidies and guarantees.
Dexter Baker, chairman of the National Association of
Manufacturers, is calling for “special government protection”
through “investment insurance and export guarantees” because
“the risks in Russia are greater than in any other part of the
world.” The U.S. taxpayers are being called upon to build
factories, oil fields and the like in Russia, as well as to pay the
bills for U.S. companies to export their products to the former
Soviet Union.
W hy aren’t U.S. corporations falling all over themselves to
seize investment opportunities in the enormous new market of
the former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe? Corporate
America just doesn’t want to risk its own money. No
American or European corporation has yet spent more than
$80 million on a single project, and most investments are
under $10 million.
Willard A. Workman, vice president of the U.S. Chamber
of Commerce’s international division, says, “W e are used to
taking risks, but risks that we can see and quantify. In the
Commonwealth countries you cannot learn enough or find
out enough in the available time. You have to make
assumptions and you have to be responsible to shareholders.
So you look to Government for help.”
The rationale is that, in the post-bad-Third-World-loansand-S&L- disaster world, Corporate America feels it has to be
“responsible” to its shareholders, but since the federal
politicians don’t feel they have to be responsible to the
taxpayers, let’s soak the taxpayers for guarantees of risky
investments that no reasonable businessman or banker would
make.
The Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC), a
federal agency that guarantees foreign investments, right now
has $8 billion available for corporate handouts (they call it
private-sector investment in foreign countries). However,
that’s not enough; U.S. companies have applied to OPIC for
$12 billion for investments in the former Soviet Union alone,
as well as relief from the current ceiling of $50 million on a
single investment.
Other piggy-banks that Corporate America can raid
include the Export-Import Bank, which subsidizes American
exports, and the Commodity Credit Corporation, which
finances food exports. Ex-Im has already issued $172 million
in financing for exports to the former Soviet Union and has
$11 billion available in export financing worldwide in the
current fiscal year. Ex-Im pays the U.S. exporter directly and
then tries to collect the loan sometime in the future from the
foreign buyer.
Representatives of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce met
with President Bush at a White House meeting in late April.
The Administration’s favorable response to this “unusually
explicit corporate request” for taxpayer handouts, according
to the New York Times, constitutes what many economists
call “de facto industrial policy.” This type of planning and
financing collaboration was anathema during the Reagan
Administration, with its free-market orientation; but it’s

apparently part of the Bush Administration’s New World
Order.
The group promoting this business-government partnership
to build up the former Soviet Union looks upon it as a first step
toward imposing full-scale industrial policy on the U.S.
economy. As Stephen S. Roach, senior economist at Morgan
Stanley & Company, says, “Do we want to go piecemeal from
one case to the next, or do we want to step back and look at the
broader objectives of industrial policy?”
Clearly, these men are elitists who believe in their hearts
that American workers are too dumb to know how to spend
their own hard-earned money. Therefore, the smart guys in
Corporate America, in collaboration with the politicians who
play along, want to make the big decisions as to whether our
money is to be spent on building industrial plants in the former
Soviet Union, or cleaning up the environment throughout the
world, or repairing infrastructure in the United States.
The real investment being made by Corporate America is in
locking up the politicians who will allow them to make big
money by bleeding the U.S. taxpayers.

About a Balanced Budget Amendment
The Balanced Budget Amendment is now rushing to
passage despite the many constitutional, legal, and economic
dilemmas it poses and the many unanswered questions about
its intended and unintended effects. It is earnestly supported
by Ronald Reagan and George Bush, but it also has some
advocates who are not singing from the same score sheet, such
as Senator Paul Simon.
In the heyday of lobbying for the Balanced Budget
Amendment during the Reagan Administration, when it
narrowly failed to pass, a federal balanced budget was a
realistic goal because our expanding economy was producing
tax revenues so fast that the budget would have come into
balance if Congress had simply frozen spending at thencurrent levels.
The fiscal picture is very different today. W hen I asked
some members of Congress the question, W hat will this
Amendment do to our current $400 billion deficit, I received
looks of quiet desperation. Nobody seems to know. Here are
some options:
* Congress could raise taxes to comply with the new
Amendment.
* Congress could cut spending on Medicare, Medicaid,
welfare, unemployment compensation, and food stamps.
Even the National Endowment for the Arts might feel the
axe.
* Congress could simply vote to bypass the Amendment’s
requirement for budgetary balance, as its text allows, by a
60 percent vote of all members of Congress.
* Congress could use budget gimmickry and even fraud to
disguise anticipated deficits, such as putting some items “off
budget,” including rosy predictions of tax receipts, and
transferring the cost of some items to future years.
* Congress could have a stalemate about the budget and
throw decision making into the hands of the federal courts
to define the words “budget” and “balance.” W ould the
federal courts undertake to write a balanced budget,
specifically reviewing each item? O r would the federal
courts, as Laurence H. Tribe suggests, just rule that the

Amendment is “hortatory and advisory” and pass the buck
back to Congress?
Any of these options would probably generate even more
cynicism than we have at present about the failure of Congress
to perform its duties.
Meanwhile, what happens to the $400 billion deficit?

About the Environment
Flying down to Rio in June probably sounds like a “fun”
summer interlude to George Bush, eager to get away from it all
during this uncertain presidential campaign. But President
Bush is not Fred Astaire, and the United Nations Conference
on Environment and Development (UNCED) held on June
1-12 in Rio de Janeiro will not let him dance to a happy
ending.
Billed as the “Earth Summit,” the UNCED conference has
attracted the largest gathering of world leaders ever staged.
The purpose of the Summit, they say, is to produce a global
response to the so-called “greenhouse warming” theory by
negotiating and signing international environmental treaties
that will affect the entire world into the 21st century.
The real result, of course, is to set up yet another permanent
international bureaucracy financed by bleeding the American
taxpayers and transferring the fruits of our labor to ungrateful,
unproductive, Third W orld dictators and the political-military
cliques that keep them in power. This is just another expensive
sideshow of the New W orld Order.
Science does not support radical proposals to address global
warming. Science does not even agree on whether warming is
good or bad, and many believe that, by lengthening the
growing seasons, it would enhance agricultural yields and
increase the world food supply.
The Earth Summiteers say that one of their goals is to
promote global energy conservation. But experience of the last
half century proves that private property and a capitalist
economy produce more energy sources and a better environment than central planning. The United States is already a
world leader in conservation and energy efficiency, whereas
the countries managed by socialist bureaucracies and central
planners are ecological disaster areas.
The real purpose of the Earth Summiteers is to limit growth
by restricting energy sources, and then to distribute American
wealth to the rest of the world. The Earth Summiteers
envision themselves as a new international elite, spending the
money American workers earn and apportioning the scarcity
around the world.
UNCED proposals, if adopted, would require the U.S.
taxpayers to transfer payments to the governments of developing nations. At the same time, UNCED proposals would
severely restrict our own economic growth. UNCED promoters want a “carbon tax” that would cost $95 billion
annually. This would also disadvantage us in comparison with
our competitors such as France, which relies on fossil fuels for
only nine percent of its electricity, using nuclear power for 78
percent.
Tumer Broadcasting System (TBS) is at the forefront of the
media onslaught to ensnare American policymakers into the
Rio extravaganza. TBS’s “Save the Earth” campaign includes
a video called “One Child — One Voice” for adults and a
weekly cartoon called “Captain Planet and the Planeteers” for

children.
“One Child — One Voice” carries the message that the
earth will end soon if people don’t stop polluting, and that
America and other developed nations are guilty of committing
environmental sins that threaten the rest of the world.
Captain Planet is an environmental “Superman,” and the
Planeteers are five children recruited by Gaia, the spirit of the
Earth, when she awakes from a 100-year-old nap to discover
the devastating effects 20th century people have had on the
environment. These “white hats” go on adventures to
eliminate the bad guys: Hoggish Greedly, a pig-like human
who lives to devour the earth’s resources; Looten Plunder, a
capitalist who dear-cuts rainforests and extinguishes whole
species; Sly Sludge, the ultimate con man who dumps garbage
and toxic waste into oceans, parks and backyards; and Duke
Nukem, a deformed villain who spreads radioactivity with the
glee of a mad sdentist.
In addition to the television programs, TBS’s Save the Earth
campaign has “action packs” that include environmental
pledges, direct-action postcards addressed to President Bush,
and an interactive computer network via the “Network
Earth” Forum on CompuServe. These action packs are
distributed through a multi-level collaboration between TBS
and local cable operators, environmental civic groups, by
mail, and even door-to-door.
The Earth Summit in Rio is just one more episode in the
fantasy world of television. Americans don’t want President
Bush to play the role of Captain Planet. They want him to
reduce taxes, regulations and bureaucracies in order to keep us
a free people with an ever-growing economy.

About John F. Kennedy
Both leftwingers and rightwingers are upset about Oliver
Stone’s movie JF K because, being a well-crafted visual, it
tends to make people believe a false explanation of the
assassination of John F. Kennedy in 1963. The trouble with
Stone’s critics is that, while they are right about Stone being
wrong, many unanswered questions remain, and the American
people are still the victims of a coverup by the Warren
Commission.
A murder is always a fascination, and we may never know
the whole truth about Kennedy’s death. However, we are
beginning to learn the whole truth about his life, which, until
recently, has been the subject of just as many mysteries,
illusions, and coverups.
The new book A Question o f Character: A L ife o f John F.
Kennedy by the noted historian Thomas C. Reeves exposes
once and for all the massive difference between JFK ’s
impressive public image and his reckless, vain, selfish, and
lecherous private life. Reeves describes how the American
people were the victims of a massive deception in which the
media were willing accomplices.
This fascinating book was not written by an anti-Kennedy
conservative. If it had been, chances are it never would have
been published, and if it had been published it would have
been denounced as a partisan diatribe. Reeves’ leftwing
attitudes, biases and semantics are evident throughout the
book. So how did he come to do this hatchet job on the Prince
of Camelot who led liberalism in its most fashionable years?
Apparently, it was the hypocrisy of the man that so

disillusioned Reeves. After he read everything written about
JFK , Reeves realized that he and the American people had
believed a world-class lie.
Reeves traces Kennedy from boyhood through the Thousand
Days of his presidency by copiously documenting every event
from several sources, friendly and unfriendly. This methodology exposes the consistent way that the Kennedy family and
their supporters concealed, misrepresented, glossed over,
exaggerated, or generally prevaricated about the truth in order
to build the King Arthur image.
Jack was propelled to national prominence as a war hero,
an intellectual writer, and then a political leader by the lavish
expenditures of his father, Ambassador Joseph Kennedy. Joe
arranged the production of PT-109 (a highly flattering movie
about Jack’s alleged heroics in the South Pacific), orchestrated
news coverage and favorable magazine articles, and financed
and directed all of Jack’s political campaigns.
Jack’s first book, W hy England Slept was written with the
help oiN ew York Times reporter Arthur Krock and was made
into a best-seller by Joe Kennedy buying 40,000 copies and
storing them in the basement of his Hyannis Port home.
Kennedy’s most famous book, Profiles in Courage, was
written with the help of Ted Sorensen, who thereafter was the
ghost-writer of all Jack’s rich historical references, flowing
sentences, wit, and literary eloquence.
Reeves describes Kennedy’s drive for the Presidency in
fascinating detail. He exposes Kennedy’s cynical manipulation
of issues (such as “poverty” and the phony “missile gap”), the
unrestrained spending by Jack’s father, the vote frauds, the
secret election help of the Mafia, the “ceaseless adultery,” and
the dishonesty about his intellectual achievements, bad health,
and war record.
From primary sources, Reeves has distilled authentic
history of the various crises of the Kennedy Administration:
the Bay of Pigs, the meeting with Nikita Khrushchev in
Vienna, the Berlin Wall, the Cuban Missile Crisis, and the war
in Vietnam culminating with the U.S.- arranged assassination
of Diem. Reeves describes Kennedy’s panic, lies, and eagerness
to blame others, and how the media made him emerge from
each blunder with the aura of a winner.
The “Camelot School” of adulatory books and articles
propagated the Kennedy myth, and the Kennedy family
bullied non-approved authors and publishers into deleting
damaging material. It was a carrot-and-stick relationship:
friendly reporters and writers were courted with private
interviews and inside information, and unfriendly ones were
punished.
The pro-Kennedy books painted Jack as a family man,
devoted to his wife and children. The reality was that
Kennedy’s sexual lifestyle was like that of Magic Johnson (“I
did my best to accommodate as many women as I could”),
and marriage never interfered with a long succession of trysts
with available women, including employees, wives of
acquaintances, and actresses. For at least a year, he simultaneously shared a mistress, Judith Campbell Exner, with
Mafia boss Sam Giancana (whose murder is still unsolved).
Sam played a major role in Jack’s secret attempts to
assassinate Fidel Castro (called Operation Mongoose).
The book’s thesis is that Jack Kennedy’s defective character
was molded by his ambitious, selfish, adulterous, pragmatic

father. But the value of this hard-to-put-down book is the way
the national media could be bought to cooperate in a fabric of
lies in order to elect a man President of the United States and
maintain the myth that he was a national hero.

About Willie Horton
Now that the late Lee Atwater is no longer around to
defend himself, the liberal media have engaged in unremitting
revisionist history to sell American voters the notion that he
was an architect of nasty and negative campaigning, and that,
in the face of death, he recanted, admitted he had wronged
such enemies as Michael Dukakis, and asked forgiveness for
his political sins. Atwater was George Bush’s campaign
manager during his 1988 campaign.
But it’s all a lie. Lee Atwater didn’t invent nasty campaigning,
he didn’t retract his tactics, and he shouldn’t have.
Negative hard-ball campaigning was invented, in modem
times, by a young Texas aide to Lyndon Johnson named Bill
Moyers. This is the same Bill Moyers who in recent years has
afflicted us with so many insufferably sanctimonious specials
on tax-supported PBS-TV. Johnson and Moyers set out to
smear Barry Goldwater in 1964 by accusing him of being a
trigger-happy warmonger. The tool to accomplish this was the
false, cruel, and unfair television spot showing a little girl
picking daisy petals during the countdown and then disappearing into a mushroom cloud. Nothing in the 1988
campaign approached the viciousness of that 1964 ad.
Atwater didn’t invent Willie Horton. The Reader’s Digest
discovered him and put his true story in 12 million homes in its
July 1988 issue. One of the most compelling articles the
magazine has ever published, it was aptly entitled “Getting
Away W ith Murder.” Every reference to Willie Horton after
that was just retelling the Digest story to more people.
The TV campaign spot showing Willie Horton, which has
been aired so frequently by the liberals in order to criticize it,
was not produced under the direction of Atwater or Bush at
all. It was made by an independent committee over which
Atwater and Bush had no control. Atwater did produce a TV
spot about Dukakis’s furlough issue, but it never pictured
Willie Horton. It didn’t even show a black man. It showed
unidentified, racially indeterminate prisoners going through a
revolving prison door.
Contrary to what we are told repeatedly in the media,
Michael Dukakis’s prisoner furlough plan was not like dozens
of furlough procedures in other states. Dukakis’s furlough plan
was unique: Massachusetts was the only one of the 50 states in
which a furlough could be given to a murderer who (like
Willie Horton) had been sentenced to life imprisonment
without possibility of parole.
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