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Commerce Under Siege: An Exchange 
William A. Reinsch, Under Secreta y of Commerce for Export Administration, 

defends his department’s turf: Kenneth R. Timmerman replies. 

nce again I must write to correct points have been publicly reported, ana- control liberalization is overdue. 
the errors, omissions, and mis- lyzed, and dismissed. What continues to Residual Cold War controls are blocking 0 representations that fill Kenneth distress me is his reliance on anonymous American access to foreign markets at a 

R. Timmerman’s recent article in your “critics” of B,XA or other “observers” or critical time‘for our global competitive- 
publication about the Bureau of Export “policy makers” who are apparently not ness without contributing to our national 
Administration (BXA) [“Close-Out Sale willing to make their points on the security. We are proud of the actions we 
at Commerce,” TAS, August.19951. I had record. I was asked to respond on the have taken and do not believe that export 
hoped that his willingness to talk with record, and I did so, despite the fact that .control liberalization has compromised 
me beforehand was a sign of his interest Mr. Timmerman has refused to make our national security or non-proliferation 
in producing an objective and accurate public the basis or sources for his asser- goals. 
article. Unfortunately, that was not the tions. I regret that he has not been will- . Obviously, there are people who dis- 
case. It became apparent during our ing or able to provide more than innuen- agree with our policies, and, judging 
meeting that he had already largely writ- do and vague attacks by anonymous crit- from the leaks of confidential business 
ten the article and was not interested in ics. information Mr. Timmerman has used, 
anything but a few pro forma quotations some of them apparently are inside the 
he could use to create the illusion of fair- The Issue Is Export Control Policy U.S. government. The fact is that these 
ness. The body of Mr. Timmerman’s Turning to the substance of the article, individuals have lost the policy debate, 
work, both in The American Spectator let me begin by making clear that Mr. and they have lost it within their own 
and elsewhere, demonstrates that he is Timmerman is really driven by his dis- agencies, as the actions Mr. Timmerman 
not ajournalist but an advocate. He has a agreement with the administration’s complains about were the result of inter- 
narrow, focused agenda, which he pur- export control policy, not by concerns agency agreement rather than unilateral 
sues single-mindedly, ignoring facts that about agency competence. This adminis-, action by Commerce. 
do not fit his predetermined conclusions tration, from the president on down, has 
and liberally cutting corners on the truth made no secret of its view that export Decisions Are the Product 
to make it fit his design. of an Interagency Process 

His most recent article, “Close-Out This administration from its inception 
Sale at Commerce,” also unfortunate- has recognized that most export licens- 
ly, takes on a politically partisan cast. ing decisions involve input from multi- 
It is clearly one more chapter in the ple sources: They have foreign policy 
ongoing Republican effort to abolish implications, which brings in the State 
the Commerce Department at the very Department; they have military securi- 
point when it is at the peak of its suc- ty implications, which requires input 
cess in creating jobs-and promoting from the Defense Department; they 
economic growth. It makes no more have clear economic implications for 
sense to tear apart the Commerce business, which explains Commerce’s 
Department than it does to dismantle involvement; those decisions relating 
a pennant-winning baseball team, to nuclear equipment are of concern to 
although the adverse consequences of the Energy Department; and as prolif- 
the former in terms of jobs, exports, eration of weapons of mass destruction 
and technology development are far becomes an increasing concern, the 
greater. Arms Control and Disarmament 

It is worth noting, in addition, that Agency also has a role to play. 
Mr. Timmerman’s various comments We proposed in legislation 18. 
about BXA, aside from his character months ago a license process which fit 
assassinations of several of our career these agency equities into a transparent 
employees, are not new. Most of his and disciplined framework that guaran- 
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tees timely decisions. Under it, we will 
refer license applications to other agen- 
cies on demand, and in turn we will 
receive comments back within rigorous 
deadlines. Dispute resolution will be 
undertaken at the political level, up to 
and including the president, if necessary. 
Licenses will not be permitted to lan- 
guish. Since Congress has not acted on 
our legislation, we plan to implement 
these procedures shortly by Executive 
Order. I 

Even before that, however, we have 
taken an interagency approach to ‘licens- 
ing issues. Most of the actions and deci- 
sions Mr. Timmerman, refers to that 
occurred during the Clinton administra- 
tion were, in fact, the product of intera- 
gency consensus. Were they unanimous? 
Most of the time, but not always. Even 
when they were unanimous, were there 
lower level dissenters? Obviously, and it 
is apparent Mr. Timmerman has talked to 
all of them. What is disappointing is the 
weight he  gave them rather than the 
majority on these matters. 

In particular, the new regulations 
Mr. Timmerman refers to that 
Commerce “unilaterally” issued that 
have “freed billions of dollars of sensi- 
tive exports from licensing require- 
ments,” in fact  were interagency 
agreed-upon changes that freed from 
strict export controls low-level comput- 
ers and telecommunications technology 
that were already widely available all 
over the world from other sources. 
Recent studies demonstrate that coun- 
tries like India, China, and Russia can 
indigenously produce computers at per- 
formance levels that currently exceed 
our definition of a supercomputer (1500 
MTOPS-million theoretical opera- 
tions per second, a measure of process- 
ing speed). Why, given that reality,. 
should we be controlling low-level PCs 
to such countries? Mr. Timmerman may 
wish to reverse progress and keep the 
rest of the world in the information 
technology Dark Ages, but he is too 
late. The information revolution is 
global, and we all benefit from it with- 
out endangering our national security. 

Controls Involve Consideration 
of All Interests 

I would also take issue with the state- 
ment of one of Mr. Timmerman’s anony- 
mous sources that “the whole system is 
set up to push exports.” In fact, the rea- 

son BXA was established separately 
from the International Trade 
Administration, the Department’s trade 
promotion arm, was precisely to avoid 
that conflict, and we have not hesitated 
to caution the export promotion part of 
the Department with respect to projects 
that raise export control concerns. 

Mr. Timmerman apparently believes 
that commercial interests do not deserve 
consideration in this process, and that is 
simply wrong. In the case of the missile 
sanctions that were imposed on China in 
1993 (Mr. Timmerman frequently for- 
gets to mention the tough actions this 
administration has taken to curb prolifer- 
ation), one American CEO stated that 
such action cost his company $1 billion! 
I am happy to debate whether or not we 
made the correct policy decision, but no 
one can responsibly argue that the impact 
on business was minimal or should not 
have been taken into account in the deci- 
sion-making process. That is  the 
Commerce Department’s job-to make 
sure our economic security interests as 
well as OUT national security interests are 
represented at the table when these deci- 
sions are made. 

Next, after some comments about 
Commerce-Defense relations during the 
Reagan administration-again, old news, 
which I couldn’t comment on-Mr. 
Timmerman turns his attention to China, 
asserting that Commerce approved the 
sale of $60.2 million of missile technolo- 
gy items without consulting other agen- 
cies. This is simply untrue. During the 
time period cited, we received a total of 
thirty-three license applications for items 
on the Missile Technology Control 
Regime Annex. We approved nineteen, 
valued at $6.5 million, with full intera- 
gency concurrence. 

Second, in something of a geographic 
leap, Mr. Timmerman complains that we 
approved the sale of an aircraft carrier to 
India, which perhaps went on to China, 
without prior consultation with the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. While Mr. Timmerman 
quotes our comment that the ship in 
question was built in 1945 and decom- 
missioned in 1970 and was anything but 
recent technology, he fails to mention 
that the Defense Logistics Agency and 
the Naval Sea Systems Command certi- 
fied, in writing, that the hulk had been 
inspected and that “all weapons systems 
have been rendered disabled, there are no 
arms or munitions aboard, and that the 

hull and superstructure of the vessel has 
been cut such that it has no value other 
than the reclamation of the material con- 
tent thereof.” 

According to our records, both State 
and Defense concurred in our judgment 
that the vessel qualified as scrap, which 
is what it was sold for. With respect to its 
final destination, the June 5-18, 1995 
issue of Business India states that the 
vessel arrived in India to be cut into 
scrap. 

With respect to the JCS, we assume 
that when we receive a notice from the 
Defense Department or any agency, for 
that matter, or when we consult with 
other agency officials in meetings or on 
the phone, that they have consulied 
appropriately within their building. To 
assume. otherwise would bring govern-. 
ment business to a halt. If the JCS was 
not consulted in this case, they should be 
complaining to their colleagues in the 
Pentagon who forgot to talk to them, not 
to Mr. Timmerman. 

Mr. Timmerman then goes on to 
assert, without presenting any evi-  
dence, that “Chinese missiles, perhaps 
incorporating U.S. technology, are now 
being shipped to Iran, Libya, Syria, 
Pakistan, and elsewhere.” Depending 
on the nature of the technology, U.S. 
law could require sanctions against the 
appropriate Chinese andlor recipient 
country entities, if such shipments in 
fact  had occurred. Obviously,  the 
administration would be ,very interest- 
ed in seeing any evidence Mr.  
Timmerman has on these points. 

There has been some media specula- 
tion about such sales to Iran and 
Pakistan. Questions like this are always 
under review in the administration, and if 
such events have occurred we will follow 
the requirements of law with respect to 
them. A decision to impose sanctions 
would be made by the State Department 
following interagency consultation. 

Commerce “Controls” the Media? 
That  discussion then leads Mr.  
Timmerman on to one of his favorite 
past  subjects-the Commerce 
Department’s role in “blocking” publi- 
cat ion of a story in T i m e .  Mr. 
Timmerman, of.course, fails to men- 
tion that the story in question was his, 
so he is  not exactly a disinterested 
party. The truth is that the Department 
wrote Time to express concern that Mr. 
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Timmerman’s story might make sever- 
al assertions despite having been pre- 
sented with evidence that they were 
not true. Time will have to speak for 
itself with respect to why the story did 
not run, but I would like to think it 
was an exercise of responsible journal- 
ism on its part. I would also add that in 
my nearly twenty-three years of gov- 
ernment service I cannot recall a situa- 
tion where a major national publica- 
tion “caved in” to a letter from a gov- 
ernment official. That is hardly a real- 
istic description of government-media 
relations. 

Clarifying the Record 
As his article proceeds, Mr. Timmerman 
repeats a number of old stones about var- 
ious items having been exported during 
the last three administrations to various 
countries he disapproves of. Let me com- 
ment briefly on several of his charges, 
focusing on those that allegedly occurred 
during this administration. 

“An April 1995 report by  GAO 
determined that Commerce approved a 
large number of licenses to export stealth 
technology. . . ” 

Response: GAO never determined 
that Commerce approved a large num- 
ber of licenses to export stealth tech- 
nology. The report  indicated that 
stealth technology was contained in 
several much broader control cate- 
gories and that some of the export 
applications classified under these 
numbers were not related to stealth. In 
fact, a random sample indicates that 
the majority of the cases are not related 
to stealth technology in any manner. 
The few applications actually involv- 
ing stealth technology that Commerce 
has approved were processed in full 
conformance with established intera- 
gency agreements. 

“GAO highlighted two exports of a 
radar-absorbent material to a German 
f i rm f o r  use in a cruise missile that 
could subsequently be forwarded to the 
Middle East.” 

Response: Commerce suspended one 
case after information was obtained 
which indicated that the commodity fell 
under State’s jurisdiction. The second 
case was returned to the exporter because 
it did not contain sufficient information 
to make a decision. No shipments were 
made under Commerce licenses. At no 
point in the report does GAO suggest 

that this technology was being diverted 
to the Middle East. 

“U.S. aerospace production tools 
are going directly to Chinese military 
factories. ” 

Response: China has received dual- 
use machine tools which were auctioned 
off by McDonnell Douglas. These are 
used machines, 9 to 26 years old. They 
are general purpose machine tools for 
large components of commercial aircraft 
and are not designed, modified or classi- 
fied as aerospace machinery. These 
applications were approved through an 
interagency process. 

“A 1992 shipment of some I60 third 
generation night-vision devices licensed 
by Commerce. appears to  have gone 
[sic] ‘missing.’ . . . The UAE refused to 
allow a post-license verification ... ” 

Response: Third generation night 
vision equipment was controlled by the 
State Department prior to October 23, 
1993, so if a 1992 shipment occurred, 
Mr. Timmerman should look to State for 
the reason. Commerce has no record of 
this equipment approved for export to the 
UAE, and the UAE has never refused a 
pre-license or a post-shipment verifica- 
tion request from the Department of 
Commerce. 

9 Garrett Engine Co. could export 
advanced gas turbine engines to China 
without a license. 

Response: The engines to which Mr. 
Timmerman apparently refers are execu- 
tive jet engines involving technology that 
is more than 20 years old. After full 
interagency consultation and approval, it 
was determined that these were decon- 
trolled items and that Garrett could sell 
them to China for use on its K-9 trainer. 
Contrary to Mr. Timmerman’s assertion, 
that action did not mean the Chinese 
could also purchase the engine manufac- 
turing technology. 

“An inertial navigation system was 
exported in 1993 to a company on the 
Isle of Jersey, even though the company 
noted its intention to re-export the sys- 
tems to Iran. I’ 

Response: Commerce never 
approved such a case. We did receive an 
inquiry on exporting related sales techni- 
cal data. However, after the firm under- 
stood the difficulty in actually selling 
production data to Iran, it did not pursue 
the matter further. 

*Commerce approved the sale of 
extremely advanced computer chip man- 

ufacturing technology to  China. . : . 
Technical specifications on the equip- 
ment were subsequently removed from 
the file. 

Response: Three related license 
applications were submitted to 
Commerce for technology and equip- 
ment to manufacture chips in China. 
After c lose review it was initially 
determined that the items could be 
shipped under General License (i.e., 
without advance written approval from 
the Commerce Department). However, 
after receipt of new information, 
Commerce’s Enforcement Office asked 
Customs to seize the equipment.  
Commerce informed the exporter that 
an export license would be required for 
shipment of the equipment and tech- 
nology, and all three applications were 
subsequently rejected. The full history 
of these applications, including all 
technical specifications, are maintained 
in our files. (How Mr. Timmerman 
would or would not know what is in 
our files is a question that deserves 
some investigation.) 

Commerce approved the sale of a 
tomography scanner to China. 

Response: This is categorically false. 

w13[y)’S LETTERS 
On UBEMY 

In ’No Volumes 
By John Trenchard and lhomas Oordon 
ediled by Ronald Hamowy 

London J d  From 1720 to 1723, the 144 letters 
provide a compelling theoretical basis for freedom of 
corwjence and freedom of speech. Wltuauy half the 
private libraries in the American colonies contained 
bound volumes of Cab’s Lettas. Thi Liberty Fund 
edition is based on the text of 1755. 
Hardcover $30.00 086597-129-3 
Paperback $15.00 0-66597-130-7 

To order call (SOO) 955-8335 or fa.x (317) 5746060. 
We pay book rate W g e  on all prepaid orders. 

Flease allow appmximately four weeks for delivery. 
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No license was approved for export of 
tomography equipment to the PRC. 
Rather, the exporter was explicitly 
informed that the application would be 
denied. 

Enforcement 
Mr. Timmerman also cites several GAO 
criticisms of both State’s and 
Commerce’s enforcement efforts, partic- 
ularly with respect to pre-license checks 
and post-shipment verifications in China. 
These GAO comments are well-taken, 
and we have implemented the recom- 
mendations made in the referenced 
report. Unfortunately, Congress, in its 
determination to destroy the Commerce 
Department, may not provide us with the 
money we need to expand our end-use 
check programs. 

Regulatory Reform 
Mr. Timmerman also criticizes our new 
regulations, the first complete rewrite 
in over forty years and a major rein- 
vention initiative of this administra- 
tion. Although I explained this effort in 
some detail to Mr. Timmerman, it is 
apparent he does not understand three 
simple points: (1) These regulations 
are the result of interagency consensus. 
They are not a unilateral Commerce 
product. (2) These regulations are 
designed to simplify and clarify proce- 
dures. They do not make the major 
changes in policy that Mr. Timmerman 
asserts. They do not create a “right” to 
export, and they do not make it “virtu- 
ally impossible” to block an export. (3) 
The bottom line is that what was con- 
trolled prior to these regulations will 
still be controlled after they are final- 
ized. 

Attack on Career Civil Servants 
Finally, and most disturbingly, Mr. 
Timmerman directs his rancor toward 
several career employees of the Bureau 
of Export Administration, citing cases 
as old as twelve years. To the extent the 
law permits, I have commented on some 
of those more recent cases above. Those 
facts make clear that these decisions are 
the result of an interagency process. 
Even within our building, however, 
licensing decisions are not made by a 
single officer but are reviewed and 
approved by senior managers. With 
respect to Mr. Timmerman’s allegation 
that the FBI had investigated Mr. 

Lerner, the FBI never conducted such 
an investigation. 

It is always more fun to search for 
someone to blame for events one does 
not like, but the more prosaic truth is that 
licensing decisions follow clearly delin- 
eated policy guidelines, and disputes are 
resolved by interagency discussion. As I 
said initially, if something happens that 
Mr. Timmerman does not like, it  is 
because he does not approve of our poli- 
cies, not because we have licensing offi- 
cers acting on their own in defiance of 
policy. The system is structured to pre- 
vent that from happening. At the same 
time, I take allegations of wrongdoing 
seriously and have several times invited 
Mr. Timmerman to bring his concerns to 
the attention of law enforcement authori- 
ties rather than using the media as prose- 
cutor. 

I regret that this letter seems nearly as 
long as Mr. Timmerman’s article, but he 
makes so many misstatements that I felt 
your readers deserve the truth. It is obvi- 
ous that Mr. Timmerman’s view of the 
way the world ought to be is different 
from the administration’s. He would 
restrict the export of vast quantities of 
relatively low-level goods and technolo- 
gy to a wide variety of locations out of 
an exaggerated sense of their national 
security value and out of fear that one or 
two of them might be diverted to Iran. 
The damage such a policy would do to 
our economy is incalculable, but more 
important, the benefit it would bring to 
our national security is minimal. Anyone 
interested in America’s economic securi- 
ty should be happy that Mr. Timmerman 
is not in charge of the nation’s export 
control policies. 

-William A. Reinsch 
Under Secretary for  Export 

Administration 
US. Department of Commerce 

Washington, D. C. 

Kenneth R. Timmerman replies: 
William Reinsch is right about one thing: 
The people he talks to in his agency and 
the sources I have interviewed have very 
different views on how well he and his 
department are safeguarding our national 
security. The sources for my article 
included researchers at the Government 
Accounting Office, the Office of 
Technology Assessment, the Congres- 
sional Research Service, the Department 
of Defense, the White House, the Arms 

Control and Disarmament Agency, the 
Department of State, and staffers at a 
half-dozen congressional offices. The 
agreement from such different quarters 
about the problems at the Commerce 
Department’s Bureau of Export 
Licensing (BXA) was, frankly, astonish- 
ing. 

The Commerce Department is one of 
the most secretive agencies of the U.S. 
government, a situation not unique to the 
Clinton administration. Its decisions as to 
what items can or cannot be exported are 
not made public, and the department 
even has its own special form of classifi- 
cation in the Export Administration Act, 
in Article 12(c), which prohibits the dis- 
closure of so-called proprietary informa- 
tion to Congress and the public, unless it 
is judged to be in the national interest. 
Who makes thqt judgment is anybody’s 
guess. 

According to Reinsch, the Commerce 
Department has never taken a decision 
without full approval of a very broad 
inter-agency group that includes the 
Defense Department, the intelligence 
community, and the White House. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. 
One reason so many are up in arms about 
Commerce is precisely because it has 
consistently withheld licensing informa- 
tion from other government agencies, 
especially when national security issues 
are at stake. 

The Secretary of Commerce is  
required to notify the House Foreign 
Affairs and Senate Banking committees 
at least thirty days before issuing an 
export license to any country on the 
State Department’s terrorism list. While 
a professional staff member of the 
House Foreign Affairs committee two 
years ago, I requested a search of com- 
mittee fi les to determine whether 
Commerce had complied with that 
requirement. The last time ‘Commerce 
had seen fit to notify Congress of an 
export license to any of those countries 
was 1987. Several thousand licenses 
have been issued in the intervening 
years. These actions were kept secret 
for a simple reason: If Commerce had 
drawn attention to its role in facilitating 
the sale of billions of dollars in U.S. 
high technology goods to dictators like 
Saddam Hussein, Congress would have 
hit that roof-as it finally did when it 
subpoenaed the lists. 

Cl I stand by every line of my article. 
~~ 
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Now teachers are forced to expose 
our children to graphic sexual materials 

in the name of education.Why? 
Pow&l and pmfoundly distun%ng, thb 
unforgettable documentary raba impor- 
tant issues that shouM be confronted by 

every though@l American parent.” 
- Michael m w s d  

CDhQSt, “Sneak Revinus” 
Chief film critic, the New York Pod 

Order pur 
copy today. 
Suggested donation: $15 

Why are federally funded sex education 
programs still using the discdited research 
of Dr. Abed Kinsey? 

Protecting children from sexual exploitation 
was once one of our society’s highest priorities. 
Now, our schools spend precious classroom time 
to initiate children into discussions of “outer- 
course” and demonstrations of condom use. The 
man with the trench coat and a bag of candy 
once lurhed outside the schoolyard fence; now he 
stands at the front of the class. 

It’s no accident. 
The sexualization of children began in 

earnest with the Kinsey studies of the late 
1940’s. Relying heavily on data culled by 
pedophiles from their contacts with children, 
Kinsey and his colleagues produced two reports 
that laid the “scientific” basis for profound social 
change. Kinsey’s methods have long been con- 
demned, but his “findings” continue to dominate 
when, how, and why sex education is taught. 

What you should know about 
the basis for today’s sex educatlon. 

A new video documentary from the Family 

Research Council reveals shocking evidence of 
Kinsey’s unethical research practices and asks 
the question, “Why, if Kinsey’s research is so 
aberrant, are we still seeing it used to teach our 
kids what‘s normal? ” 

Experts have long questioned Kinsey’s data. 
The Children of Table-34 draws upon 

expert sources: In 1981, Dr. Judith A. Reisman 
delivered a paper at the Fifth World Congress of 
Sexology in Jerusalem, asking tough questions 
about the Kinsey data on child sexuality. 

In 1990, Dr. Reisman and Edward W. 
Eichel wrote the groundbreaking book Kinsey, 
Sex and Fraud, edited by Dr. Gordon Muir and 
Dr. John Court - a book the British medical jour- 
nal The Lancet says “demolish[es]” the founda 
tions of the Kinsey reports. 

Any parent or teacher concerned about the 
exposure of our children to today’s careless sex 
education curricula must see this important film. 
Show it to friends. Show’it to teachers and to 
school board members. Show it anywhere, but 
show it, please, for your children ... and for the 
children of Table-34. 

F m ~ i l y  Reseach Coundl 
700 Thirteenth Street NW, Suite 500, Washington, D.C. 20005 Gary L. Bauer, President 

1-800-225-4008 
Or send check or money order to the address 
shown below. - Running time 30 minutes 

Warnlng: Contains explicit material. 
Parental guidance strongiy advised. 
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Eye Street 
Monday 

inner at Morton’s with my agent 
pal and his wife. It’s jumping D here tonight, just like the old 

Morton’s back in the 1980s before the 
Los Angeles economy slipped into the 
longest recession it has ever been in. 
This recession has been going on for six 
years, and shows no sign of stopping. 
Defense demolished. Housing gone. 
Commercial development, a dim memo- 
ry; retail, a joke. Financial services? 
Well, they were largely Drexel scam 
companies, and they’re gone. 

But maybe things are picking up, 
because the place is booming. At one 
table there’s Sandy Gallin, big-time 
manager. Then there’s Barry Diller. 
Then there’s Marvin Davis, and Leslie 
Moonves, the new head of CBS, and 
he’s eating with Jane Seymour, and it’s 
a rocking good time. 

“You want to hear about 
Hollywood?” asks my agent pal. 
“There’s a certain woman star with huge 
breasts. And she’s got a deal at a big stu- 
dio on the West Side, and in this deal she 
not only gets an eight-figure salary, but 
has a clause that says that when she goes 
on location, she must have a trailer that 
has a tanker truck filled with Evian 
attached to it, because she will only take 
baths and showers in Evian, can you 
believe that?’ 

“I can do better than that,” said his 
wife, who is a lawyer in the show busi- 
ness field. “I have a friend who’s doing 
some work papering a movie deal that 
Prince is in. And Prince insisted that at 
all times that his name came up in the 
contract, he would be referred to solely 
as ‘the art ist  formerly known as 

Benjamin J .  Stein is a writer, actor, 
economist, and lawyer living in Malibu 
and Hollywood. 

Prince.’ So we did all the contracts this 
way. It’s supposed to allow him to 
express his anger at his record label. 
Then a few days ago, he got his 
lawyers to call and demand that the 
contracts all be redone, and he wanted 
to be referred to only as ‘the Beaver.’ ” 

“Fantastic,” I said. 
“Then, a week after that,” she said, 

“his lawyers called and said it was back 
to ‘the artist formerly known as 
Prince.”’ 

t all reminded me of a story I was 
told long ago by a writer named I Eve Babitz. She said you could 

understand all there was to know about 
Hollywood and stardom if you knew 
about a famous youth who was a bandit 
in the mountains of Italy during World 
War 11. At the age of about 15, he 
became the leader of a big bandit gang 
and had all the money and women and 
fame he could want. So the only thing 
he could think of to do was to capture 
people and take their money. Then, 
when they asked if they could go, he 
would tell them they had to sing their 
favorite aria as loud as they could. 
When they had their mouths open, he 
would shoot them in the mouth. That, 
she said, was Hollywood. 

I am also reminded of a man I knew 
who suddenly became head of a small 
studio. One day when I visited him, I 
asked him if I could have some “water.” 
He misheard me, got an evil smile on his 
face, and. said, “Yes, it’s time to 
slaughter.” 

“What?’ I asked him, totally startled. 
As if he had been caught reciting 

some secret code of .the devil, he said, 
“Oh, no, it’s not time to slaughter.” 

I still do not know exactly what he 
was talking about. It was a hint, as if I 

by Benjamin J. Stein 

needed one, that people who became 
really successful here have made some 
kind of pact with the devil. I definitely 
have the feeling that there is a secret cult 
of people who make it here. I can recog- 
nize who they are by their cloven Gucci 
loafers. 

However, none of the power players 
here reads the Spectator, so they don’t 
know that I know about them. I guess 
I’m safe (at least until it’s time to 
slaughter and eat me). 

Then again, maybe this is just jeal- 
ousy on my part. It’s important to know 
about one’s own motivation. 

“Hollywood is a mental hospital, a 
real one,” said Isaac Singer, one of the 
great writers of our era. How right he 
was. But where else is it so much fun 
and so easy to earn a living? On the 
other hand, I often think this: I have 
been here almost twenty years, and I 
have far  fewer friends here than I had 
when I first moved here. I am so alone 
here that it’s a joke. 

Oh, well. Enough of that. Time to eat 
my tuna, listen to tales about the passing 
parade, and go on. 

“When I think about the deals that are 
being made in Hollywood right now,” 
the agent at my table said, “it’s more like 
mental disease than business.” 

“It can’t go on forever,” said the 
lawyer. 

“Well, as my father says, ‘If a thing 
cannot go on forever, it will stop.’ ” 

That pretty much put an end to the 
conversation, as pointing out the truth 
often does. 

Tuesday 
foolish consistency is the hob- 
goblin of little minds. So said A Emerson, I believe, and he was 

right. Today, I love Hollywood. I am on 
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