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on Paul is running for 
the presidency,” began 
the May 10 article in 
the LAX Angeles Times. 
“Not many people 
know that. Not many 
people care. ” 

Recounting a day 
Paul spent campaign- 
ing in Washington 
state, reporter J. Mi- 

chael Kennedy noted that “his message 
is rarely heard outside the confines of a 
college campus or radio talk show. His 
largest audience was 1000 students at a 
prep school assembly. ” 

The article may have been condescend- 
ing in tone, but it did describe the Liber- 
tarian Party fairly accurately as “based 
on the principle of property-owner rights, 
personal freedom and opposition to gov- 
ernment involvement in daily lives.” Most 
important to the Ron Paul campaign was 
that the Times article appeared at all. In 
1980, Los Angeles resident Ed Clark 
mounted the most impressive LP presi- 
dential campaign to date. His dominant 
hometown paper-which likes to think 
of itself as the West’s newspaper of re- 
cord-didn’t write any stories about his 
candidacy. Zilch. Zero. Nada. 

Paul has to figure that a mildly conde- 
scending story is better than none at all. 

Clark agrees. “Ron is much farther along 
than I was in 1980,” he said toward the 
end of the summer. “I didn’t really start 
campaigning actively until after the major- 
party conventions, and Ron has been at 
it since January. If he gets any breaks at 
all, he should run a better campaign.” 

One break came on August 10, with a 
story in the New York Times about Pat 
Robertson supporters from Michigan de- 
claring their support for Paul. When the 
story broke, Paul was in Midland, Texas, 
at a fundraiser put on by Texas Robertson 
backers. CBS interviewed the chairman 
of the event, and the campaign headquar- 
ters in Houston handled a flurry of media 
inquiries. For a few days-until George 
Bush mollified the GOP’s conservative 
wing by selecting Dan Quayle as his 
runnning mate-Paul’s name cropped up 
in reports that Robertson people might 
make trouble at the convention. 

As the two major parties then settled 
in dutifully to their appointed task of bor- 
ing the American people into submission 
by November, Ron Paul and the Libertar- 
ian Party were still struggling to inject a 
little interest-and even a serious idea or 
two-into the presidential race. They hope 
that the general lethargy inspired by the 
Bush-Dukakis tussle will furnish an op- 
portunity for America’s most persistent 
third party of the last two decades, ena- 

bling it to reach beyond its usually nar- 
row segment of the electorate. 

I 53-year-old Pittsburgh na- 
tive who attended medi- 
cal-school at Duke and 
delivered his share of 
Pittsburgh babies before 
moving to Lake Jackson, 
on the fringe of Houston, 
Paul is a quiet, unassum- 
ng man you’d probably 
ike as your next-door neigh- 
)or. The father of five chil- 

I 
dren, he is not a blazing stump speaker 
or a sparkling debater. He still hasn’t 
quite mastered the 10-second sound bite 
so important to network TV, preferring 
to embellish and explain. 

Campaign manager Nadia Hayes, who 
has worked for Paul for 14 years, says 
many people find him aloof at first. But 
that impression, she says, springs from 
his shyness and reluctance to invade other 
people’s space without being invited. He’s 
not a natural politician to whom glad- 
handing and dominating a room come 
easily. 

When he first ran for Congress as a 
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Republican in 1974, Paul was generally 
libertarian in his personal philosophy but 
felt that the GOP was the best vehicle to 
carry the message of limited government 
and free enterprise. When I met him in 
Washington in 1976, I was impressed by 
his quiet intensity-and by the claim that 
his philosophy had been influenced by 
reading Austrian economist Ludwig von 
Mises’s hefty tome, Human Action, all 
the way through. 

In Congress Paul voted as an eccentric 
maverick or a reasonably consistent liber- 
tarian, depending on your perspective. 
From a Gulf Coast district, he voted against 
flood relief funds. He voted against fund- 
ing for NASA, though’ NASA was in his 
district. He was the only House Republi- 
can to vote against Reagan’s 1981 de- 
fense budget. And he was the only House 
member to vote against a resolution prais- 
ing Philip Habib for his efforts in Leba- 
non-Paul believed that the United States 
had no business maintaining a presence 
there. As a Banking Committee member 
he plumped for a gold standard and kept 
up a steady tattoo of criticism of the Fed- 
eral Reserve system. 

In 1984 Paul gave up what had become 
a safe seat to run in the Texas GOP sena- 
torial primary, where he finished a dis- 
tant second (22 percent) to Phil Gramm 
in a four-way race. He returned to his 
medical practice and continued to run a 
small think tank and publish two news- 
letters. 

“About 18 months ago,” he told me 
in August, “I finally decided that the 
Republican Party simply couldn’t deliver 
on the promise of limited government. 
The record under Reagan, whom many 
of us considered the best hope, was sim- 
ply too negative.” He wrote a blistering 
letter in January ‘1987 to GOP chairman 
Frank Fahrenkopf, complaining that 
“Ronald Reagan and the Republican Party 
have given us skyrocketing deficits, and 
astoundingly a doubled national debt ,” 
among other horrors. He formally resigned 
his Republican Party membership. 

eeking the Libertarian Party 
presidential nomination, how- 
ever, was hardly a guarantee 
of influence or prominence. 
No third party has taken over 
second spot in the United 
States since the Republicans 
displaced the Whigs in 1856. 
Changes in the election laws 
over the last 50 years, and 
even the last 5, have made 

an aspiring third party’s task especially 
difficult. 

Most third-party movements in recent 
years have been one-time shots centered 
on already-prominent leaders with built- 
in constituencies -Henry Wallace and 
Strom Thurmond in 1948, George Wal- 
lace in 1968, John Anderson in 1980. 
Even the pre- 1960 Socialists benefited 
from two relatively charismatic leaders, 
Eugene V. Debs and Norman Thomas, 
who ran for president repeatedly. 

The Libertarian Party, by contrast, was 
founded in 1971 purely as an ideological 
vehicle. Part of its mission, like that of 
Britain’s Fabian socialists early in this 
century, is to introduce ideas into politi- 
cal discourse in hopes of shifting the de- 
bate in its direction. In five chances, the 
LP has never run the same presidential 
candidate twice. Thomas once said that 
he stopped running as a Socialist after 
both major parties had adopted the main 
planks of the early Socialist platforms. 
Many LP activists would be pleased with 
such a development in a contrary direc- 
tion. 

The Libertarian Party’s early growth 
was modest and slow. In 1972, it ran 
University of Southern California philoso- 
pher John Hospers for president: Hospers 
garnered one perverse but legal electoral 
vote-from Virginia Republican Roger 
MacBride, who went on to become the 

LP’s nominee in ’76. Then, in 1978, the 
party made a breakthrough. Its California 
gubernatorial candidate, Ed Clark, an ar- 
ticulate and well-financed attorney, ran 
a skillful campaign, attracted significant 
media attention, and rode the tax-cutting 
fervor symbolized by Proposition 13 to 
5 percent of the vote. The LP gained 
permanent ballot status in the nation’s 
largest state. 

By 1980, the party had also attracted 
the support of Charles Koch, the billion- 
aire son of a wealthy Kansas oil entrepre- 
neur and a major contributor to libertar- 
ian enterprises like the Cat0 Institute. The 
LP nominated Clark as its presidential 
standardbearer and tapped Koch’s younger 
brother, David, for vice-president. The 
election laws permit a candidate to con- 
tribute as much of his own money as he 
likes, and the Clark campaign got about 
$2 million in Koch contributions. 

It is still a matter of debate in Libertar- 
ian circles whether the media-fostered 
third-party candidacy of liberal Republi- 
can congressman John Anderson in 1980 
helped or huri the LP. His candidacy stimu- 
lated interest in third parties and may 
have enhanced the perceived legitimacy 
of the LP. But Anderson also may have 
taken some of the disaffected voters the 
LP had hoped to attract with the soft- 
core, relatively unthreatening Clark cam- 
paign. (Some Libertarians criticized Clark 
for coming off like a “low tax liberal” 
by soft-pedaling issues such as drug legali- 
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zation and opposition to welfare and all 
forms of taxation.) Clark ended up with 
920,000 votes, while Anderson got 5.7 
million. The party was left with a $200,000 
debt. 

The next few years were troubling ones. 
The 1984 nominee was former national 
LP Chair David Bergland, a Costa Mesa, 
California, attorney. On the ballot in only 
39 states, Bergland campaigned energeti- 
cally but attracted little money and few 
votes. By early 1987, the party’s paid 
national membership was down 20 per- 
cent, to 5,417 from 6,781 in 1985. In 
activist editor Mike Holmes’s words, the 
LP faced a stark choice: “Grow or die.” 

nto this dismal picture stepped two 
men who offered the LP the chance 
to grow by nominating a newcomer 
to-represent it in the 1988 presiden- 
tial election: Ron Paul and Russell 
Means. 

Paul announced first, in Febru- 
ary 1987. He vowed to challenge 
“big-bank privilege and the Fed- 
eral Reserve; federal deficit spend- I ing in all areas, from social welfare 

to the Pentagon and corporate welfare; a 
run-amuck IRS and outrageous tax sys- 
tem; government lying about everything; 
the vicious attack on our liberty and fi- 
nancial privacy; and the foreign policy 
that drains our wallets, enriches our ene- 
mies, shreds the Constitution, and kills 

our children.” 
Means, 48, an Oglala Lakota Sioux, 

is best known as the cofounder, with Den- 
nis Banks, of the American Indian Move- 
ment. In 197 1 he led a 7 1 -day occupation 
of Wounded Knee, South Dakota, site of 
an 1890 massacre of Indians by the U.S. 
Calvary. He has continued to be a color- 
ful advocate of American Indian causes 
and has advised Nicaragua’s Miskito In- 
dians in their struggle against the Sandin- 
ista government. 

In 1980 Montana LP chairman Larry 
Dodge asked Means to help draft an Ameri- 
can Indian plank for the party platform. 
As a result, Means became intrigued with 
libertarianism. Three years later, he met 
with Dodge and other Libertarian lead- 
ers, including then-national director Honey 
Lanham, to discuss running a slate of 
Indians as Libertarians in South Dakota. 
The effort was squelched, however, when 
South Dakota toughened its ballot-access 
laws. 

In January 1987, Lanham called Means 
and asked him to consider running for the 
LP presidential nomination. After some 
soul-searching, he decided to do it. “What 
grabbed me,” he says, “was the fact 
that in the platform there isn’t anything 
there that isn’t Indian. I have now found 
a group of people who look on me as a 
human being and not as some primitive 
savage who is expendable at the whim 
of governments. ” 

The party had seemed nearly moribund. 
Now it found itself actively courted by 
two men with different assets and differ- 
ent perceived liabilities. 

Paul had an existing quasi-political or- 
ganization, demonstrated political savvy 
at winning elections and raising money, 
and national recognition among “hard 
money” enthusiasts and antitax activists. 
His opposition to abortion was problematic 

Ron Paul and 1980 LP presidential candidate Ed 
Clark; a rally of Paul supporters; Paul campaign- 
ing (with Alan Pyeatt, his West Hollywood 
campaign coordinator) at a 10s Angeles gun 
show; and Paul speaking at a fundraiser held at 
Ed Clarks home. 

to some. The LP platform has a pro- 
choice plank, and while some Libertari- 
ans are personally against abortion, most 
are opposed to laws against it. Paul be- 
lieves that abortion, like murder and rob- 
bery, is properly subject to state and local 
rather ,than national legislation. His op- 
position, however, is profound. 

Means had name recognition, an inter- 
national reputation, and entree to the me- 
dia. He offered,a chance to reach out to 
people who feel oppressed by the govern- 
ment but had seldom been moved by the 
abstract intellectual appeals favored by 
Libertarians. He is a dynamic speaker 
with a capacity to inspire and excite peo- 
ple. 

Some LP members wondered whether 
Means’s conversion to libertarianism was 
sincere, or whether he sought to use the 
LP as a vehicle to advance his own Indian 
agenda. Others wondered whether his past 
association with leftist groups and Louis 
Farrakhan or his Indian-style hair and 
costume would be a turn-off to middle- 
class Americans, branding the LP as a 
marginal group. 

t the September 1987 nomi- 
nating convention in Seat- 
tle, Paul, who had run a 
well-financed and well- 
organized campaign by LP 
standards, won the LP dele- 
gates’ heads. But Means, 
with his charisma and es- 
pecially with a powerful 
concession speech in A active in the cause which of he liberty, vowed won to remain much 

of their hearts. The convention ended with 
the party pledged to unity but still facing 
major obstacles. Ballot access promised 
to be the biggest problem. 

Getting any third party on the ballot is 
daunting. Every state has its own criteria, 
some simple, some Byzantine. Qpically, 
a third party must collect signed petitions 
representing 1 or 2 percent of the elector- 
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ate or must have received a certain per- 
centage of the vote in a previous election. 
At the end of 1987, the LP was on the 
ballot in 15 states; 6 others had minimal 
requirements. It would take at least 500,000 
signatures on petitions to get the 400,000 
valid signatures needed to be on every 
ballot by November. 

The Paul campaign immediately began 
raising funds for the effort and detailed 
campaign chairman Burt Blumert to the 
LP Ballot Access Committee. In the end, 
Blumert estimates, the campaign will have 
spent $449,000 to get onto the ballot 
in 47 states and the District of Columbia. 

Given his background and predilections, 
one would have expected a Paul cam- 
paign to go heavy on fiscal and economic 
issues, like a gold standard and the in- 
iquities of the Fed. As issues and events 
broke, however, he found himself con- 
centrating more heavily on foreign inter- 
ventionism- particularly in the wake of 
Persian Gulf disasters -and drug legali- 
zation. Interestingly, most everyone in- 
volved in the campaign believes the drug 
issue is “breaking our way.” 

“Ron has stressed the issue from day 
one,” notes economist and party activist 
Murray Rothbard. “And as more people 
become disillusioned with the futility of 
the War on Drugs, he should get an in- 
creasing amount of credit as the only can- 
didate with a sensible, nonhysterical pol- 
icy.” Paul’s pro-legalization stance has, 
in fact, helped attract national media cov- 
erage, including. appearances on several 
TV talk shows. 

erhaps surprisingly, then, sup- 
porters of TV evangelist Pat 
Robertson have been espe- 
cially receptive to Paul’s over- 
tures-attracted in part by his 
strong stand against abortion, 
as well as his free-market eco- 
nomic views. “ I  identify 
with Robertson and a lot of 
people who follow him,” 
Paul said in a February inter- 

view with the Sun Diego Union. “He’s 
not a libertarian-he’s weak on civil lib- 
erties and I’m not sure about his foreign 
policy-but we all know Pat Robertson 
is not going to go anywhere, so we’re the 
only place they can go afterward.” Paul 
has appeared at several functions of the 
conservative Young Americans for Free- 
dom, including the national convention 
held in New Orleans at the same time as 

the GOP convention. ‘ 

Campaign chairman Blumert, who runs 
a coin business in California, is almost 
ecstatic about Paul’s ability to reach out 
to conservatives. “God gave us Ron 
Paul,” he proclaims. “He’s a commit- 
ted libertarian, radical in his views, but 
a cultural conservative in his lifestyle, 
able to appeal to disaffected conserva- 
tives. ” 

That strategy is disturbing to Honey 
Lanham, the former LP national director 
who was probably Means’s most fervent 
supporter. “Going for Robertson people 
is a little frightening,” she says. “Many 
of those people are overtly hostile to lib- 
ertarian ideas, and while not all of them 
may want a theocratic state, some do.” 

Lanham also expresses misgivings about 
Paul’s meeting in early August with New 
Right leaders, including Conservative Cau- 
cus chairman Howard Phillips and fund- 
raising wizard Richard Viguerie. Neither 
endorsed ‘Paul, but they encouraged him 
to stay in the race and offered him infor- 
mal advice. 

Howard Phillips is straightforward about 
his reasons: “Ron Paul is an old friend. 
I have enormous regard for his voting 
record in Congress. I won’t play an ac- 
tive role in his campaign, because I be- 
lieve a Bush presidency would be better 
for the country than a Dukakis presidency. 
But I hope Ron will surface issues that 
will pressure George Bush to move right- 
ward.” Phillips believes that if,Paul em- 
phasizes domestic economic policy is- 
sues where he agrees with more-conser- 
vative voters, he could be a factor in key 
states like Texas and California. 

Campaign manager Hayes, herself from 
Texas, speculates that Paul’s status as the 
third Texan in the race could prove inter- 
esting. To get a leg up in the state, the 
Democrats tapped Lloyd Bentsen, who 
beat George Bush in a Senate race in 
1970. But Bentsen, notes Hayes, beat 
Bush partly by running to his right, which 
he won’t do as Dukakis’s running mate. 
And Paul has run statewide (albeit unsuc- 
cessfully) more recently than either Bush 
or Bentsen. 

Overall, says Paul, “we have a 50- 
state strategy, a 15-state strategy, and a 
5-state strategy. Nationally, we’ll do eve- 
rything possible to get attention from na- 
tional media, especially the networks, and 
use that as an opportunity to discuss is- 
sues.” Paul’s running mate, former Alaska 
state legislator Andre Marrou (see “Mr. 
Marrou Goes to Juneau,” REASON, Oct. 
1986), has also been hitting the campaign 

trail, sometimes accompanied by Means. 
Paul adds that “there are about 15 

states, with either favorable electorates 
or strong LP organizations, in which I’ll 
concentrate my personal appearances. Then 
there are five states, Texas, California, 
Alaska, Montana, Wyoming, Utah- that’s 
six, isn’t it-where we think we can have 
a real impact, either because the Bush- 
Dukakis race will be very close or be- 
cause of strong libertarian sympathies. I 
have no doubt we can make a difference 
in a close election. ” 

uccess for an ideological third- 
party candidate is measured 
by criteria other than mere 
victory or defeat. The point 
is to convince an increasing 
number of people that there’s 
a different way to think about 
politics, that there may be 
better solutions than those of- 
fered by the Democrats or 
Republicans. Serious media 

coverage, permanent ballot status in more 
states, and a permanent slot in the opin- 
ion polls would be some signs of success. 

As of July, Paul had done 509 press 
interviews, of which 21 were with what 
the campaign classifies as national media 
(New York Times, CNN, Larry King, Mor- 
ton Downey, PBS). The campaign had 
raised $1.4 million from 18,000 contribu- 
tors. Hayes said a total warchest of $3- 
$3.5 million, from 25,000 contributors, 
is realistic. Membership and donations 
to the party, exclusive of the presidential 
campaign, are up. 

Although there’s an outside chance of 
making history, it’s still iffy. So why 
does Ron Paul, who could be doing quite 
nicely for himself practicing medicine full- 
time and running newsletters on the side, 
do it? “You have to measure the satis- 
faction differently,” he told me. “This 
is a way to work for a world I’ll be 
happier living in, and a better one for 
my children. I think the economy is shak- 
ier than many people do, but with proper 
economic policy there could be a lot less 
suffering in this country. Besides, cam- 
paigning is fun. I get to travel and get to 
know like-minded people. I have a strong 
sense of making a contribution to a better 
world-maybe not this year or next, but 
sometime. You can’t measure that in dol- 
lars and cents.” GI 

Alan W. Bock is senior columnist for the Or- 
ange County Register in California. 
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THE MAGICAL SPARE BED 
t’s almost like pulling an extra bed out I of a hat. Unlike most spare beds that 

gobble up storage space and are unwieldy 
to move, this one rolls down to fit a 36’11ong, 
3’Ldiameter canvas case, to stash in a closet 
corner, car trunk, camper, anywhere. Yet it 
unrolls in minutes to a full-size 27” x 73” 
bed that will even accommodate 6-footers, 
supports up to 500 pounds and is comfort- 
able to boot. The secret’s in the inventive 
construction: a cotton canvas sling is sup- 
ported on laminated steel legs with 6 steel 
springs for cushioning and stability on rough 
ground. Toss the carrying strap over your 
shoulder and go - camping, beach, pool- 
side; the 10” legs keep it off damp ground 
and sand. Of course, this bed is indispens- 
able at home, country home, dorm - 
even for kids in motel rooms. A superb 
value at $49.98 ($8.00) #A1745. 

TOTAL PRICE 

TEACH AN OLD LAMP 
NEW TRICKS 

ny lamp that takes a 
standard bulb can 

be updated. No rewiring 
needed-just screw into 
lamp socket. A touch on 
any metal part of lamp 
becomes the “switch”. 
Touch once for low light, 

full wattage. Handy entering a dark room, 
great at bedside and a real comfort to the 
arthritic or the ill. You save time, money, and 
electricity. U.L. listed; one-year factory war- 
ranty. $15.98 ($4.00) #A1700. 

SEFUL AND DMAGDNATWE PRODUCTS 

FOOD DEHYDRATOR 
ven if it weren’t so specially low-priced, this E food dehydrator would be immensly econom- 

ical. Using almost none of your valuable time, it 
makes nutritious, preservative-free, refined-sugar- 
free, healthful dried fruits and snacks, plus yogurt 
- at a tiny fraction of their price in stores. Sim- 
ply slice fruit into lemon juice, spread on the per- 
forated plastic stacking trays and forget it for 12 
to 24 hours. With electrical coil at bottom, the unit 
is engineered for convection heating; no fan need- 
ed, so it’s energy-efficient and noiseless. A 28-page 
instruction book provides guides for adjustable 
vents and timing plus enticing recipes. Treat kids 
to crispy banana chips, make dried apples, apricots, 
raisins ... even beef jerkey and vegetables for soups 
and camping trips ... try zucchini slices with sesame 
seeds -a dieter’s dream substitute for hi-cal chips. 
Four 8-02. cups for yogurt making included. 12 ” 
dia., U.L. Listed. 5-tray Dehydrator (shown) $51.98 
($6.25) #A1887X. 3-tray Dehydrator $41.98 ($5.25) 
#A1886X. 

IT SWIVELS! lDOR AND STAIN ELIMINATOR 
other Nature knows a lot about M cleaning. In her realm bacteria 

produce enzymes that devour all manner of 
organic wastes: Now put this natural cleans- 
ing/purifying principle to work in your 
home. With the pet out system you can 
eliminate all the stains and lingering odors 
caused by animal accidents. Also works as 
a bathroom, laundry and general all purpose 
cleaner. Works on mildew and perspiration. 
2 1802. aerosol cans of OUT STAIN ELIMI- 
NATOR and 2 1602. squeeze bottles of OUT 
ODOR ELIMINATOR: $24.98 ($4.25) 
#A1881. 

ORDERING INSTRUCTIONS AND GUARANTEE. We ship 
via W?S. wherever possible to insure prompt delivery The price 
o f  each item is shown followed by its shipping and handling 
charges in ( ). Be sure to add the item price plus shipping and 
handling charges for each item o n i d  to amve at the total price. 
I f  you are nor satisfied for any reason, return the anicle to us 
within 30 days, and we’ll exchange it or refund the irem price. 

ed the age-old pro. 
blem of proper seat- , 

ing, aligning the body L 
on its natural axis sc 
that sitting does not 
stress spine or back 
muscles. The redis- 
tribution of body 
weight is dramatical- 
l y  more freeing, 
natural, comfortable. 
But until now you 
had to give UD mobili- 
ty  to sit this’ intelligently - these chairs 
were unidirectional and i f  you needed to 
change orientation you had the awkwardness 
of moving the whole chair. Finally it swivels! 
In its brand-new swivel incarnation, the 
Back Chair is suited for use at any work sta- 
tion, desk or table. The reinforced oak 4-star 
base has commercial-quality dual-track cas- 
ters for easy maneuverability over carpets or 
floors. Effortless swivel action. Manual - 
height adjustment. Gray poly-cotton fabric 
over plush cushion. This is a new twist on 
a good idea and until you use it you don’t 
know how relaxed and productive you can 
be sitting down. The price is a nice turn too, 
only $79.98 ($13.00) #A1816. Minimal 
assembly. 



ECONOMICS 

B Y  D A V I D  R. H E N D E R S O N  

any people who believe M in freedom, and who see 
George Bush and Michael 
Dukakis as the only real 
choices for president, plan to 
stay home this November 
rather than bothering to vote 
for the lesser of two evils. I 
understand that temptation. 
But I plan to resist it. On 
xonomic policy, there is 
much more than a dime’s 
worth of difference between 
Dukakis and Bush. 

Consider taxes. Dukakis 
ias said that he would raise 
axes only as a last resort. 
Bush has promised no new 
.axes, period. I’m not so naive 
i s  to believe either promise. 
4fter all, even though Ronald 
Reagan vowed in 1984 not 
o raise taxes, that is exactly 
what he did in 1987. But let’s 
3pply the same degree of skepticism to 
30th Bush and Dukakis, and let’s look at 
some evidence. 

Early in the campaign, Michael Dukakis 
said that the worst mistake of the Reagan 
Idministration was its 1981 tax cut. In 
lis own state, Dukakis opposed Proposi- 
ion 2 ’ 1 2 ,  the 1980 law that limited Mas- 
sachusetts property taxes to 2.5 percent 
3f assessed value. Does this sound like 
someone who would raise taxes only as 
i last resort? 

And anyway, what does it mean that 
you would raise taxes only as a last re- 
jort? After first trying to do what? To cut 
Social Security? To shut down govern- 
ment spending for two weeks while you 
call Congress’s bluff? To pass a balanced 
budget amendment? Can you imagine Mi- 
:hael Dukakis doing any of these things? 

Bush’s record on taxes is harder to 
uncover. He was such a good soldier for 
Reagan that he never staked out an inde- 
qendent position on taxes. So you can’t 
ay much about his credibility on that 
ssue. Instead, we have to retreat to com- 
non sense. Which candidate is more likely 
o raise taxes: one who vows not to or 
)ne who refuses to make such a vow? 

On domestic spending, neither candi- 
date has specified particular cuts he would 
make. But I can’t think of a single do- 
mestic spending program that Dukakis 
proposes to trim, let alone abolish. Bush, 
for his part, has laid out an admittedly 
vague “flexible freeze.” He would not 
touch Social Security, would allow de- 
fense spending to increase with inflation, 
and would balance the budget by 1993 
by cutting other domestic spending. Un- 
fortunately, the only way Bush can prom- 
ise a balanced budget by 1993 is with 
unrealistic projections. 

According to the Congressional Budget 
Office, if Bush does what he proposes 
with defense and Social Security, and if 
most domestic programs increase with in- 
flation while Medicare and farm price 
supports continue as in current law, the 
budget deficit in 1993 would be $139 
billion. This means that Bush would have 
to squeeze $139 billion out of Medicare, 
farm price supports, interest on the gov- 
ernment debt, and other domestic spend- 
ing. He projects $66 billion less in inter- 
est payments, but only by assuming that 
long-term interest rates in 1993 will be 
4.5 percent-almost 3 percent below the 

CBO’S prediction. This seems 
wildly optimistic. The CBO’s 
number is probably much 
closer to the mark. The other 
$73 billion in Bush’s deficit 
reductions comes from the 
$543 billion that is not So- 
cial Security, defense, or in- 
terest. That’s a 13 percent 
cut. 

Moreover, all of these calcu- 
lations assume that Bush will 
neither increase spending on 
any other programs above the 
level assumed by current law 
nor introduce any new spend- 
ing programs. Clearly, that 
is doable. Can George Bush 
do it? I don’t know, but I 
wouldn’t bet a dollar on it if 
you gave me 20 to 1 odds. 
A better bet is that the deficit 
could be decreased from the 
currently projected $139 bd- 

lion to about $100 billion. 
And that’s not bad. Remember that 

that $100 billion would be in 1993 dol- 
lars and that the federal debt held by the 
public would be about $2.5 trillion by the 
start of 1993. Assuming an inflation rate 
of 4 percent, the real value of the debt 
owed by the feds at the beginning of 1993 
would erode by 4 percent by the end, or 
by $100 billion. Which means that Bush 
could still run a deficit of $100 billion 
and keep the federal debt from rising in 
real terms. And he could do it without 
any tax increases. 

Still not excited about Bush? Consider 
the alternative. Michael Dukakis and cousin 
Olympia assure us that he is frugal be- 
cause he uses the same 25-year-old snow 
blower. But I don’t give a damn how he 
spends his money- that’s his business. 
What matters is how he spends our money. 
Even in the unusually promise-free Demo- 
cratic platform, it is not hard to find tens 
of billions of added spending per year. 
If Dukakis plans, for example, to intro- 
duce government provision of long-term 
health care, as the platform hints, the 
price tag would be about $28 billion per 
year, according to Republican Rep. Har- 
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