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INTRODUCTION

Uﬁon taking office, the Reagan Administratioﬁ proposedtgubgﬁantial
reductions ‘in goQérhment funding for the social sciences and the arts.
The most spéctaguiar and publ#cized of these wére slated for the National
Science‘FoundaﬁionA(NSF); where the FY1982 budget for economic,:éoéiai,
.andlbehaviofai reseéich‘f%ced cuts of up to. 75% from Presiden; éarter's
FY1981 bﬁd;ét, énd.the National Endowments for the Arts and the Humanities
(NEA‘and NEﬁ),-fof which.Sb% reductions'wére anndﬁnced. .These were aqcom;
panied by 1éss dramatic reduétions in the social feéearch budgets of éhe
~ Alcohol, ﬁrug Abuse, ahd Mental Health Admihistration, the Justice Depaft—
ment, and the National Institute of Edﬁcation and in appropriations fof
‘health'manpower training, muséum seryices; and colleée libraries. Cuts
in fedégal funding for the arts and the social sciences; if not univgrsal,

(1]

were certainly widespread.

The arts and the social sciehces, to be sure, were not the only victims
of the budget ax, which fell also on research and development appropriations

2]

as a whole: To thg exteﬁt that they did bear the burden of dispropor-
tionately sharpureductions in funding, ﬁowever, the immediate reason seems
clear enough: They wexre especially inviting targeté, because neither appeared
to have a bréad; poQérful constituency. Thg Adminisfration épparentlf
looked forward to at least one set of unopposed budget reductions.[3]'

As it turned'dut, the Adﬁinistration was wrong. Social écientists»
mobilized quite effectively through the Consortium of Social Sqience Asso-
ciations and other organizations. By July, 1981, when the.House 6f Repre-
sentatives to§k up the issue of social science cuts, not only did a large

majority of Congressmen favor restoring muéh'ofAthe slashed funds but also

debate on the issue was marked by a respect for the social sciences rarely



shown in the past. Noticeably absent were the often voiced claims -that
the social sciences were‘trivial and useless. Enough pressure was also
brought to bear by the supporters of the‘arts to restore about half of

the'perosed cuts at NEA and NEH.[4]

Thé arts and ébciél scienceé, héwé?er, a;é not yet oﬁt~of’§he woods.
;Thé'FYi983 budgéﬁ calls for furthérvcﬁéé ;r;for ﬁodest'increaseé'thé; f%il
~ to kéeé pace\with inflafioﬁ. The4Cenéus Bufe;u and théABuregu of Lgﬁof-
‘Sfapistics'are elihinating soﬁe basic sufve?é, and'éuaranteed Stﬁdeﬁt
Loans and other kinds of tféining'éupport maytbe threatened. [

More importantly,.gbvernment fundihé fdf the arts éhd éocial'scienceé
faces. opposition that éoes deeéei thaﬁ the méttéf-of bﬁdget prﬁnigg. The
Reagén-Administration ié an'élliance of two diétinct'férces—-a ﬁaipsﬁream,'
corbofate—oriented Republicanism-énd é revitalized.independent.éonsé¥vatiﬁe
movement. Its budget cutting accordingiy reflects two distinct impulses-e
‘the standard Republican/coiéérate-cépitalist desire sihply fo.cﬁrtail
government spending and the'éonsefvative desire not only tolqut spending
in géﬁeral but also to "defund the left" in p;fticulat by éliminatihé
especiallyAthose programs it régards-&é-the‘basic §ource of.libe:al and.‘
radical social chahge in the U.S. Gbﬁernmeﬁt funding for the social sciences
and the arts is on this cdhservati?e hit list.

Aithugh thebaéenda of the cohsefvative movement is an identi;al with
that of the Rgagan-Administration as a Wholg, conservativgs nonethelegs
v.remain a potent force; and their priorities will continue to bé heard, if
not‘always followed. Administratign opposifion to>government funding for
the social sciences aﬁd the arts therefore will continue to arise froﬁ
ideological as well as cost-cutting ﬁonsiderations. If will not be wholly'

sated by a balanced budget nor fully chastened by effective lobbying.
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To undéfstand this deéper ideological threat to government éﬁpﬁort
for the social sciences_én&‘theiarts, let us look ﬁgfe cldsély at American
I%onservatish.i70ur discﬁssion ﬁas three parts. The first traces £he
.history'of conﬁeﬁporafy Ameiican'conservétism and idéntifies iis"ceﬁtgal
’ideblogicéiAthgyes.' The secoha argdes fhat tﬁe belief thatAgove;annt and
Aintellectu;ls are the two maiﬁ éoﬁrces of libera1>social change hgs led
éonset?ativééfto target gbvernmenf pfogrémé allegedly guilty of socigl
acfiVism and to de&elqp.théir own felaﬁivély autoﬁomous "counterintel-
lécfdél" netwbrk; The third gkamineslhoﬁ tﬁis‘palitical aéenda and insti-
tutional structure.haveAinfluénééa conservative opposition to g;verﬁment

,fﬁnding of the social sciences and the arts.



AMERICAN CONSERVATISM

Thé term "conservative" has "gone through numerous and soméﬁimés tortuoﬁs
changés of meéningnsince}iﬁ wés first appiiea té'the intellectual reagtion
to thg French and Induétrial ReVolufions'in.the eariy ninefeentﬁ:ceﬁtufy.
In the“Uhitéd giates, the térﬁ né&lreferé to.ﬁhe movemént that_begaﬁ'as.
the delayed iﬁtellectualland political réaction to the New'éeél in the
eé;ijll9505 and found expression first in McCarthyiém,-later in the Goldwatéi
mdvemeht, éna most recently ip-the Néw Right. Since thé 19503;'this‘mo§éﬁént
hés sought to develop a "coofdinated, éelf-consciousiy éonsefvati?é;int;1f 
leétuél forée“ in.Amefican life‘ana in' the pfoceés has‘given‘"consérVatist .
a ﬁew énd'distinétiGelmeaniné.[6}

The cofnerstone-of fhis emérging,éohservatism in the‘1§505 wéé the
convictioﬁ that the United States and Western ci&ilization Qere threatenéd'
by a growing tide'éf what was termed "stétigm,“i"coilectivism,"'or "fatio—
nalism"--the trend towafd centralization of power in tﬁe state aﬁdlthe use

of thatApowe;‘t0'£§organize and}él;n_séciai life in a'systémafic; sélf;
conscious way. In‘the conserQafive view, fascism; coﬁmunism; social déﬁo-
cracy, 'and the ﬁew Deal were mérely different versidns of this ééme-trend—;
some mofe'benign thaﬁ othefs.[7]

' Contemporary conservatism developed from this core belief as a syn-
thesis of three ideological tendencies: a libertarianism eager to reassert
the values of iﬂdividuélism, freedom, and the mérkét aéainst ;he encroachﬁ
ments of government and the trend toward "collecﬁivism“; a traditionalism
struggling io reeétablish'the importance of ?eligion, Shared values,_and

social constraints' in the face of what it perceived as a secular, .atomized,

mass society; and finally, ‘a militant anti—communism_convinééd that the West
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-‘was locked in a life-or-death stfuggle with an implacable Communist -adver—

sary with whom no co-existence or compromise was possible. Each spoke a

distinctive ianguage:'-Thé-libertariaﬁ emphasis on freedom and individualism

"differed dramatically from the traditionalist emphasis on constraint and

community, Whilg'bo;h differed from the anti-communist stress on imperatively’
¢oordinated mobilization against a mortal foe;[B]

The'syntheéié aécordingly has often been uneasy, and differences between

the three tendencies have often erupted in acrimoﬁioﬁs debatefin the pages

. of conservative journals. Some libertarians have régarded the t:aditionélist

emphasis on restraint and its suspicion of individualism as one more kind

of ‘collectivism; others have mistruéted the militarist mentality of anti-

- communism. Traditionalists for their ‘part have sometimés viewed liber-

tarianism as one more example of ‘corrosive materialist, secular thought.
Discussion of the relationship between-libertarianism and traditionalism
AR [9]
continues even today.

” Despite’the continuing idéologicai contention, the conservative move-

mentAin the 1950s and 1960s increasingly succeeded in binding Sympéthetic

. individuals into a common set of organizations and formal networks.

CoﬁservativeS’developed or édoptedgcommoniforums for ideas (National :.:_

Review, Human EQenfs, Modern Agé), politiqal aétion'groups (the Ameriéan
Conservatiﬁe Unioﬁ),iand organizations to educate é new geneiation (the
intercollegiat;-sfudies Institute, the‘Youn§ Ameriéang fqr Freedom) .
Althougﬁ tﬁey'did not reach an intellectual consensus; they at least de;
veloped a commdn focusAof disagreemént aﬁd debate and a recognition tﬁat
they shared common.enemies.' More importantly, the conservative movement

developed relatively clear boundaries separating those who bélonged from

those who did not. The precise intellectual justification may not have



always been clear or unanimously acceptéd,'but libertarians who.wére too -

militantly éeculér (e;g.,'Ayn.Rand)’of~§nti-militarist_(e.g., those-whé
'opposéd Améficaa iﬁ?olve&ent“ih Vietnam.and ;éft tﬁe YOuhg‘Amériéﬁns.fof
Freedom tébfqrm thé Libeitérian P#rty) and.traditionalists Qho fognd the
-New Deai quite_gonsistenf with éonser&atiﬁé.érinéiplés je.é.,'Péfér Viéreck)
'1>found theﬁselvéé unambigudusiy beyond the pale.

_In'thé_iast decéde,htﬁé dbﬁsérvative movement has éxpanded:répiaiy;

' feeding &pon the politicai_reaction ﬁoﬁthe progréséivé mﬁveﬁépﬁéfof fhe'late
iiQébs.énd eérly.19705. It has deéeloped é-broéder,fmofe'éffeétibeﬂﬁetwogk L
"Qf poiiticél'oréanizatiAns-(knbwn as the “New Rigﬁt“f, whicﬁ éémpriséé sﬁch
u §rou§s as the National ConserQative Pélitical Actioﬁ C&mmiftee( the'Cch—‘
servative Caucﬁé, tﬂe Committee for the Survivéi of a Ffee Congress,
Coaliﬁions_for America, the Moral Majority, aﬁd‘StdpitﬁA.[lo] With.the
help df.corpoiate fdﬁding:and‘neo¥§d;servative aliies, it haélalso'foétered
T a growihg intelleétuél.hetébrk of research institutioné, aboﬁt which we
':shall say ﬁore_shértl&. '

| ,Cdnservativeg today se;f-conééiously focus 6#_three éets.of.issues:
first, supﬁért'bf a markét eéonbmy againét Qoverﬂméﬁt infervéption‘én&
régulation; ;econa, ; defense of morality; famiiy, and religioh agéiﬁst
perceived processes bf.moral deca&; secula;izaﬁiﬁn,‘and cultufélAgevpiution{
an&'ihird, a call féf_a sﬁronger, more éggressive ih;érnational-caméaign
,agains£ the Séviet Union and communism in génef;l.: Thié coﬁbiﬁation ;ﬁ
issﬁes definesbcontempofary Americ§n cbnservatism_(in‘the eyes of its pro-
ponents as.weil as opponents) and just as clearly demarcates ig.from what

it is not: Americaﬁ conservatism is not é éimple anti-modern conservatism

of the kind found in nineteenth-céntury Europe and in a weaker form in the

U.§. among groups like the Southern Agrarians: Indeed, it enthusiastically




embraces mény of the central features of modern society-—induétfiélish,.
cépitaliém,'éavgnciné‘technolégy,'And.economic éfo&fh. Nor is it a pure
1ibér£ariaﬁiém liké'fhat bf the cqhtemporary‘ﬁibeftariéh Parti: Its'
énthﬁsiaém for indiVidual_freedém dées not ektend beybnd the mafketplace.
‘S£i11.1é35>is %ﬁ simpi; a>big:busiﬁess‘ideology'coﬁéerhed-ékclu;iQeiy Wiih
ééqﬁomié issues: Cohserﬁativeé often fihd busiheés tob ﬁonédmmittal'én

both social and national security matters.[ll]

FIGHTING THE LEFT

The consefvative opéositioﬁ té éovernmeﬁt funding of ﬁﬁe social ééiencés
and the arts arises from tﬁe'deep;seated4con&icfianthat the majqrAsource
-bf iibéfal (ahd'rédicalf'soéiél change is pdiiﬁical and infellectuai élites.
Erom-this pérspective; the expanded'fdle of government in economic life,
-the decline of the nuclear family(and the growing permissivénession moral
issues reflect ngither the iﬁherent‘sfrains of American social_stfucture-
nor real‘éspirations of most Americaﬁsi They are simply the résult of
liberal activists in government and liberal intellectuals iﬁ'theAuniversities
and mags media. Excepf for their influence, the market, the family;-religioﬁ,'
and ofﬁerlsoéial institﬁtions that conservati&es_cherish woﬁld céhstiﬁute
a-natﬁraily harmonious, self-maintaining order. Téke‘awaf the iiberals'
ability tq use—government funds to promote social change and.éoﬁnter'their
dominance of intellectual life, and iiberalism and the Left would collaése.
. "Defﬁnding the Left" and bﬁilding a counterintellectual network thus are

important for conservatives.
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~Defunding thé Left =~
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Liberal and left—wing causes, conservativés maintain, are 1ar§ely
government subsidized. ‘According to Richard Viguerie, the major New Right

'fund:aiser and publiéher of Conservative Digésﬁf

For more than a decade, the Left has relied on
government subsidies to finance its activities...
My estimate is that 70 percent of the Left's
-financing comes from the government. While
liberals loudly claim to represent the people,
they are primarily financed by compulsory tax
dollars. [12] . :

Or in the words pf Howard Phillips, director of the Conservative Caucus,

In the name of fighting poverty and overcoming.

. inequality, tens of billions of dollars have
been assigned, since the early 1960s, to .support
hundreds of thousands of full-time activists
employed by tens of thousands of 'non-profit
corporations' promoting virtually every 'liberal'
cause of the past two decades from abortion on
demand, to forced busing, to quotas, to 'welfare
rights'. Opponents of U.S. defense policies,
militant homosexuals, radical feminists, supporters
of the Ayatollah Khomelnl, organizers of rent
strikes and prisoners' unions, foes of capital
punishment and many more of-the same ilk have
been subsidized by hard-working taxpayers to

promote their narrow, nihilistic political goals.[l3]

A major source of these subsidies, according to conservatives, is the

Legal Services Corporation (LSC). Conservatives picture the LSC as a.

(14] -

"$300 million subsidy for liberal causes" and'regard it as a home for

éil manner of political undesirébles. ' -

...there is no question that the Corporation is in the hands of
radicals, eager to bring about a major social upheaval .in American
society. Legal Services attorneys have been involved in mobilizing
rent strlkes, promotlng abortlons, fostering unions, and backing
prison ‘rights.’ [15]

The Legal Sexvices Corp. is ihfgsted with liberals, radicals, and
Marxists who want to reshape American society.



9

Family planning and'popﬁlation research funéé provided under Title * of
the Public:Health}Services Act>appear as equally subversive: By undefwriging-
"contrqcéétion, éborﬁion.refer#ais, aptilife researéh; and iﬁﬁo?al sex
educatioh"Vénd‘supéorting #adiééi-groups like Planﬁea Pérenthood, government
‘has prométéd.é:fevolutioéiiﬁ:ééguél values”anq gehéviofi[l7;-]A variety
of othér_govéféyept:progréﬁé;:iﬁciudiﬁg the Comﬁﬁﬁity Servicé§'A§enc§'and
Fhe_NationalvEndowment for tbe Humanities (about which we shalllhave more
Até_é;y);istAnd:ingiéﬁédj'iﬁiéiﬁii;ﬁfterms. o

. . N . - ¥ B e

In short, the argument is that while conservatives go to the*pedﬁle
for funding, 1ibefals_run tp the goveinmeht.""béfunaing the-Left" by
ending‘its goveihment subsidie§ is thus at the ﬁeart of the éonsg;vétive

Vééenda. Conservatives have lobbied vigorously aéainét the LSCAénd other
offendiﬁg'programé and haVé_supported block grénts.as a ' way of perﬁénently
~getting money out of the hands of fhe liberal activists in the federal
goﬁernment.[lsl

Last June,'despite-miégivings about Reagan's personnel éppbintments

and_hié commitmen# to.thé_social iésues, Viguerie proﬁohnqed himself "pleased

and in many respécts pleasantly surprised" by the President's performance

because

at least 70 percent of just about every conservative's agenda
is being handled beautifully by President Reagan, Stockman,
and others in the administration. That 70 percent is what
conservatives call "de-funding the Left." [19] o

Buildihg-g:CounterintelleCtual Network

The notion that intellectuals and the institutions they inhabit have
been a major source of political protest and social change has been popular
among conservatives of all kinds ever since Edmund Burke. Conservatives

have cultivated what may be called a "counterintellectual" tradition.
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Since the French Revolution, the intellectuals have never ceased
to be shadowed by the counterintellectuals--the party of public

thinkers that opposes the typical adversary role the intellectuals .
play. in public life.

The'countefinﬁelleétuai has pefennially charged fhe intellectqal witg
elitism, radicigism, illeéifimate pqwér,.reﬁo;eﬁess from the_practicélj
world, and an énfaébnistié,'eﬁgh treasbndﬁérétancé to society. Ai.?fﬂ

7. 'Since its 'Birth in the 1950s, ébhtempbrary'Aﬁericéh'Conservatism:ﬁéS.embraéed
this "counterintellectual® stance, aécuéing universities gnd the meaia Qf
‘a ieftwérd bias and'blaming-intelléctuéis.for'ﬁﬁdermining eéfaﬁliéhed

Amefican institutions and beliefs. The seminal work of'thié'cdnsefﬁétism,'

aftér'all, was Wiiliém F,-Bﬁckley, jf.fs.God andbMan'at Yale, whichviﬁdicted
the author's-almaimatei for'being é'hotbed of socialism and,secplérism.-
Similar claims about intellectﬁalé and éultufél institu;iogs in general
have resounded through conservativé Qriting ever sinée. In recenﬁAyeérs;
for ekample; éonservatiQes?have coﬁhonly argued that intelleétﬁélénére the
vanguard of an entire "new class" of college—éducated éf&fesgionals wo?kipg:
in the infofmatiOnépr§cessing, govefnﬁeﬁtal, and non—pfofit—seétéfsiof tﬁe
economy. This "new claSé" is the culprit behind all méﬁne? of radicél-
) movémenﬁs aimed at fedistributing income, limiting economic gréwtﬁ;:weakening
Amefican power in the worid, and iévolutionizihg moralé; Thfough gové?pmeqt(
the media, and the ﬁniversities, it‘has propagated an ;nti—capitalist;
anti—materia}ist, anti—Purit;nical "adversafyxéﬁlture" and ﬁas e§éh challenged
the hegemony of the capitalist élass.[ZI] | )
The consefvative cdupteriﬂtellectuals in America have thus éogsistently
distanced themselves from the liberal intellectuals, and tﬁe:latter have

usually returned the compliment: In the 1950s and early 1960s, conser-

vatives were either read out of the American tradition or dismissed as
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a lunatic fringe in works like Louis Hartz's The Liberal Tradition in America

and Déniel‘Bell's The Radical Rigﬁt;

In reaction fo the radicglism of thé late '1960s énd eérly 19705, mahy
who once dismissed_conseivatism’now maké:common cadsé Qith it (a.éhéndﬁehon
sémetimés célled."ﬁeorconservatism").' Althouéﬂ the-;iﬁe ofidemarcation
':ﬁas thus shiftea, it ;tiil existé: ConServatiQes, Qhée&er tﬁéy may be
at any givén fime;‘constitute a counteriﬁtelligenfia,'sténdiﬁg in alien—t
étion ffom’what-they ;egard aé the ﬁainstréam'intellectﬁai wofld.}

‘The aptaéonisﬁic étapce of cénseréative_coﬁnterinteilectﬁélé has
led themAtd build a';élatively_éuténbmous iﬁtéiiectﬁal nethfk of research
institutions,. This nétWork, which grew'slowiy thféﬁgh.the 1950s aﬁdfl96OS,
haS‘éxpanded raﬁid}y ih'the éaéf decéde'thanks-to an*infusion'of-éorpérate
money and heo;conéervétiye Subporf;_

.CQrpofate capitélism:hés‘recently launched a major;ideological.offehsive
to‘pfaise the free méfket and discredi£ governﬁent fegulétion and the
weifére state. Thigjnew'corporéte.activism has underwriften.public tgleviéioﬁ
shows,.éhéirs of fiee_énterpfise atiuniversitieé, advécacy ad?ertising;
books,'and eéﬁcatioﬂal films, but ébo?e all it hés subsidized the vast
_expansiontof conservative réseérch instiﬁutions.[zzl

~In tﬁerforefront of this'iééoiogicai assault have beén a number of.
'éspecially act}ve corporate foundations and trusts that have fécused’their
contributions on research instituteé ahd:individualé develqping frée-market
and other conéervati&e ideas. The Johh M. Olin, Smith Ricﬁardson, Adolph
Coors, Samuel‘prerts Noble, Bechtél, Hearst, and Lilly Foun&atioﬁs;
the J. Howard Pew Freedom Trust; and the vafious Scaife'family foundations
and trusts togetﬁer‘funnel over $25 million a year into thé devélopment of

: . 23
conservative 1deology.[ ]
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The:Scaife family trusté, baseé~ih Guif 0il, Al¢oa,:agd'MeilQA Banﬁ‘
money,. are the ‘largest of these cénéer&ative doﬁors and tﬁéir contributidns
are'fairly reprééentative;' Undér fhe>éegis'of Richard ﬁellop écaife, they
incfea;ea their déndtions to éonservativ; cause; during the 1970s toj
$10A§illiop'a Yeéf.i Since 1970, ‘the Scéifes-haVe giveﬁ'ovgi-$5:@illion

each to the American Enterpriée.lnstitute for Pﬁblic.ﬁolicy Research (AEI),

7 _the.Georgetown'UniVersity Center for Strategic and Internationai Studies,

‘and the National Strategy Information Center, as well as $4.1'miilion't0"

" the Hodyer»Institution, $2.6 million to the Heritage Fouhdationy'and sméller_

o _ : e oA RO 24] - o T
amounts to numerous similar 1nst1tut10ns.[ ] - : o

its "adversary culture."

This corporate largésséfhas beenAelicited_and organized in part by

neo-conservative intellectuals (especially those clustered afound‘The,Public

Interest and Commentary) in an effort to fight against the "new class" and

(25]

Irving Kristol, for example, who is editor of o

The Public Interest, a contributing editor to the Wail'street Journél; and.

‘an AET fellow; has used the‘specter of the "new class" to cohvihce cor-

pqrate'capitalists to invest more heavily in the creqtion and aissémiﬁétion
of coﬁservative idéology. _ﬁe has éought to coordinate,bﬁéiheSS'suppott

for éonsefvative.intellectﬁal work by‘cd—founding'(with.william‘Simon)~}
the Institute for Pducational Affairs (IEA) in 1978. Initially funded

by Olin, sﬁith Richardson, and Scaife money, IEA has %ttempted fo act as

a clearinghouse for channelling corporate money into suitably conservative . -

"intellectual érojects. In 1980, it had some 74 corporate pétrbns and gave

45 grants totalling over half a million déllars;[26]

As a result of this combination of new corporate activism and in-
tellectual neo-conservatism, the network of conservative think tanks has
eipanded considerabiy. 'The annual budget of AEI, the largest of the con-

servative research institutes, increased tenfold in the 1970s tb $10.5 million,
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and Kristol is credited Qith gaining much of'AEI's new corporate support.
Stanfﬁrd Univérsity's Boo?er Institution, on tﬁel§erge'of bankruptcy in
the éérlf'l9605;.now has an énnual.budget of $5.7 million, while Geo?gefownfs
Centéf for StrategiC‘andtInternational Studies th épends $4.5 miilion
‘a ye;r..lJoiﬁiﬁg‘fheéé vénefable think tanks are a ﬁost of new'énés, the
ﬁost_faﬁoué-of wﬁiéh iS'probably the Héritage Féun&atioh.  Begﬁn;ip 1973
with_several hﬁndred~fhousand déil;fsAfroh industfialist Joéeph'Coors,
Heritaée.pow'hasAén.annual budgét of $5x3‘miilion; .Its biégest cdntfibutdrs
~include Sdaifé and Coors, aS’Qélinas Nobie,.olih,'and 87 ﬁajbr:péfpérations;
Thé groWing‘list'of other”ééhservative.thinklﬁéhks‘ahd info?ﬁétion cénférs
inclﬁdes'Center:fo; Law and Ecdnomics, Centef'for Public Choice;iinsfitﬁte
for Céntemporary Studies,'intefnationél Insﬁitute fof EéonomicﬁResearch,
Cenéer for Free Ehtéfprisé;'Centér for Research in Govérnment‘Pdlicy and
Business, Ethics and PubliclPolicy Center, Center for the Study of American.
Eusiness, Institﬁfe'for Foreign Policy Analysis,'National Strategy Infor-
mation Center, and'the Lehrman Insfitﬁte.lz?l |

This growing conservéfivé coﬁﬁtérintelleétual network has -not Ahly
proQided a steady stream of conservative.iAgas and Reagan“adviéerS'ﬁut also
reinférced the conservative sensé.of independence'from the ﬁliberal" in-
tellectual wdrld and its sources of funding. This seqse.ﬁay not be whqlly
éccurate——conssrvatiVes'also rely directly and indirectly on governmental

1argésse—-but it has helped to condition the attitudes of some conservatives

toward government funding of the social sciences in particular.
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. THE SOCIAL SCIENCES AND THE ARTS
Osténsibly, thé consefvative case'against government funding for the
social sciences is simply that most social science reseaich is trivial and
. a waste-of-money; This argument, which‘has been repéated by conservatives
in Congress fo;ayears,'found especially clear expression about a year

. ago in aﬁ'article by Donald Lambro “in Human>Evehts;[28} ‘Lambro ridiculed

the usefulness and importance of a number of NSF-funded social science
projects based on their titles and official project abstracts: studieS'b'

of food tastes in rats, dating behavior of teenagers, and>s§eeéh patterﬁs

e . T .

_in Philadelphié.

Theretié more he?e tﬁép imhediately-méets the éye, howéver,' The.éon-
servative case agaiﬁst’ﬁhe s6éial sciences rests ;n a ﬁéthodologi&al;.
double standgrd.‘ Conservatives admit fhat it wéuld be fooiiéﬁ,tq disﬁiss
'fesearcﬁ in the natﬁral sciences 6n.the basis of a cursory reading of
titles and abstracts. Apparently.arcane research on the growth 6f vifuses‘
in thé kidney cells of monke?s; after all, can.ultimaﬁelj lead t§'émingntly
useful things like poiio vacciﬁe. Yet tﬁey see no problém iﬁ ér§nopﬁeiﬁ§_V
summary judgment-on the séciél séienceé én that vefy“séhe basis;

- This double standard suggeéts that an inherent, taéit bias ag;inst
the éocial sciences iurks in' the conservative mind. It seéms plausible
" that this bias'is‘roofed in thé counterintel}ectuéli;m’that we-ha;e already
mentioned. The éocial sciepces appear tovbe sﬁgversive‘of coﬂservétive
yalﬁes in a way that the naﬁu:al scienées are not-.

* This is paftly beéause conservatives see the social sciences as_éeeply
tainted Qith liberalism. Among all intellectuals and academics, soéia}.
scientists appear aé the'most.liberal in their political attitudeé, While
the social sciences themsélveé seem to be used consistently on a day-to-day

level to justify liberal programs and policies. There is something more



J;fﬁpdamentél;:ﬁowever:- Beypnd_Whateve?'speciﬁic policies itljgétifies, con- .
'ééréétives be£ieve the appliééfion of_sCienée to society-intrinsicaiiy-léads ;
to  the centralized pl;nhihg“and ratiénaiiéé£i6n‘of éocial 1ife;f_sbcial science,
in other wbrds; eauéls social engihéééing,'which leads £5 fhe-?efy staﬁism that
- lies at the dark héaft of_consérVative nightmares. )

Thislviéw_af soéial scienbé is manifest in the suppiy—side economics
éurréntly péphlarxémohgléonéervatiyes, This theory is the,quintessenfiél
product of the conservative counterintelléc;uél neﬁwork, b?inging fogether
‘corporate‘money, cohservative think #anks;'and neo;coﬁservative stewérd-v
shiﬁ. Alérted;to supply-side idéés by‘IrQing Kristol, the.Smith ﬁichérdson
Found&tion‘Subsidized their ae§elopment throughtgfanté to think tanks
like thé American Enterpriée.instituﬁe ahd>£he Ihtefnational Center fbr

V.Economic Policy,'individuals like George Gilder and Jude Wanniski, and

'[291. Not surpiisingly, supply-side

jourhais'like Thé Public¢ Interest.
économics.has.taken*a countefintellectuallstance to mainstréam econoﬁic
theéry. It reje6£s>"academic“'ecohomics-for being scientisticé,Afof treating
the ecbnomy as an‘impersohal system rather thah as an ensemﬁle of individuai"
actions and hotivations;»for'deaiing only with quantifiable factors thét

can- be'fif intq comélex modelé, while ignoring_fhe qualitatiQely human;'

and for promotihg theories that aie inherentl&‘managériél in style. 1In

/

.short, mainstream economics appears to supply-siders as necessérily leading
. . . . {30]
to social engineering of some kind.
Although not all conservatives embrace supply-side economics, it cer-
tainly has ignited the imagipation of many, and it does accurately embody
a broader conservative attitude toward the social sciences. - This attitude,
reinforced by the seeming autonomy of the counterintellectual network, power-
fully predisposes conéervatives égainst government ' funding for the social

sciences.
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The conservative case against.gdvernmeht funding for thé arts»ié_con-
sideiab;y ﬁbré.cémplex than the case é;ainsﬁ the sociéi'scienées.: Twoivery
different,.évenvcoﬁtradictory, cénsefvatiVe aréﬁments_(Which we shall call'
the “"libertarian" and the "tréditionaiisté) managé tézco-exist-witﬁ.ﬁéfdly-A
ényéense<opra;ad§x or-conflict._ Both opbosenfhe cﬁrrent way‘that.ﬁovern-
ment s#pports tﬁé érﬁs, but for very’differentfreésons;_ . |

The 1ibertérién argﬁes that govgrnmeht fundiné.ofAthe artsAié inhefently:'
 wrong and ngcessarily counterproductive. Art-is.nofia trénséé;dént g&éd
thét_é&eryone'éhould be for&ed to~support.' It is‘a matter of ﬁasfé; a;a
‘diffe¥eﬁt pers&ns have différentlartisﬁiq brefereﬁées; Governﬁeﬁt QS;'501~
right to use téxpayers' money to subsidize thé'artistic pféfefgnces 6f

some.  As Ernest van den Haag pﬁt'it in a Policy Review article:

It is not the task of a democratic government to decide for

the people what is essential to them and to buy it for them

with money taken from them--when people could, if they so (31]
desired, purchase for themselves what the government provides.

-Govefnment,fundiné, moreover, ruins ait.t Tﬁe ihfuéion of funds at#récts,_
the less téleﬂfed and‘less:cémmitted, inflates cosis; and encoﬁraées mindlesé
experimentation. ‘It gives contrél over ar£ to bureéucrat# and experts.

From the libertarian‘perspec£i§e, as expressed by Tom Bethel, "the priﬁciple

F

instrument.for eliciting creativity in

[32]

éeople of artistic aispositioh is

'the ﬁarketplace itself." Having.éo élease a paying éﬁdien&e forceé

the.artist to do his best; the cuéhion of a éug;anteea'éovernment subsidy

encourages bad work. 1In short; for the libertarian, ar;.is and ouéht to

be a commodity like everything‘elsg{'all governmént‘supporﬁ should be en&ed.
The traditiphalist, in contrést,lﬁelieves that government~fundiﬁ§ for

the arts is both good and necessary, but not in the current form or aé the

current levels. As Michael Joyce argued in the Heritage Foundation's report

s
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; - . [33] R - :
to President Reagan, ~ art is not simply a matter of taste; it involves

theApurédit of a'definabie excellence. Government has the duty to promote

" that pursuit of ekcellence and defend it against the egalitarian; levelling

iméulsés of Ameriéan‘sociéty. LeaVing art to popuiar preferenée on the
market or.qtherhise ﬁeans opeﬁing it to-debasement. Estéﬁlishéé fuhding
policies in NEH-and.NEA;Ahowever;'are misgﬁided'ahd counterbi@ductive:
ﬁéther than protecting art from‘thé aébasing effect>6f popplari%atioh,.

the Endowments have sought to bring art to a wider audience by under-

writing the expaﬁsioh of cpltufal facilities and subsidizing admission

costs. In addition) they have encburaged the politiéization of art and

"have sought to enact qﬁotas for recipients of grants. Once these spurious

activities are eliminéted, Qoyérﬁment's propef role can be-fulfiileé at
a ﬁuch lower level of funding.

One canrhardly'imégine two more aifferent attituaes toward art.
Thé one argﬁés th%t there feaily is no such thing as ért, but oniyAértistic
preferences; the 6ther'ihsists on the reality of artistic excelleﬁce.
The one arguesAthat_art thrives‘aé a commodity} the other fgar§ the impact
bfikhe market 6ﬁ art. The one believes that government'has a-fble in
prémoting the arts; the othef believes it has an essential (élbéig reduced)
réle.

Despite the disparity,Athe two argumehts co-exist wi;h little f?iction.

They are not the province of different kinds of conservatives writing in’

different .places. To the contrary, both cases have been made in the

publications of the Heritage Foundation. Indeed, one can sometimes find

them together in the very same article without the author apparently sensing

the least inconsistency. 1In a 1980 article in Poliéy Review, for example,

Kingsley Amis indiscriminately mixes traditionalist and libertarian arguments
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Vagainst govefnment subsidy of the ;f£s.[34jg Atioﬁé‘point he "argues th;£
govefnment subsidies endénger art by p;pularizing it: "The trouble‘witﬁ'
bringiﬁé art to the people is that it tends t0'§ét'fétally‘Qamaged'in |
“transit." At another pgint; ﬁe‘éréues thaf:éévernment subéidies endanger
art by takihg it a&éy frdm the éublic: "The pubiié's wﬁim is bettér tgan
the critics'_whim or the experts' whim of the bufeaucréts‘ wﬁim,“: No

doubt thesevtﬁoicases cduld.bé reconciled: Pefﬁaps the'"péople"'in‘the_
first quote.are-ﬁqf quite the same ;s thé "public"-in tﬂe second{b THé’
’pdint;>hQWeve£,‘is that £he need for reéénciliation goes unrecognized; :f_,:
‘ The liﬁértarianvana trédiﬁionaliét césés against go?éfnﬁen£-£ﬁﬁéiﬁ§: 7 R
for the arts are héld.togéther the way libertarian'and traditionalist

strandS'éf conservaéivism.have alWays béén held together: Tﬁé'génsejof

a common eheﬁy overfides philosophical differences. ‘Boﬁh posiﬁions'agree

that existiné govefﬁment funding for the arts has ehcouragéd radical_cultufal
aﬁd‘political trends;. Conservétives.héve widely condemned the'Natioﬁai_ '

’ Endowmehts for the Humanities for "bankrolling" a "Leftist Dechfatic»h:;gﬂi.,
Network" by supporting educational and cultural projects of the International

' Ladies Garment Worke#s.Uhion, the Amalgémated ClotHing and Téxfiie'wdrkersbff E
ﬁnion, the AFL;CIQ'Labor Studies Centef;'District 1199 of the Drué and>’

Hospital EmployeeéjUﬁion}>Wor}d Withéut.War Council, The Sieffé Ciub,-the

Feminist Radio Network,‘and various gay'periodicals.[35]

For conservatives, this is a clear case of go&ernment subsidy to liberal-"
left movements and to an.adversary culture. It i§'a¢cordin§1y‘the very core

of what they object to in government funding for the arts, whatever the

varying philosophical contexts in which they place it.



CONCLUSION.-

‘Obposition to government'funding of the arts and the social sciehces is
_rooted deeply in American conserratism.] It refiecte oonsernatism'S'counter—
intellectuai tradition and its broader priority.of Jdetunding the Left.“.
These deeper determlnants of the conservatrve p051t10n on governnent fundlng
are not always expllc1t, but they help make sense of otherw1se 1nexp11cable.
surface contradlctlons 1n:oonservat1ve~arguments. |

How much this coneervatine.stance-will'shape the political agenda of‘
the Reagan Administration renaine to be'eeen. As we have noted " the Reagan
‘Admlnlstratlon 'is an uneasy coalltlon of corporate capltallsts and oonser-.
vative ideologues. Although they often work together, their goals are
fundamentally dlfferent. The former seek practlcal adJustments in govern-
_ment spendlng and regulatlon to enhance the immediate and real pmospects
for capital acoumulation; they would rather trade'with than confront the.
Soviet Union; they generailf_avoid sooial ise&es like abortion. The latter
seek to'remake society more.broadlg in the image of "free enterprise"}
they.demand a more‘aggressinely anti—communiet foreign poldcy; they giye
~ high ériority to-the sooial issues: The'Reagan‘Administration eo far -has
.kept this alliance together.by aoting like the former, whiie talking like
the latter. As the Administratron continues to confront diffionlt eoonomic.

and foreign policy issues,'however, its ruling coalition. is bound to become

P

increasingly rent by conflict. "The outcome of this conflict--which side

of the coalition triumphs and ‘what ‘concessions the losers receive-—may well

determine the fate of government funding of the social sciences and the arts.
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