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The intellectuals who have become known as "neo-épnservétives" take very
clear, ;tréng, and outspoken stands on both affifmative action -and nuclear
power. - They adaméntly'oppose affirmative action as "reverse.discrimination’
and. bureaucratic tyranny. They just as‘adéman£ly support the continued use
of'ﬁuclear power and condemn the anti-nuclear movement for its '"rape of

' as neo-conservatives

progress.' Both these staﬁds are based on the "facts,'
"see them; but their analysis and organization of the facts are’embedded within
certain characteristic assumptions .and concerns. Before examining the

neo-conservative positions on affirmative action and nuclear pewer, therefore,

let us look at neo-conservatism itself.

NEOQCONSERVAIISM

Ambiguities'gg Definition
The term "ﬁeo—conservativé" is ptobiematic in three ways. First, it is
not a term used by a group of intellectuals to describe their beliefs; instead
it has been employed primariiy by their .adversaries and by outside observers,
As early as.1973, the left;liberal journal Dissent took‘aim:at "neé—conservatism"

and the '"mew conservatives."

The terms were taken up in 1977 and 1978 by the
national news weeklies in.the.wake of a growing conservative drift in American
p&litics; and in.1979, the "neo*consérvatives" were the subjects‘of a book-length
‘critique by.Petér'Steinfels, executive editor of Commonweal. Mény of fhe

intellectuals called "neo-conservatives' reject the label (though the man known

as the "Godfather" of neo-conservatism, Irving Kristol, openly accepts it).1

1Dissent,'20(4), Fall, 1973. '"Why the Shift to Conservatism," U.S. News
and World Report 84:24-25, January 23, 1978; "Is America Turning Right,"
Newsweek 90: 34-44, November 7, 1977. Peter Steinfels, The Neoconservatives

(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1979). The characterization of Kristol as the _




Second, the term "conservative! is inherenﬁly ambigupus,'siqée conservatism
in the contemporary world embraces conéradictdry pﬁiloéophical and political
pgsitions. The label '"conservative" was firs;'used iﬁ the eafly 19th ceﬁtury
to describe the intellectual'reaction to the_En;ightenment and to the';ise of
modern industrial_Society. Consef;afives of this kind rejected the rationaiiém
and individualism of the‘EnIighteﬁmént_as well as the major>features of the
emerging modern world--the markét,:the nation-state, the facto;y system,
:representative democraéy, secularism. - In response to-the Enlightenment/liberai
image of society aé a mere éssoéiation bf self-interested‘individuéls,
.conservatives offered a notion of sociéty as community—;as an gpplanned,
;organic web of traditions, customs,'and social ties which embraced and shaped
the individual. In opposition to the emérging world of Western.cagitalism,'
they offered "feudalism'" or the "0ld Regime," as theyAconceived it, as the
model'for-societQ.
As'ghe'"OId-Regime" became merely a memofy in much of Europe and capitalism
became an established fact, the laBel "cdhservative" virtually reverséd.its
'meaping: It began to refef to peréons who'chambioned fhe very mpdern world and
 the very rationalism aﬁd:individualism that the original conservatives so

. themently rejecfed. Politically, support of laissez-faire capitalism and
dﬁposition to anything that- smacked of collectivism became" 4. ';."conservative."
APﬁilosophically,‘the image of society as simply a sum.total of pre~formed

individuals, once called "liberal," became known as 'conservative.'

1 (cont')"Godfather“ of neo-conservatism is found in 'Neo-conservatism: An
Idea Whose Time is Now,".Esquire 91: 23-42, February 13, 1979. Other illuminating
articles are James A. Nuechterlein, "Néo-gonservatism and its Critics," Virginia
Quarterly Review 53(4): 607-625, 1977; Nuechterlein, 'New Political Thinkers,"

Commentary 68(4): 74-79, October, 1979; Isidore Silver, 'What Flows from
. Neo-conservatism," The Nation 225: 44-51, July 9, 1977; David Vogel, "Business's
'New Class' Struggle,”" The Nation 229: 609+, December 15, 1979. :




Contemporary conservatism has largely been an effort to synthesize these
two very different kinds of thought. It has'soughtAto root itself inhboth an
image of society as traditional bommunity‘énd an iﬁage of society as a market.
It is.thus:inhefentlylcoﬁtradictory and confused. (This is not to say that
contemﬁorary conservatism has'cornered the mafket in either contradiction-or
cdnfﬁéioh,‘but'ﬁerely that its thinking is chéracterized by certain.distinctive
gmbiguities.) To éall‘a éontempofary thinkef or idea-"COQServative" thus denotes

‘- not so much a coherent philosophical or political stance as a distinctive kind

o
~ .

of intellectual confﬁsion.

The third problem with the termi"neo—conservative">iies in the prefix
"neof" Its ﬁlacement beforel"conéervative" implies either new.berSons or
new ideas. 1In the firsf sense, ''meo" suggests'thaf persons wholwere once
-something else (liberals, socialists, etc.) have recently chénged.fheir
outlook ana become conservatives. In fact, however most of the thinkers called
"neo-conservatives" simply have not changed their beliefs'all that much in the
1ast.decade; Some were never anything but conservatives; others left their |
progressive Eéliefs long ago. In the second sense, ''meo" implies that the
beliefs being espoused somehow constitute a new Eigg_of cohservative thought.
Thére is some truth here: fhe ideas of neo-conservatives do differ from those
of rock-ribbed Republicanism, léissgz—faire economics, or fight-wing exfrémism.

‘They are distinctive. The question‘-is: Is neo—éonservatism really enough of a

' new departure in conservative thinking to deserve a special label? The use of

2For the emergence of conservatism as a response to the French and Industrial
Revolutions and to the Enlightenment, see Karl Mannheim, 'Conservative Thought,”
pp. 74-164 in Essays on Sociology and Social Psychology (New York: Oxford, 1953);
Raymond Williams, Culture and Society (New York: Harper and Row, 1958); Robert
‘Nisbet, The Sociological Tradition (New York: Basic Books, 1966). The tortuous
quality of contemporary conservatism has been noted numerous times: See Steinfels;
Samuel Hux, "The Debris of Ideas," Dissent, Spring, 1979, pp. 164-168; Sheldon
Wolin, "The New Conservatives," New York Review of Books 23(1), February 5,-1976.




the special label begs the question.

' in short, is a term fraught with ambiguify! question-begging,

""Neo-conservative,'
and mofé than a touch of polemic. At the same time, however, the term .has a cer—
tain currency, and there is no better one at-hand.~-More importéntly, it does
denote something very real. If we do not worry aBogt.what the iabel "ﬁeo—conseryative"

means, it can be useful to‘designate a distinct group of intellectuals. We

could just as easily call them "horses' or ''group X."

Who are the Neo—conservagives?
'Thé térm "neo—conseryative” can be employed in a reasonably cohsistent,

accurate Way;ﬁo designate the following: (1) a set of interrelated joﬁrnal;,

think-tanks, -and oréahizations, (2) the"inteiiectuélé attached to these,

-(3) the shared sentiments thgt bind them together, and ultimately (4) one side

of a very real split in the intellectual world.

The journals include The Public Interest, founded in 1965 by Daniel Bell

and Irving Kristol (the latter a former editor of Encounter and Commentary) and

currently edited by Kristol and Nathan Glazer; Commentary, published by the

American Jewish Committee and édited by Norman.Podhoretz; and-Public Opinioh,'
publiéhed by the.Americaﬂ Enterprise Institute and edited by Seymour Martin

Lipset and Ben Wattenberg; The think tanks include the Hoover Institution at
Stanford ‘University and the American Enterprise Institute (AEI) in Washingtoh, D.C.
Among the'organizétidns are the Coalition for a Democratic Majority, which

began as an anti-McGovern group inithe Democratic'Party, and its‘offshoot, the
Committee on the Present DangerA(CPD), the majﬁr and most effective proponent

éf a return to a "hard-line" foreign policy. Commentarz is often regarded as a

major mouthpiece for the CPD.3

3See Steinfels for a detailed anatomy.of the neo-conservative world. Onthe’
CPD, see Alan Wolfe and Jerry Sanders, "Resurgent Cold War Ideology: The Case of
the Committee on the Present Danger," pp. 41-75 in Richard R. Fagen (ed.),
Capitalism and the State in U.S.-Latin America Relations(Stanford, 1979)




There is considerable overlap of per#onngl among all these institutions;-
Indeed, the persons who have been'ideptified most prominently as neo-conservatives
are brecisély those whose names fecur.most often in these journals, think
tanks, and organizations. In a 1980 article, for exampie, Irving Kristol.
identified himself and the following persons as those most often'calléd
neo-conservatives: Glazef, Pbdhoretz, Lipset, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Samuel
Huntingtqn, James Q. Wilson,'Edward Banfiéld, Robert Nisbet, Rogér,S;arr, and
‘Aaron Wildavsky. | .

Kristol, Glaéer, Starr, Wilson, -and Moynihan (along with Daniel Bell) are-
all either editofs or members of the publication committee: of The Public Interest.

-

Kristol; Glazer, Moynihan, Bell, Huntington, Liﬁset,'Wildavsky, Nisbet,

‘and Wilson all contributed to that journal's Fall, 1975 Bicenntenial issue.

L]

Kristol, Nisbet, Wiidavsky, and Glazer all provided articles for the Hoover

. Inétitution's recent volume, The Third Century, which was edited by Lipset.

Kristol and Lipset are both on the editorial board of Public Opinion, while.
‘Nisbet and'Wilson are members.of AEI's Council of Académic Advisers. Podhoretz
is a major figure in CPD. | |

This haming'of’names is not meant to beiexhaustive; it merely illustrates
that the term "neo-conservative" can be used to refer to a distinct cluster
of iﬁtellectuals. |

The neo-conservatives may not agree on every issqeé on the most gehera1
'1evel théy often start from»very-different ﬁhilosophical assumptions and iﬁages
of society; and théy may not regard each other as members of a distinct groﬁﬁ;
What théy do share, however, is a feeling that they are pﬁrsuing.a common goal
"and fighting‘common énemies; The enemies are identified in various ways--

the New Left, the counterculture, the New Class, the adversary culture.



In effect,ineohcdnservatives occupy one side of a sharp split in the
intéllectual world, and their perceived epemigs the other side. This split
has probably existed at least since the days.of McCar;hyiéﬁ, but it was
giyen new lifg'and.con;eﬁt by the énﬁi-War m@&emeqf and the counterculture.
Neo-conservatism is a réaction to the poii;ical and cultural fadicaliém of
the 1960s, whose handiwork neo-conservatives still see eve?ywhere——inua pacifist
foreign policy, the decay of family and religion, a pervasive distrust of
capitalism, and above all, the adversary.orientation'df the ingellectual‘worldh
The ultimate value of the term "neo-consefvative”‘is fhat-it calls attention

to this split in the intellectual world. Spend some time reading the New York
. . - -

.Review;gg Books or any ﬁther leff—libera; publication, then turn to Commentary.
Qr'go in the opposife direction,~if'yop prefgr. wﬁat for one side is day,
for‘the other side iélnight. ‘What_the.ong praises; the other buries in
.obloquy and sarcasm. Everything thét.one side takesafoy granted, the other
side rejecﬁs. There arg'inAeed two vefy different and opposed intellectuél

worlds--whatever we choose to call them.

What Neo-conservatiQes Believe

Neo-conservatives tend to agree on certain generél issues and themes.4

(1) There is guarded support for capitalism and the market--not the Milton
Friedman.enthusiasm, bqt'a'megsured jngment that capitalism is the best of
_ existing alﬁernativeé. "The last, best hépe of.humahity at this time," says

"Kristol, "is an intellectually and morally reinvigorated liberal capitalism."

4The following discussion draws on Steinfels; Nuechterlein, 1977 and
1979; and Kristol, "The Real Neo-conservatism," San Francisco Chronicle,
March 1, 1980. a




2. Economic growth is regarded as the sine qua non for all that is good
and distinctive in American society--individual freedom, social mobility,
political democracy,and lack of major social conflict.

3. Neo=conservatives are opposed to big government. Although they believe
that the state should maintain a minimum of social welfare and elevate public
morals, they argue that government in American soqiety has overextended itself
and needs to be cut back. In general, their view of politics is rigorously ..
anti-utopian and énti—rationalist: They see the proper activity of government
as tending the status quo, not attempting to create a perfect society from an
abstract blueprint.

4. Neo-conservatives support a hardxline foreign policy focused on the
Soviet threat and a greater defense effort. .

5. They favor family, religion, the work ethic, and "traditional values."

6. They oppose what they see as a cultural drift to hedoism and an emphasis
on self-realization--the "counterculture" and the "me generation."”

7. Neo-conservatives support equal opportunity, but oppose equality of
results, as a social goal. The pursuit of equality of results, they..argue,
requires massive government action and ultimately leads to the undermining of
liberty and mentocracy.

8. The United Statés, neo-conservatives believe, is undergoing a crisis
of authority, in which established institutions (capitalism, family, church,
political parties, universities, etc.) are losing their legitimacy and autonomy
and in which much of what they value is being undermined.

9. Neo-conservatives blame this crisis of authority in virtually all its
dimensions on intellectuals and the "New Class' of college-educated professionals

and white-collar workers trained by intellectuals. Intellectuals, it is argued,



have always had an "adversary culture" critical of modern society, and they

have taught this culture ﬁo the growing New Class. This class has thus developed
a bias against American society, and through its control of the media and the
universities has made the adversary culture dominant. At the same time, this
New Class has pushed an ever growing role for government as a way of advancing
its own interests égainst those of established elites. It has come to dominate
American society.

The intellectuals, the New Class, and the adversary culture are the enemies
against which the neo-conservatives see themselves as doing battle. The belief
that this New Class now dominates American society accounts for the characteristic
tone of new-conservative writing--a sense of an adversary stance against an
entrenched foe. What effect the recent Republican electoral victories will have

on this self-image and tone remains to be seen.

Studying Neo-conservative Positions
Having discussed who the neo-conservatives are and what they believe, we
can turn to their analysis of affirmative action and nuclear energy. In
surveying their discussion of these issues, we should keep these three questions
in mind: First, what specific stand is takeﬁ on each issue and what specific
arguments are used to support this stand? .Second, to what extent are the stand
and the supporting arguments framed by a coherent set of general neo-conservative
themes? In’other words, how '"ideological" are the neo-conservative stands?
Third, to what extent are the neo-conservative positions expressed in highly
compacted phrases or figures of speech? That is, how ''poetic" are their stands?
To get a representative sampling of new-conservative thinking on affirmative

action and nuclear energy, I read every article on the topics. (and relevant letters

to the editors) since 1975 in Commentary, the Public Interest, Public Opinion (begun




three have been identified as neo-conservative journals. The last is the
publication of the Heritage Foundation, a New Right think tank founded by
Paul Weyrich with Coors money. In its pages, one finds neo-conservative and

New Right writers side by side. Its Spring, 1980 issue, for exampie, contained

articles on affirmative action by an assistant editor of Public Opinion and
‘by a national fellow at the Hoover Institution as well as by New Right Senator
Orrin Hatch.

In addition to these articles, I also examined Nathan Glazer's classic

study, Affirmative-Discrimination (1975), which examines preferential,hiring,
busing, and integrated housing. I found no comparable book by.a major neo-con-

‘servative author on nuclear power.

”~

REVERSE DISCRIMINATION

.

Neo-conservatives vehemently oppose affirmative action, as they conceive

it. Nathan Glazer's summary of his own arguments in Affirmative Discrimination
adequately captures most of the neo-conservative case.

I have described the development of affirmative action into requirements
for even statistical distribution in employment and education and the
threat of such a development in housing. Many assert that this
: development is essential if the promise of real freedom and equality
for Blacks and other American minority groups is to be fulfilled.
I have argued in each case that equal opportunity, not even statistical
distribution, is the proper objective of public policy.. That argument
can be made on constitutional grounds...It can be made on pragmatic
grounds, for Blacks made real and substantial and permanent advances
while equal opportunity, supplemented by affirmative action for equal
opportunity, was still the main thrust of public policy. And that
argument can also be made on political grounds: that equal opportunity
represents the broadest consensus possible in a multiethnic and yet
highly integrated society, and that this consensus would be broken
if requirements for statistical representation were to become a
permanent part of American law and public policy. (1975: 168-169)

5See the Appendix for a full list of articles on afflrmatlve action and
nuclear power.
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What is "Affirmative Action'?

The neo-conservative argument is rooted in a distinctive set of assumptions
about what current U.S. civil rights policy is: Their assessment about what ought
to be (or ought not to be) is based on a specific conception of what is. This
conception is one that liberals or radicals would hardly share.

Consider the pivotal phrase from the just cited passage: '"...equal
opportunity, not even statistical distribution, is the proper objective of public
policy." Hidden in this prescriptive statement . are three crucial assumptions of
fact: (1) Equality of results. (even statistical representation) and equal
- opportunity are different, even antithetical, societal goals. (2) U.S. civil
rights policy as now constituted seeks. to establish equality, not equal
opporfunity{ (3) Affirmative action means the enactment of quotas overt or c
covert in hiring and admissions to reach that goal.

Mbré precisely, neo-conservatives-.believe that in the early 1970s,
government policy moved from the simple effort to eradicate diiscrimination in
hiring and admissions (ile., ﬁo insure equal opportunity) to the pursuit of
outright equality (statistically proportional representation of minorities in
jobs and schools).’.To be sure, there was no official change in policy, no new
laws or executive orders, no innovative court decisions (prior to Bakke). What
happened instead was a change in the meaning of certain basic terms in the
regulations of federal civil rights agencies.

(1) Unequal statistical representation of a minority group on a job or
in educational programs was taken. as proof of prior discrimination against that
group by the employer or the educator. The burden was then placed on the
latter to demonstrate a lack of prior discrimination. Because this is difficult

to do, what happened was that discrimination (unequal opportunity) was effectively

.
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‘redefined as lack of statistical parity (inequality).

(2) "Affirmative action" originally_mgant making a specialjéffort to
recruit and train individuals from previously excluded éroups. (The term first
Qppea:s iﬁ-President,JohnéOn's Executive Ordef 11246, where:it is required
only of employérs holding federal contracts.) Proof that -an embloyer 6r
educator was doing this effectiyély, howevér, became whether or not certain
hiriné~or admissions éoals were filled. As a.result; affirmati§e came to
‘mean that a set propértionuqf jobs and adﬁissionS'went'go mino:ities.

(3) All requirements for employment, inéluding educational certification
and test scores, were assumed to be discriminatory if they led to the less

, : - N
"than proportional hiring or admigsion of minorities. The burden of broof
again lay with the émplbyer.. I practice,it takes~cohsidérable effort to 
validaté a test 6r credential requirement, and thus the preésure wés simply
to drop them if they were challenged.

(4) Establishing hiring‘pr‘admissioﬁs quotaé has be;ome the oniy
realistic way for employers or - schools to.éuaran;ee that they will nét be.

,éharged with discrimination.

The Neo-conservative Cri;iqgg

The neo-conservative caée against affirmative action emerges from this
nbpiqn of what_tﬁe current state of affairs.is. Affirmative action is said
to be illogical, iﬁﬁoral; illegal, unnecessary and counterproductive,'extfemely
unpopulér,’and conducive to governmental fyranny. Let us look at each of
these arguments.

@D Illogical. The transformation of discrimination into unequal seafistical
-representation, of eqpal opportunity into equality, and of affirmative action
“into quotas is simply'a sneaky process of word politics:A Words with one

meaning are-surreptitiuously given another, quite different meaﬁing, while
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keeping their original positive politicél‘connotations. The changes, however,
do not make sense. Inequality is Egg.synonyﬁous with discrimination.
Discriﬁination, in fact, isiégg_the causeiof ail statistical underrepresentation
éf minorities inzhi;ing and édmissions. Preférential hiring/admissions therefore
aré.ggggappfopriate for remedying all cases of statistical:underrepfeséntatipn.
As Thomas Soweil puts it, the notion "that the statistical }represeqtation' of
a'groupf—in.jobs, schéols, etc.--shows and meaéures disc¢rimination" is "today's
grand fallacy aﬁout race»énd‘ethnicity" and the "noble lie of our time." (1978: 39)
Sowell thus draws.an'analbgy.betwgen the nbtion that statistical undérrepresen—”
tation implies discrimination and such past "grand fallacies" as tﬁe idea that
Blacks are biologically inferior. -
(2) Immoral.  The use oqugotaslﬁo insure proportional representation

is immoral: It violatés tﬁe basic American vgldes of individualisﬁ'and
meritocracy--the right to be treated by -the law as an individugl (not as the
member of a group) and the right to be evaluated fér'joés and school gdmissions
on one's merits. in so doing, it also undermines what Glazer (1975) calls the
"American ethnic consensus." This consensus, whiéh came iﬁto its own only in
the mid—l960$,_stres§eé'that their ought to be n§ legal or political recognition
of race/ethnicity, that persons have the right to be judged as individuals, and
that individuals nevertheless are free to identify with and'main;ain distinct’
ethnic cultures. |

.The immorality of»affirmative~aétion is the.ve;y guts of the neo—conéervatiyé
.case and thus elicits the moét pungent, pithf, and powerfpl language. Affirmative
action is characterized as "affirmative discrimination," (Glazer, 1975) 'reverse
discrimination,"'(Adelsoﬁ, 1978) and '"reverse Nurembergism" or "bepign Nuremberg
laws." (Glazer, 1978) Each of these.pﬁrases draws an implicit analogy between

affirmative action and some highly repugnant instance of racism. Or consider
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the following:

But what cannot be, and should not be, countenanced is thinking in
blood. (Bennett and Eastland, 1978: 34) '

The villain--here the Weber case;7, in.Békke; wherever it raises its .
"~ head--is preference by race. «(Cohen, 1979a: 52) '

The sacrifice of fundamental individual rights cannot be justified by
the desire to advance the well-being of any ethnic group. (Cohen, 1979a: 44)

.'(3) Illegal. The law faithfully upholds basicfAmerican values: No
statute requires either proportional staﬁisticél fepresentation or the-use of
quotas. _Indeed both tﬂe Fourteenth Amendment and the 1964 Civii‘Rights Aét
explicitly forbid discrimination by race under any circumstances. The Civil
Rights Act specifies1preferential-freatmeﬁt by raée only when a. specific
~employer or educator is guilty of pripr discrimination:and theh only for those
individuals who were the actual :ictims_and only When no other remedy is
available. President Johnsoﬁ's EXeéutive Order 11246 requires employers
hol&ing federal contracts to engage in affirﬁative action, but only to the
extent of actively seeking oug.qualified minority candidates. It:is clearly
unlawful to give .a racial group a; a whole a general preference because of
' widespreéd past discrimination: "Injuries are suffered in fact, claims made
and burdens carried, by individual pefsons." (Cohen, 1979a: 44) The emergéﬁce
of equal ;tatisticgl represéntation and quotas is the work of neither the
Congresé nor thé Courts, but of Bureauc;atic'agencies like the Equal Employment
Opéortunities Commission. (Aé we shall see, the Bakke ;nd Weber decisions

require neo-conservatives to modify their legal argument.)

(4) Unproductive and Unnecessary. Affirmative action, neo-conservatives

add, -is neither necessary nor useful in promoting minority advancement. Blacks
‘have made considerable progress without it. It does not really help Blacks

very much: It does nothing for the poor Blacks who need help most; and it

adds little to overall Black employment, since it mainly moves individuals’




14

up a notch from a lesser job or school to'a.bettef one. Affirmative action,
moreover, may be positively hérmful ;o Blacks: It places the stigma of
'ungarned privilege on all Black achie&emeﬁt;-and it tends to>elevate
individuals who would'have done well at one lével ta é job or school where
Vthey are likely tﬁ'fail.

(5) UnEoEularﬂ Affirmatiﬁelaction programs, ne§4consefvatives argue,
are so overwhelmingly unpopular with the majqrity of -Americans that they -
~threaten major social conflict. Sowell warns against létting femqtioﬁally
combustible materials acéumulate'from ill-conceived sociél experiments.'" (1978: 43)
Overwhelming'White rejection_oflaffirmative aétion, however,vdqes not imply
racism. In fact, faffirmative_action can be viewed as a subje;; not copcerned
with race." (Sackett, 1980: 22) sWhite attitudes toward minorities are generally
positive, and they approve of:anti—discrimination laws, compensato?y traininé,‘
'an& even a modicum of special consideration.- What'they.reject is only outright
preference, not all programs aimed at overcoming a iegaqy of Qiscrimination.
Their stand is roqted no; in faqism, but in the,basié American values of
individualism and meritdcfacy.

These findings refute claimszthét wﬁen whites reject quotas they are -

rejecting all forms of special treatment or compensatory action for

minorities. Clearly, a majority of whites are willing to endorse

'special consideration' of race as a factor in hiring and admissions

and to approve of programs which channel resources to specific

racial minorities. But they draw the line at absolute preference.

' : (Lipset and Schneider, 1978: 43)
Indeed, in response to some survey itéms, Blacks too reject "absolute preference."

'This analyéis'qf White resbonse to affirmative action is typical of
the neo—cénservatiQé assessment of American public opinion in generai. On

every issue (affirmative action, nuclear power, economic growth, ‘big government),

neo-conservatives try to demonstrate a middle-of-the-road consensus that
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aecisivel§ rejects radical liberalism Qithout straying too far to the right.

They try to-show, in other words, .that their own neo-conservative stance oﬁ
anhiSSue captures the inchoate sentiments of the majofity of Americans. Américans
thus reject the radical program of affirmativé action, but still support the

goal of raéial_juétice. They reject the "cult of the anti-nuclear," bLt

they support stringent, regponsible government ;egulation of nuclear power.

They opposé big, inefficienﬁ government , but.support a range of legitimate
government programs. They reject a no?gfowth future, but are not willing to

sacrifice everything to economic growth.

(6) Bureaucratic Tyranny. Affirmégive action necessarily means bureau-
cratic tyranny, the neo-conservatives argue. It imposes huge amounts:of
redtépe on emﬁloyers and schoplSﬁ it gives federal agencies immense power over
a whole range 6f social_decisioﬁs; and it centralizes power and pré—empts
local control. It tfeats peoble "like chess pieces on a board." (Sowell, 1978: 43)
'The‘tyranny is exacerbated by.the fact that affirmative action often seeks to-
do thé impossible: Iﬁ ;he caée of.admission to professional And graduate
schools,  for example,'the pool of quglified, but ‘overlooked, minority candidates'
. 1is very smaliL ‘The procesé of quota-filling thus becomes never-ending as
those admitted under affi?mative action fail in large numbers. At the same
time, admissions officérs must prove_to the government that théir affirmative
action programs are in fact working. The result is immense amounts of hypocrisy

-and duplicity.

6See Mark A. Schulman, '"The Impact of Three Mile Island," Public Opinion
2(3): 7-9, June/July, 1979; Everett Carll Ladd, jr., et al., "The Polls:
Taxing and Spending," Public Opinion Quarterly 43(1):.126-135, Spring, 1979;
Ladd, '"New Divisions in U.S. Politics,'" Fortune 99: 88-92+, March 26, 1979;
Seymour Martin Lipset and Earl Raab, "The Message of Proposition 13," Commentary
66(3): 42-46, September, 1978; Editor's Report, "American Attitudes on Growth
and Taxes," Public Opinion 3(4): 8-12, 57, August/September, 1980. (Ladd does
the public opinion poll roundup for Public Opinion.)
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The Villains of the Piece

"If affirmative action is such an'unmitigated'disaster on all counts,
why does it continue to exist? Neo-conservatives lay the blame for affirmative
action at the feet of the New Class--or more specifically, bureaucrats.
Affirmative action has been pushed by bureaucrats; it reflects their distinctive
mentality; and it ultimately benefits them alone.
We have here the characteristic mindset of the New Class of foundation
executives, university presidents, bureaucrats, and publicists who
simply cannot bring themselves to understand that good things can
happen without the benefit of their intervention. (Adelson, 1978: 27)
Certainly, the clearest continuing beneficiaries are the bureaucrats
who acquired power, appropriations, and publicity from their activities,
and who have stretched the law far beyond any Congressionmal intent.
Nothing in the Civil Rights Acts or the Executive Orders authorizes
quotas by any name, and both the Congressional debates and the specific
language of the law forbid®them. But. the boldness of the various
agencies who interpret and administer 'affirmative action', .and the
reluctance of courts to overrule administrative agencies, has permitted

the growth of an administrative empire serving itself in the name of
serving the disadvantaged. (Sowell, 1976: 64-65)

Bakke

The Bakke decision signifiéantly altered the interpretation 6f‘civil
rights law in a way that neo-conservatives find worrisome. Allan BakkeAhad
sued the medical school at the'University.bf California at Davis on the '
grounds tﬁat its prdgram setting aside a-proﬁortiqn of piaces in its entering
class'for minoritigs discriﬁinatéd against him. By a 5-4-vote, thé U.s.
Supremé Court ruled the Davis program illégal becéuse its use of race as
the fact@r in'determining'a cértain propbrtioﬁ of admissions‘was unconstitutional
and ‘illegal. At the same time, again by a 5-4 vote, the Court also ruled that
‘race may still be used aslg.factor in admisSioné. Justice Powell's pivotal
decision (he voted with both majorities) argued tﬁat race along with a variety

of other factors may be taken into account to create a diverse student body.
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The admissions, program of Harvard Collége'was held up as an example..
‘In effect, what the Court did was sgnction preferential minority

admissions instituted without government ﬁandate and wi;hout any claim of
. prior discrimination.’ Ihis'was unprecedented; and neo—conservatives wére
uﬁcomfortablg'with it. The September, 1978 issue of Commentary cérriea two
articles on the Bakke case hnaer;fhe title, "Why Békke Won't.End Reverse
‘Discrimination.” ‘

In the first article, William Bennétt énd Terry Eastiahd.argued'thaf

the Bakke case changed nothing: "As it stands, those who interpret the

decision as a 'green light to go forward with affirmative action' are quite

right." (34) Merely using race as "a" factor in admissions to "tip the

‘ balance" in favor.of minorities,” the authors argued, siﬁply would not result
in a significant increase in minority admissions to graduate and professional
:schoois, because the test scoresiof minority applicants.are éo‘much lower fhan

those of White appliﬁants. Under government pressure té.increase their
number of minority,studenté, échools would simply revert-to quo;as in covert

"reverse discrimination,' Bennett and Eastland

form. The only way to end
concluded, would have‘been-"to r@le out race as any kind of 'plus' factor for
the admission of students to college and graduate institutions.' (34) .

In the sécond-article, Nathan Glazer took a somewhat more optimistic
view. He supported Powell's opinion as.a prudent, judicious compfomise that
ruled. out quotas while ailowing voluntary programs that use race as "a'" factor
in admissions. ihié stance, Glazer'said, is "consistent with the Constitution,
with the broad and sound range of séqtiment among the American people--both

black and white--as to the kind of society they want, and with the common sense

that should guide us in'dealiﬁg with racial and ethnic diversity." (36)
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What bothered Glazer was'less éﬁe content'of waell's_stand than:its
tenuousness. Justice ?owell, after all, fepresented but one vote on a ﬁighly
divided Court. The Court, moréover, had been consistently "pusillanimous''--
tooeager to defer to bureaucratic regulatioq and Congressional statute.
Ultima;ely, Glazer argued, only C@ngress can stopA”reverse discrimination"

through additional legislétion.

If neo—conservativés~cou1d discuss the Bakke decision in calm tones,
the Weber decision‘left'them sCreamihg and hoafse{ In 1974, Kaiser Industries
7énd the United Steelworkers sought”t6 increase the number of minority workers
in the skilled crafts in Kaiserff'Grgmercy, Louisiana plant by establishing
a racial entrance ;atio: 'Equal'ﬁumbefs of'White and Black workers were
selected‘for on~-the-job training from dual seniority lists. Brian Weber was
denied admissibn even though he had more seniority than’ some of the Blacks
who were admitted;, He sued.

Writing in the June, 1979 issue of Commentarz, Carl Cohen made a
compelling, confident case for Weber, his arguments paralleling those already
preéented here: Any discrimination on the basis of race for any purpose is
illegal. The only exception is when}

| raéial‘classifiéation is absolutely essential to give redreéé to
identifiable persons injured by racial discrimination and where the
injury was done them by the same party upon whom the numerical

program is imposed. One purpose only may justify numerical schemes

using racial categories: the making whole of those to whom redress

for racial injury is specifically owed, by those who owe it. (42)

Clearly, the Kaiser program did not fit this exception: The?e was no
- claim of prior.discrimination; the Black eméloyees receiving special preference
had not been done any prior racial injury By Kaiser; and most importantly,

since the program was voluntary, the remedy was being imposed without due’
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proce;s of law; The Supreme Court, Cohen confidently concluded, had every
' reaéon.tb.upﬁold Weber's claims of discrimination. |
A few weeks after Cohen's arguments appeafed in'print, however, the

Cduft upheld the Kaiser plan and denied that ﬁeber had:sufferedAany inju;y.
The majority a;gued that the.Kaisef plan was within the spirit of Titlé VII
of the 1964 Civil Rights Act: (which fdfbids any racial discriminationiin
employment) since the goal of the plan was tﬁat of the-stétute itself--to
intreé;e Black‘employment—;and sihce'Titie VII did not specifiqally outlaw
~ voluntary efforts to redress racial imbalance. |

In a second article in‘Coﬁméétarz (September, 1978), Cohgn found fhe
‘majority's'opinion beneath contempt.. Drawing on Justice.Rehné;ist's scathing
dissent, he argued that the Court clumsily confuséd means and'end;: Just
‘because Congress's goal in Title VIi was to promote employment oppértunities
for minorities did EQE imply that it meant to countenance all means fof
‘reaching that-goal; Quite the contrary, Cohen maintained, Congréss specifically
outlawed the use of racial preference, The language of Titie.VII was
.ﬁnambiguous and had been so deemed by the Supreme Court on several occasiong,
'Even a cursory look at the C;ngressional debates over the Civil Rights Act,
Cohen continued, shows thap its proponents consigtently and eXplicitIy argued
fhat a mere imbalanceléf employment did_not'necegsafily:imply discrimination
and that.the Act»prohibi;ed federaily mandated racial prefefence programs to
éreate.é racial balance in employment; ﬁhat is prohibited to the fede;al
government in these matters, Cohen added, can hardly be pe?migted to Kaiser
Industries. |

Comparing the Weber décision to the Bakke decision, Cohen conclgded tha;
" the Court had shown a "céllousness...toward the interesfs of ordinary working-class

people.” "(53) The quotas that the Court had proscribed in the case of
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middle-class Allan Bakke, it upheld in the case of working-class Brian Weber.

In every respect, then, the Weber decision was an example of "justicé debased."

The Neo—coqseryative Alternative

On the broad -continuum of possible civil rights policies ranging from
- mere anti-discriﬁination laws at one extreme to quotas at the.other, théA
neo-conservative position ranges somewhere in the\middle. _In addition. to
laws forbidding racial discriminafion, most neo-conservatives appear to
support'ﬁaffirmative action" in its.original sense of sbecial fécruitmeﬁt
and training programs.for minorities. Some would go further: Glazer, fof
:example, favdrs voluntary programs on the part of émployers orjéducators that
use race as a factor in choosing, employees or stqdents, though he admits
that in practice the line between the mandated and the voluntary ma& bé
difficult to draw. Bennett and Eastl&nd oppose alllﬁse of-racial preferenée;
but they.believe ghat adverge circumstances shoﬁld be t;ken into account in
hiring'and admiésionsf. the congideration of "personal attributes éuch as
one's having.oveycome poﬁerty,rsiCkness, parental abuse, or r;cial discriﬁination.”
€1978: 34) One can thus imagine neo-conservatives supporting ; méjor alteratién

in the evaluation of_candidaté; for jobs and schooling to. include consideration

not only of achievements-.but also of obstacles overcome.

.Doﬁinaﬂt Themes

Two.issues sténd out in the neo-conservative case against affirmative
action: "reverse discrimination" and ''bureaucratic tyranny." What upsets
neo-conservatives are first that affirmative acfion violaﬁes the values of
T individuélism and meritocracy and second that it leads to a centralization of

power. The other arguments are sécondary: Neo-conservatives hardly would

point out with such passion that affirmative action is illegal, ineffective,
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and unpopular if they did not believe first of all that it is;wrong and that
it has undesirable consequences. | |
The issues of 'reverse discrimination". and "bureaucratic:tyranny" fit
-well with the general neo—consgrvative themes.presented earlier. '"'"Reverse
diScriminationf mirrors-the concern with traditional valués and wifh distin-
‘guishing equality'from equal opportunity. vBureauérétic tyranny".reflects the
-WOrronver big government and the undermining ofuestablished institutions.
indeed, the two clusters of issugs tie together well, éinceztﬁe pursuit of
eqﬁality is seen as iﬁextricébly'lipked to the gro&th.of government and the
‘weakening'of esfablished institutions. Behind affirmatiVe'action, és éuch,
moreover, lurks tﬁe New Class, whose growing power and distincgive ouflbék are

responsible for - the whole mess. =

THE RAPE OF PROGRESS

Neq-conseryativéé_arden;ly sgpéort‘the.continued use of nuclear power.
They argue that.if is safe, inexpensive; and necessary; that the accident at
» Three Mile Iéland should not.change anything; ahd that even ?n'the Qake of
TMI,.public opinion.supports the responsible, carefully fegulated use of -
nuclear eﬁergy. Neo-conservatives, however, save their.main firé for the
an;i—nucléar movement itself. They argue that behind the opposifion to
nucleér power is aﬁ insidious‘ideology tbat rejects economic growth, the
notion of.progress, énd even Western civilizafion itself. This wider ideology
is sai& to be the work of intellectuais, the media, and ultimately the New |

Class.

Safé, Cheap, and Necessary

Nuclear power, the neo-conservatives tell us, is both safe. and rela-

tively cheap. The major danger claims commonly made against nuclear power are
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withdut_ﬁérit: A normally functioning nucleaf plant releasés very little
radiocactivity; the likelihood of cafastrophic accidents is minuscule; breéderv
reagtors do not run a risk.of explqsion; there exists appropriate technoldgy
fdr waste disposal; theft and aiversion of nuélear fuel'into atomic weaponry
“are uniikély. Despite the gro&ing expense of puclear power, moreover, it.
.is still cheéper per kilowatt than- any feasible alternative. (McCracken,_l977, 1979a)

Nuclear power plaﬁts, neo-conservatives aad, are not' prone to most
of the generic causes of technologicél acéident: Their technology is.ﬁot
.fundamentally flaweq;‘they are not éubject to meteoroiogical or other distur-
banées thét might 6verstrain operator capability; and -their operators are not '
grossiy incompetent. The only generic'sourée of accident to which nuélear ’
poﬁer plants are liable is lack of communicgtion——between the .government-run
reactors ;nd the uti1ity—fun électricity»éenefators.‘AThis problem éan be
remedied through beftef cooydination and mpre‘rigorous govefnmént regulation.
(Starr, 1980) | |
| The safety of nuclear pdﬁer plants, however, can bé truly appreciated
oniy in comparison with other sourcés>of energy:

it is in comparison with the alternative that nucléar

energy really begins to shine. Far from being our most _

dangerous source of energy, nuclear energy is our safest. (McCracken, 1977: 43)
The hﬁman costs of.producing ehergy from fossil fuels, especially coal, are
muéh.greater than those of nuclear power.

The relative sgfety of nuclear éower is propitipué, because it is
absolutely nécessary for producing the energy American society needs:
Neither fossil fuels, solar-energy, nor conservation fepresent viable alter-
natives. Fossil fuels.are a naturélly liﬁiﬁed resource; moreover, reliénqe
on them makes the United States dependent on often unfriendly and unstable

Middle Eastern states. Solar energy is not a feasible alternative now and-

is not likely to be in the future. Finally, conservation on a major scale is
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bound to mean 'a radical alteration and lowering of the standard on which’

_Americané.live." (starr, 1980)

TMI: Nothing Should Change

Neo-conservatives. find the furor over the accident at Three Mile.
Island totally-exéggefated-—"The Harrisburg Syndrome," McCracken (1979a) céllé
it. In fact, McCracken asserts (1979a: 37), "Three Milé'Island-generally
confirms what we have been told'about nuclear power." Desbite a major
-accident that caused a:huge amount éf damage, the‘dénger was contained to
the plaﬁt itself-and'no-one outside was hurﬁ. If anytﬁing, TMI shows us that
tﬁe dangers of nucléar po&er have been overratgg.'."Although much may change
as a resulf of Three Mile Island," McCracken opines (1979a: 33), '"not much
should." And Starr (1980: 54) finds it incredible that

American power policy in 197§ should ‘have been more effectively

determined by an expensive, but non-fatal, accident in Harrisburg
than by the loss of the 0il supply of Iran to American markets.

4

Public Opinion: Guarded Support

Even in the waké of TMI, neo-conservatives argue, public opinion stiil
fayors the use of nuclear bower; To be.sﬁfe, in ea;lyAApfili 1979, the public
opposed'by a 477%-45% margin the construction of new power plants (éompared to
31%-57% in October, 1978) and rejected.a nuclea; power plant.in their community
by 56%-38%. At the saﬁe time, ﬁowever, Americans ovérwhelmingiy opposed a
permanent shutdpwn of all nuclear plaﬁts by 80%-15% and even rejected by
57%-40% a temporary shutdown until fhe govérnment could re-examine theAsafety
ris#s} The public, moreover, had always opposed huclear.plants, goal—fired
plants, and other potentially dange;ous things in their neighbdrhoédé, even
.before TMI. (Schulman, 1979)

Instead of condemning nuclear power outright, the public takes a more
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moderate stance: It wants continued use of nuclear power as'thé only feasible
energy alternative, but it expects the government to exercise tighter controls.
In Marklschulman’s words (1979), government "shéuld learn the lessons of what

- went wrong in Pennsflﬁania, develop better safeguards and supervision,
redouble efforts to find alternative energy sourbés, but don't write off
nuclear powér for now." In short, a nice neo-conservative middle ground.

"To be sure, the public Qgg§ believe that nuclear power is unsafe (and-

it believed this well before-TMI), but it‘is‘more‘afraid of running out of

' énergy than of the dangers of nuclear powe;:->Again in Schulman's words,
"it is better to take a fisk with:nuclear,power than to shut dqwn the industry:
and jeopardize our waj of life." This_"energy.syndrome"»explains the failﬁre
of the pdblic perception of fhe dangefs of nuclear power to translate:into

outright opposition.

Nuclear Luddites

The neo;consgrvatives' technical case about the safety, cost, and
necessity of nuclear power is embedded in a broader political argument aimed
ét the.aﬁti—nuclear'movement‘itsélf. The opposition to nuclear power, they
argue, is part of ‘a much broader "cult," "idéology," or "religion'" that |
rejects the basic features of modérn industrial society.. This>iS'what really
.upsets the neo-cohservatiyes, and some of their most evocative ianguage is
devoted to the "ideological skeleton that lies just below the technoiogical
skin" of the case against nuclear energy. (McCracken, 1979b: 61)

For the anti-nudleai movement, we.are told, nﬁclear>power is largelf
‘a ;ymbolic issue:

But the point around which the resistancé to nuclear power

coalesces is its symbolic identification with the very heart

and essence of the technological society. It is high technology,

and high technology is bad because it contains the seeds of
human.destruction... (Starr, 1980: 56) '
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...nuclear power is the perfect demon. Kick it and you kick
large corporations, the government, and technology, all with
one blow of the foot. (McCracken, 1977: 46)
The opposition to nuclear power is based on a wider rejection of advanced
-techhology and economic growth, which in turn implies a rampant anti-materialism--
a denial of the importance of improving the material condition of humanity.
This amounts to a wholesale denial of the "idea of progress' itself, for this

‘notion is based on three premises:

first, a belief in the value of economic growth and prosperity;

second, confidence in the powers of reason, particularly as

manifested in the practical arts and sciences; and third,

acceptance of material advancement as one of the signs of

intellectual and moral - advancement., (Nisbet, 1979: 5)
The opposition to nuclear power, therefore, results in nothing less than
the "fape of progress" (Nisbet, 1979) and hence the rejection of Western
civilization itself. For the neb—conservatives, the stakes in the nuclear
‘power debate are indeed high.

The opponents ofjnuclear power thus stand condemned as 'muclear Luddites''--
simple-minded opponents of teéhnoldgy, industry, and progress akin to the
famous factory-wreckers of early l9th4cent4ry England. . They appear as simply
one more instance of those who have unthinkingly balked at new, strange,
but ultimately beneficial technology: The '"nuclear Luddite" image implies
that opposition to nuclear power is as misguided and fowardly as .opposition to
factories or railroads once was. .

The fact is that historically such gifts take a considerable courage
on the part of mankind if they are to be grasped and used for
benefit. We remember with amusement those who opposed the railroad
because it would stop the cows from giving milk and because

the human constitution could not endure speeds as great as thirty
miles an hour...If we are lucky, our descendants will be no more

than amused by- the nuclear Luddism of our time. (McCracken, 1977: 47)

Had Nader been operating in the early 19th century, the railways
would have had a very hard time getting started. (McCracken, 1977: 40)
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In.a-curious way,  however, neo-conservatives agree with their '"nuclear
Luddite" opponents on the importance of the nuclear power issue. For them too-
nuclear power symbolizes a wider set of issues: To support nuclear power is
ipso facto to support advanced technology, economic growth, progress, and
Western Civilization. If the neo-conservatives find arrayed against them a '
veritable "cult of the anti-nuclear” with its "visions of no-growth Elysium"
(Nisbet's phrases),they in turn have their own cult of nuclear power, ideology
of economic growth, and visions of technological paradise.

The spread of an anti-progress ideology is blamed upon the New Class--=
intellectuals and those who control the mass media. Intellectuéls, Nisbet (1979)
tells us, have always opposed material progress.

...current assaults on nuclear power have to be seen in the

context of a two-century history of such assaults on any and *

all forms of power necessary to the industrialism that,

while liked by the workers and consumers, was from the

beginning the object of indictment by writers, artlsts, and

many philosophers... (4)

By controlling the diffusion of ideas, intellectuals and their media allies
have been able to give contemporary public discourse an anti-progress bias.

" Such is the powef.exerted by intellectuals in our modern society

and such is the pass America has been brought to by the media

and its consecrated dissemination to the multitude of counter-

economic, counterpolitical, and countercultural ideas. (55)

Nisbet's charge is echoed ‘again and again in neo-conservative writing.
Summarizing Nisbet's argument, Seymour Lipset and Ben Wattenberg (1979) state
that

...material progress in the United States and in much of the

Western World is being hindered by an elite intellectual class

_ that finds the notion of modernization and progress repugnant,

- The furor over Three Mile Island...is an excellent metaphor

to illustrate the v1ew of this class, (10)

Letters to Commentary in response to McCracken's articles are peppered with.

bitter condemnations of the media and the New Class.
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The opposition of the New Class to nuclear power, economic growth,
and progress is deemed to be self-serving, elitist, and hypocritical.
Through its anti-growth, anti—materialist.stance, the New Class effectively
denies to the mass of the population the chance to acquire the goods that
- the New Class ‘itself possesses. - Nisbet (1979: 55) scores the ”suburbanf
environmentalists" of Marin County whose no-growth position has closed the
very desirable suburb of San Francisco to further housing development and
. has thus denied others the chance to live there; McCracken condemns the
""modern pastoralists' who publicly oppose high technology, but who reap
its benefits in their private lives.

selective asceticism...best exemplified in communards who take

their stereo sets--and hence a considerable proportion of modern

technology--into the hills with them. (1977: 46)

it is typicai of the great majority,of the modern pastoralists

that they seem to want to get back to nature in the most complicated

and expensive way possible. Few if any mean to retire to the .

equivalent of an 18th-century farmstead. Rather, one is to live

with the assistance of extremely costly gadgetry that will provide

-all the complexities of modern civilization, but with the

inefficiency of time and resource that is the hallmark of the

'natural' way. ‘Unfortunately only the few will be able to afford
such 'handmade' energy... (1979b: 64)

Dominant Themes

Neo-conservatives thus tie a detailed'tecﬁnical argument about the
specific merits of'nuclear power to é brdad ideological affirmation of the basic
féatures of American society and a condemnation of its'critics. In so doing,
they stress some basic‘neo—coﬁsérvapive themes mentioned earlierr—emphasié
on economic growth, opposition the the "counterculture," concern with the
decline of.established institutions, gnd a preoccupation with the New Class

and its adversary culture.

For the neo-conservatives, the debate over nuclear energy is symptomatic
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of a wider battle for the soul of America. At étake is the very future--
whether American society will_gpntinﬁe to progress or will willfully destroy
itéelf:in the name of consérvation and no—gr&wth. "Of the late SFh—century
Romans,' McCracken quips (1979b: 67), "it'couid at least be said that
.whatever ﬁheir_éther féults, they did not mean to.be followed by the Dérk

Ages."

CONCLUSION

fhe neo-conservative positions on bdtﬁ affitmative action and nuclear
power go well beyond specific technical arggments.i Their.opposition to
affirmative action is base& on more than an interpreta;ion of civil rights
law and an assessmént of the effectiveness of preferential hiring/admissions.
Similarly, their support for nuclear'power is rooted in more than ; judgment
of its safety, cheapness, and necessity; In each case, wider assumptions
about the nafure”of'the good éociety and cbntemporary threats to it come into
play. Béth neo—conservafive.positions are thus framed by a coherent set of
thgmes.aﬁd are éituated in .a broader outlook. In other words, they are
ideologiéal, in a.non—pejorative sense.i

Because of tﬁe pgssion they:bring to. their arguments on both affirmative
action and nuclear power, neo-conservatives are able to express their'stands
in‘compact; evocative language. They éucceea iﬂ creating verbal images-—

"o

"benign Nurembergism,'" '"nuclear Luddites'"--that capture complex sets of

assumptions in clear, simple form. In this sense, their work is poetic--again

in a non-evaluative sense.
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APPENDIX

The following items were included in my samples of neo-conservative

thought on affirmative action and nuclear power:

Affirmative Action

Adelson, Joseph. 'Living With Quotas," Commenitary 65(5): 23-29. May, 1978.

Bennett, William J. and Eastland, Terry. "Why Bakke Won't End Reverse
Discrimination: 1," Commentary 66(3): 29-35. ‘September, 1978

" Capaldi, Nicholas. '"Twisting the raw," Policy Review 12: 39-58. Spring, 1980.

Cohen, Carl. "Why Racial Preference is Illegal and Immoral," Commentary
67(6): 40-52. June, 1979a :

Cohen, Carl. "Justice Debased: The Weber Decision," Commenférz 68(3): 43-53.
‘September, 1979b. . :

Glazer, Nathan. Affirmative Discrimination: Ethnic Ineqpallty and Public Policy.
New York: Basic Books, 1975

Glazér, Nathan. '"Why Bakke Won't End Reverse Dlscrlmlnatlon 2," Commentafz
66(3): 36-41. September, 1978. _ i

Hatch, Orrin, VLoading the Economy," Policy Review 12: 23-37. Spring, 1980.

Lipset, Seymour Martin and Schneider, William, "The Bakke Case: How Would It
Be Decided at the Bar of Public Opinion?,' Public Oplnlon 1(1): 38-44.
March/April, 1978 -

Sackett, Victoria. "Ignoring the People," Policy Review 12: 9-22. Spring, 1980.

Sowell, Thomas. "Afflrmatlve Action Recon31dered " The Public Interest 42: 47-65.
Winter, 1976. .

Sowell, Thomas. "Myths About Minorities,' Commentary 68(2): 33-37. August, 1979.

Sowell, Thomas. "Are Quotas Good for Blacks?" Commentary 65(6): 39-43. June,
1978. v

Nuclear Power

Cohen, Bernard. '"A Tale of Two Wastes,' Commentary 66(5): 63-65. November, 1978.

_Lipset, Seymour Martin and Wattenberg, Ben. '"'Alternatives for American Growth:
A Conversation with Herman Kahn and Ralph Nader,'" Public Opinion
2(4): 10-15+. August/September, 1979.
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McCracken, Samuel. 'The War Against the Atom,' Commentary 64(3): 33-47.
September, 1977.

McCracken, Samuel: "TheAHarrisburg Syndréme," Commentary 67(6): 27-39.
June, l979q. .

McCracken, Samuel. ‘“Solar Energy: A False Hope," COmmentérZ 68(5): 61—67._
November, 1979b. . : 4 ' '

Nisbet, Robert. '"The Rape of Progress,' Public Opinion 2(3): 2-6, 55. -
June/July, 1979.

" Schulman, Mark A. "The Impact of Three-Mile Island," Public Opinion 2(3): 7-9.
June/July, 1979. ’ o

Starr, Roger. "The Three Mile Shadow," Commentary 70(4): 48-55. October, 1980.
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