CHAPTER 28

Best of Times, Worst of Times

JOHN F. KENNEDY'S DEATH MADE Lyndon B. Johnson president. The two had never been close. When Kennedy offered Johnson the vice-presidency at the 1960 Democratic convention, he had expected him to refuse. From 1949 until his election as vice-president Johnson had been a senator and, for most of that time, Senate Democratic leader. Early on he had displayed what one adviser called an extraordinary "capacity for manipulation and seduction." He could be both heavy-handed and subtle, and also devious, domineering, persistent, and obliging. Above all, he knew what to do with political power. "Some men," he said, "want power so they can strut around to 'Hail to the Chief.' . . . I wanted it to use it." Johnson benefited from the sympathy of the world and from the shame felt by many who had opposed Kennedy's proposals for political or selfish reasons. Sensing the public mood, he pushed Kennedy's programs forward with great skill and energy. Bills that had long been buried in committee sailed through Congress. Early in 1964 Kennedy's tax cut was passed, and the resulting economic stimulus caused a boom of major dimensions. A few months later an expanded version of another Kennedy measure became law, the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

"We Shall Overcome"
Kennedy's original approach to the race question had been exceedingly cautious. He did not integrate the National Guard, for example, because he was afraid that if he did, southern Guard units would withdraw. His lack of full commitment dismayed many who were concerned about the persistence of racial discrimination in the country. But seemingly without plan, a grass-roots drive for equal treatment had sprung up among southern blacks themselves.

It began during the Eisenhower administration in the tightly segregated city of Montgomery, Alabama. On the evening of Friday, December 1, 1955, Rosa Parks boarded a bus on her way home from her job as a seamstress at a department store. She dutifully took a seat toward the rear as law and custom required. After white workers and shoppers had filled the forward section, the driver ordered her to give up her place. Parks, who was also secretary of the Montgomery NAACP chapter, refused. She had decided, she later recalled, "that I would have to know once and for all what rights I had."

Rosa Parks was arrested. The blacks of Montgomery organized a boycott of the bus fines. The boycott was a success. The black people of Montgomery, writes Taylor Branch in his stirring account, Parting the Waters, "were turning the City Bus Lines into a ghost fleet."

Most Montgomerv blacks could not afford to miss even one day's wages, and getting to work was difficult. Black-owned taxis reduced their rates, and when the city declared this illegal, car pools were organized. But few blacks owned cars; there were never more than 350 available to carry about 10,000 people back and forth to their jobs. Nevertheless, the boycott went on.

A young clergyman, Martin Luther King, Jr., a gifted speaker who was emerging as a leader of the boycott, became a national celebrity; money poured in from all over the country. Finally, after more than a year, the Supreme Court ruled that the Montgomery segregation law was unconstitutional. Montgomery had to desegregate its transportation system.

This success had encouraged blacks elsewhere in the South to band together against the caste system. A new organization, the Southern Christian Leadership Conference, headed by King, moved to the forefront of the civil rights movement. Other organizations joined the struggle, notably the Congress of Racial Equality (CORE), which had been founded in 1942.

In February 1960 four black students in Greensboro, North Carolina, sat down at a lunch counter in a five-and-ten-cent store and refused to leave when they were denied service. Their "sit-in" sparked a national movement; students in dozens of other southern towns and cities copied the Greensboro blacks' example.

In May 1961, black and white foes of segregation organized a "freedom ride" to test the effectiveness of federal regulations prohibiting discrimination in interstate transportation., Boarding buses in Washington, they traveled across the South, heading for New Orleans. In Alabama they ran into bad trouble: At Anniston racists set fire to their bus; in Birmingham they were assaulted by a mob.

But violence could not stop the freedom riders. Other groups descended on the South, many deliberately seeking arrest in order to test local segregation ordinances in the courts. Repeatedly these actions resulted in the breaking down of racial barriers.

Integrationists Eke King attracted an enormous following, but some blacks, proud of their race and contemptuous of white prejudices, were urging their fellows to reject "American" society and all it stood for. Black nationalism became a potent force. The followers of Elijah Muhammad, leader of the Black Muslim movement, disliked whites so intensely that they advocated racial separation. They demanded that a part of the United States be set aside for the exclusive use of blacks. The Muslims called Christianity "a white man's religion." They urged their followers to be industrious, thrifty, and abstemious-and to view all whites with suspicion and hatred. "This white government has ruled us and given us plenty of hell," Elijah Muhammad said. Another important Black Muslim, Malcolm X, put it this way: "For the white man to ask the black man if he hates him is just like the rapist asking the raped, or the wolf asking the sheep, 'Do you hate me?'"

Pushed by all these developments, President Kennedy reluctantly began to change his policy. But while the administration gave lip service to desegregation when confrontations arose, the president hesitated, arguing that it was up to state officials to enforce the law. Ordinary black southerners (even schoolchildren) became increasingly impatient. In the face of brutal repression by local police, many adopted King's tactic of nonviolent protest. After leading a series of demonstrations in Birmingham, Alabama, in 1963, King was thrown in jail. When local white clergymen urged an end to the "untimely" protests, which, they claimed, "incite hatred and violence," King wrote his now-famous "Letter from Birmingham Jail":

When you have seen hate-filled policemen curse,

kick, brutalize and even kill your black brothers

and sisters with impunity; . . . when you take a

cross-country drive and find it necessary to sleep

night after night in the uncomfortable corners of

your automobile because no motel will accept you,'

when you are humiliated day in and day out by

nagging signs reading "white" and "colored",-

... then you will understand why we find it so

difficult to wait.

The brutal repression of the Birmingham demonstrations brought a flood of recruits and money to the protesters' cause. Finally Kennedy gave his support to a comprehensive new civil rights bill that made racial discrimination in hotels, restaurants, and other places of public accommodation illegal.

When this bill ran into stiff opposition in Congress, blacks organized a demonstration in Washington, attended by 200,000 people. At this gathering King delivered his "I Have a Dream" address, looking forward to a time when racial prejudice no longer existed and people of all religions and colors could join hands and say, "Free at last! Free at last!"

Kennedy had sympathized with the purpose of the Washington gathering, but he feared it would make passage of the civil rights bill more difficult rather than easier. As in other areas, he was not a forceful advocate of his own proposals.

The Great Society
As finally passed, the new civil rights act outlawed discrimination against blacks and also against women. It broke down the last legal barriers to black voting in the southern states and banned formal racial segregation of all sorts. Johnson's success in steering this and other Kennedy measures through Congress convinced him that he could be a reformer in the tradition of Franklin Roosevelt. He declared war on poverty and set out to create a "great society" in which poverty no longer existed.

During the New Deal, Franklin Roosevelt was accused of exaggeration when he said that one-third of the nation was "ill-housed, ill-clad, ill-nourished." In fact Roosevelt had underestimated the extent of poverty when he made that statement in 1937. Wartime economic growth reduced the percentage of poor people in the country substantially, but in 1960 between 20 and 25 percent of all American families-about 40 million persons-were living below the so-called poverty fine (a government standard of minimum subsistence based on income and family size).

That so many millions could be poor in a reputedly affluent society was deplorable but not difficult to explain. Entire regions in the United States, the best known being the Appalachian area, had been

bypassed by economic development. And technological advances that raised living standards also raised job requirements. A strong back and a willingness to work no longer guaranteed that the possessor could earn a decent living. Educated workers with special skills could easily find well-paid jobs. Persons who had no special skills or who were poorly educated could often find nothing.

Certain less obvious influences were at work too. Poverty tends to be more prevalent among the old and the young than among those in the prime of life; in the postwar decades these two groups were growing more rapidly than those in between. Social security payments amounted to less than the elderly needed to maintain themselves decently, and some of the poorest workers, such as agricultural laborers, were not covered by the system at all. Unemployment was twice as high among youths in their late teens as in the nation as a whole and far higher among young blacks than young whites.

Poverty exacted a heavy price, both from its victims and from society. Statistics reflected the relationship between low income and bad health. Only about 4 percent of people from middle-income families were chronically ill, whereas more than 16 percent of poor families were so afflicted. Mental illness varied inversely with income, as did alcoholism, drug addiction, and crime.

Johnson's war on poverty had two objectives: to give poor people a chance to improve themselves and to provide them with direct assistance. The first took the form of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. This law created a melange of programs, among them the Job Corps, similar to the New Deal's Civilian Conservation Corps; a community action program to finance local efforts; an educational program for small children; a work-study program for college students; and a system for training the unskilled unemployed and for lending money to small businesses in poor areas. The Economic Opportunity Act combined the progressive concept of the welfare state with the conservative idea of individual responsibility. The government would support the weak and disadvantaged by giving them a fair chance to make it on their own.

Buttressed by this and other legislative triumphs, Johnson sought election as president in his own right in 1964. He achieved this ambition in unparalleled fashion. His championing of civil rights won him the almost unanimous support of blacks; his economy drive attracted the well-to-do and the business interests; his war on poverty held the allegiance of labor and other elements traditionally Democratic. His southern antecedents counterbalanced his liberalism on the race question in the eyes of many white southerners.

The Republicans played into his hands by nominating a conservative, Senator Barry M. Goldwater of Arizona. A large majority of the voters found Goldwater out of date on economic questions and dangerously aggressive on foreign affairs. During the campaign Democrats told a joke that went something like this:

(Goldwater is president. An aide rushes into his office.)

AIDE: Mr. President, the Russians have just launched an all-out nuclear attack on us. Their missiles will strike in 15 minutes. What shall we do?

GOLDWATER: Have all the wagons form a circle.

In November, Johnson won a sweeping victory, collecting over 61 percent of the popular vote and carrying all the country except Goldwater's Arizona and five states in the Deep South. Quickly he pressed ahead with his Great Society program. In January 1965 he proposed a compulsory hospital insurance system for persons over the age of 65. As amended by Congress, this system, known as Medicare, combined hospital insurance for retired people (funded by social security taxes) with a voluntary plan to cover doctors' bills (paid for in part by the government). The law also provided for grants to the states to help pay the medical expenses of poor people below the retirement age of 65. This part of the system was called Medicaid.

Next Congress passed the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. This measure supplied funds to improve the education of poor children, the theory being that children from city slums and impoverished rural areas tended to be "educationally deprived" and thus in need of extra help. Related to the Education Act was a program for poor preschool children, known as Head Start. Besides preparing young children for elementary school, this program contributed incidentally to improving their health by providing medical examinations and good meals.

Other laws passed at Johnson's urging in 1965 and 1966 dealt with support for the arts and for scientific research, highway safety, crime control, slum clearance, clean air, and the preservation of historic sites. Of special significance was the Immigration Act of 1965, which did away with the national-origin system of admitting newcomers. Instead, priorities were based on such things as skill and the need for political asylum.

The Great Society program was one of the most remarkable outpourings of important legislation in American history. The results, however, were mixed. Head Start and a related program to help students in secondary schools prepare for college were unqualified successes. But the 1965 Education Act proved a disappointment, and although Medicare and Medicaid provided good medical treatment for millions of people, since the patients no longer paid most of the bills, doctors, hospitals, and drug companies were able to raise fees and prices without fear of losing business. The Job Corps, which was designed to help poor people get better-paying jobs by providing them with vocational training, had no measurable effect on the unemployment rate. On balance, the achievements of the Great Society fell far short of what President Johnson had promised.

The War in Vietnam
In the fall of 1967 President Johnson seemed to have every intention of running for a second full term. Whether he would be reelected was not clear, but that any Democrat could prevent this shrewd and powerful politician from being nominated seemed out of the question. Nevertheless, within a few months opposition to him had become so bitter that he withdrew as a candidate for renomination. The cause of this opposition was his handling of a conflict on the other side of the world-the war in Vietnam.

When Vietnam was divided following the defeat of the French in 1954, a handful of American military "advisers" were sent there to train a South Vietnamese army. As time passed, more American aid and "advice" were dispatched in a futile effort to establish a stable government. Pro-communist forces, now called the Vietcong, soon controlled large sections of the country, some almost within sight of the capital city, Saigon.

Gradually the Vietcong, drawing supplies from North Vietnam and indirectly from China and the Soviet Union, increased in strength. In response, more American money and more military advisers were sent to bolster Ngo Dinh Diem's regime in the south. By the end of 1961 there were 3,200 American military men and women in the country; by late 1963 the numbers had risen to more than 16,000, and 120 American soldiers had been killed. Shortly before Kennedy was assassinated, a group of South Vietnamese generals overthrew Diem and killed him. The following summer, after announcing that North Vietnamese gunboats had fired on American destroyers in the Gulf of Tonkin, President Johnson demanded, and in an air of crisis obtained, an authorization from Congress to "repel any armed attack against the forces of the United States and to prevent further aggression."

With this blank check, and buttressed by his sweeping defeat of Goldwater in the 1964 presidential election, Johnson sent combat troops to South Vietnam and directed air attacks against targets in both South and North Vietnam.

At first the American ground troops were supposed to be merely teachers and advisers of the South Vietnamese army. Then they were said to be there to defend air bases, with the understanding that they would return fire if they were attacked. Next came word that the troops were being used to assist South Vietnamese units when they came under enemy fire. In fact the Americans were soon attacking the enemy directly, mounting search-and destroy missions aimed at clearing the foe from villages and entire sections of the country.

At the end of 1965 some 184,000 Americans were in the field; a year later, 385,000; after another year, 485,000. By the middle of 1968 the number exceeded 538,000. Each increase was met by corresponding increases from the other side. The United States was engaged in a full-scale war, one that Congress never declared.

Johnson Escalates the War
From the beginning, the war divided the American people sharply. Defenders of the president's policy, called hawks, emphasized the nation's moral responsibility to resist aggression and what President Eisenhower had called the domino theory, which predicted that if the communists were allowed to take over one country, they would soon take its neighbors, then their neighbors, and so on until the entire world had been conquered. The United States was not an aggressor in Vietnam, the hawks insisted.

American opponents of the war, called doves, argued that the struggle between the South Vietnamese government and the Vietcong was a civil war in which Americans should not meddle. They stressed the repressive, undemocratic character of the Diem regime and of those that followed as proof that the war was not a contest between democracy and communism. They objected to the massive aerial bombings (more explosives were dropped on Vietnam between 1964 and 1968 than on Germany and Japan combined in World War II); to the use of napalm and other chemical weapons such as the defoliants that were sprayed on forests and crops, which wreaked havoc among noncombatants; and to the killing of civilians by American troops. And they deplored the heavy loss of American fife-over 40,000 dead by 1970-and the enormous cost in money. Because so many people objected to the war, Johnson refused to ask Congress to raise taxes to pay for it. The deficit forced the government to borrow huge sums, which caused interest rates to soar, adding to the upward pressure on prices.

Although Johnson's financial policies were shortsighted if not outright irresponsible, and although his statements about the war were often lacking in candor, he and his advisers believed they were defending freedom and democracy. "If I got out of Vietnam," the President said, "I'd be giving a big fat reward for aggression."

What became increasingly clear as time passed was that military victory was impossible. Yet American leaders were extraordinarily slow to grasp this fact. Repeatedly they advised the president that one

more escalation would break the enemy's will to resist. The smug arrogance bred by America's brief postwar monopoly of nuclear weapons persisted in some quarters long after the monopoly had been lost.

Kennedy's authorization of the Bay of Pigs fiasco was an example of this, but as late as 1965 McGeorge Bundy, President Johnson's special assistant for national security affairs, apparently told an interviewer that "the United States was the locomotive at the head of mankind, and the rest of the world the caboose." And like the proverbial donkey plodding after the carrot on the stick, Johnson repeatedly followed the advice of hawks like Bundy.

The Election of 1968

Gradually the doves increased in number. Then, in November 1967, Senator Eugene McCarthy of Minnesota announced that he was a candidate for the 1968 Democratic presidential nomination. Opposition to the war was his issue.

Preventing Johnson from getting the Democratic nomination in 1968 seemed on the surface impossible. Aside from the difficulty of defeating a 11 reigning" president, there were the solid domestic achievements of Johnson's Great Society program. McCarthy took his chances of being nominated so lightly that he did not trouble to set up a real organization. He entered the campaign only because he believed that someone must step forward to put the Vietnam question before the voters.

Suddenly, early in 1968, North Vietnam and Vietcong forces launched a general offensive to correspond with their Lunar -New Year (Tet). Striking 39 of the 44 provincial capitals, many other towns and cities, and every American base, they caused chaos throughout South Vietnam. They held Hue, the old capital of the country, for weeks. To root them out of Saigon, the Americans had to level large sections of the city. Elsewhere the destruction was total, an irony highlighted by the remark of an American officer after the recapture of the village of Ben Tre: "It became necessary to destroy the town to save it."

Tet cost North Vietnam and the Vietcong heavily, but the psychological impact of the offensive in South Vietnam and in the United States made it a clear victory for the communists. When General William C. Westmoreland described Tet as a communist defeat and when it came out that the administration was considering sending an additional 206,000 troops to South Vietnam, McCarthy, campaigning before the first presidential primary in New Hampshire, became a formidable figure. Thousands of students and other volunteers flocked to the state to ring doorbells in his behalf. On election day he polled 42 percent of the Democratic vote.

The political situation was monumentally confused. Many New Hampshire voters had supported McCarthy because they believed that Johnson was not prosecuting the war vigorously enough and saw voting for another person as a way to rebuke him. After the primary, former attorney general Robert F. Kennedy, brother of the slain president, entered the race. Had Kennedy done so earlier, McCarthy might have withdrawn. After New Hampshire, McCarthy understandably decided to remain in the contest.

Compounding this confusion, President Johnson withdrew from the race. Vice-President Hubert H. Humphrey then announced his candidacy, though not until it was too late for him to run in the primaries. Kennedy carried the primaries in Indiana and Nebraska. McCarthy won in Wisconsin and Oregon. In the climactic contest in California, Kennedy won by a small margin. However, immediately after his victory speech in a Los Angeles hotel, he was assassinated by Sirhan Sirhan, a young Arab nationalist who had been incensed by Kennedy's support of Israel. In effect, Kennedy's death ensured the nomination of Humphrey; most professional politicians distrusted McCarthy, who was rather diffident and aloof politician.

The contest for the Republican nomination was far less dramatic, though its outcome, the nomination of Richard M. Nixon, would have been hard to predict a few years earlier. After his defeat in the California gubernatorial election of 1962, Nixon joined a prominent New York law firm. He remained active in Republican affairs, making countless speeches and attending political meetings throughout the country. He announced his candidacy in February 1968, swept the primaries, and won an easy first-ballot victory at the Republican convention.

Nixon then astounded the country and dismayed liberals by choosing Governor Spiro T. Agnew of Maryland as his running mate. Agnew was a political unknown outside Maryland, but he had spoken harshly about black radicalism. Nixon chose him primarily to attract southern votes.

Placating the South seemed necessary because Governor George C. Wallace of Alabama was making a determined bid to win enough electoral votes for his American Independent party to prevent any candidate's obtaining a majority. Wallace was flagrantly antiblack and sure to attract substantial southern and conservative support.

This Republican strategy disturbed liberals and heightened the tension surrounding the Democratic convention, held in Chicago in late August. Humphrey delegates controlled the convention. The vice-president had a solid liberal record on domestic issues, but he had supported Johnson's Vietnam policy with equal solidity. Voters who could not stomach the Nixon-Agnew ticket and who opposed the war faced a difficult choice. Hundreds of radicals and young activists descended on Chicago to put pressure on the delegates to repudiate the Johnson Vietnam policy.

In the tense atmosphere that resulted, the party hierarchy overreacted. The mayor of Chicago, Richard J. Daley, an old-fashioned political boss, ringed the convention with barricades and policemen to protect it from disruption. Inside the building the delegates nominated Humphrey and adopted a war plank satisfactory to Johnson. Outside, however, provoked by the abusive language and violent behavior of radical demonstrators, the police tore into the protesters, brutally beating dozens while millions watched on television in fascinated horror.

At first the mayhem at Chicago seemed to benefit Nixon. He campaigned at a deliberate, dignified pace, making relatively few public appearances, relying instead on carefully arranged television interviews and taped commercials prepared by an advertising agency. He stressed firm enforcement of the law, and his desire "to bring us together." Agnew, however, assaulted Humphrey and left-wing dissident groups in a series of blunt, coarse speeches. Critics, remembering Nixon's political style in the heyday of Joseph McCarthy, called Agnew "Nixon's Nixon."

The Democratic campaign was badly organized. Humphrey seemed far behind in the early stages. Shortly before election day, President Johnson helped him by suspending air attacks on North Vietnam, and in the long run the Republican strategy helped too. Black voters and the urban poor had no practical choice but to vote Democratic. Gradually Humphrey gained ground, and on election day the popular vote was close: Nixon slightly less than 31.8 million votes, Humphrey nearly 31.3 million. Nixon's electoral college margin, however, was substantial 301 to 191. The remaining 46 electoral votes went to Wallace, whose 9.9 million votes came to 13.5 percent of the total. Despite Nixon's triumph, the Democrats retained control of both houses of Congress.

Nixon as President
When he took office in January 1969, Richard Nixon projected an image of calm and deliberate statesmanship; he introduced no startling changes, proposed no important new legislation. The major economic problem facing him, inflation, was primarily a result of the heavy military expenditures and easy-money policies of the Johnson administration. Nixon cut federal spending and balanced the 1969 budget, while the Federal Reserve Board forced up interest rates in order to slow the expansion of the money supply. Even its supporters admitted that this policy would check inflation only slowly, and when prices continued to rise, uneasiness mounted. Labor unions demanded large wage increases. The problem was complicated by rising deficits in the United States' balance of trade with foreign nations, the result of an over valuation of the dollar that encouraged Americans to buy foreign goods.

In 1970 Congress passed a law giving the president power to regulate prices and wages. Nixon had opposed this legislation, but in the summer of 1971 he decided to use it. First he announced a 90-day price and wage freeze (Phase I) and placed a 10 percent surcharge on imports. Then he set up a pay board and a price commission with authority to limit wage and price increases when the freeze ended (Phase II). These controls did not check inflation completely-and they angered union leaders, who felt that labor was being shortchanged-but they did slow the upward spiral. A devaluation of the dollar in December 1971 helped the economy by making American products more competitive in foreign markets.

In handling other domestic issues, the president was less decisive. He advocated shifting the burden of welfare payments to the federal government and equalizing such payments in all the states, and he came out for a minimum income for poor families. These measures got nowhere in Congress, despite his "southern strategy" of seeking the support of conservative southern Democrats by appointing 11 strict constructionist" judges to the federal courts.

"Vietnamizing" the War

Whatever his difficulties on the domestic front, Nixon considered the solution of the Vietnam problem his chief task. During the 1968 campaign, he suggested no policy very different from what Johnson was doing, though he insisted he would end the war on "honorable" terms if elected.

In office, Nixon proposed a phased withdrawal of all non-South Vietnamese troops, to be followed by an internationally supervised election in South Vietnam. The North Vietnamese rejected this scheme and insisted that the United States withdraw its forces unconditionally. Their intransigence left the president in a difficult position. He could not compel the foe to negotiate meaningfully, yet every passing day added to the strength of antiwar sentiment, which, as it expressed itself in ever more emphatic terms, in turn led to deeper divisions in the country.

The president responded to the dilemma by trying to build up the South Vietnamese armed forces so that American troops could pull out without the communists overrunning South Vietnam. Soon South Vietnam had the fourth largest air force in the world. The trouble with this strategy of "Vietnamization" was that for 15 years the United States had been employing it without success. The South Vietnamese troops had seldom displayed much enthusiasm for the kind of tough jungle fighting at which the North Vietnamese and the Vietcong excelled. Nevertheless, efforts at Vietnamization were stepped up, and in June 1969, Nixon announced that he would soon reduce the number of American soldiers in Vietnam by 25,000. In September he promised that an additional 35,000 men would be withdrawn by mid-December.

These steps did not quiet American protesters. On October 15 a nationwide antiwar demonstration, Vietnam Moratorium Day, organized by students, attracted an unprecedented turnout all over the country. This massive display evoked one of Vice President Agnew's most notorious blasts of adjectival invective: He said that the moratorium was an example of "national masochism" led by "an effete corps of impudent snobs who characterize themselves as intellectuals."

A second Moratorium Day brought a crowd estimated at 250,000 to Washington, but the president remained unmoved. On November 3 he defended his policy in a televised speech and announced that he planned to remove all American ground forces from Vietnam. The next day, reporting a flood of telegrams and calls supporting his position, he declared that the "silent majority" of the American people approved his course.

For a season, events appeared to vindicate Nixon's position. Troop withdrawals continued in an orderly fashion. A new lottery system for drafting men for military duty eliminated some of the inequities in the selective service law. But the war continued. Early in 1970 the revelation that an American unit two years earlier had massacred civilians, including dozens of women and children, in a Vietnamese hamlet known as My Lai, revived the controversy over the purposes of the war and its corrosive effects on those who were fighting it. The American people, it seemed, were being torn apart by the war: one from another according to each one's interpretation of events, many within themselves as they tried to balance the war's horrors against their pride, their dislike of communism, and their unwillingness to turn their backs on their elected leader.

Not even Nixon's most implacable enemy could find reason to think that he wished the war to go on. Its human, economic, and social costs could only vex his days and threaten his future reputation. When he reduced the level of the fighting, the communists merely waited for further reductions. When he raised it, many of his own people denounced him. If he pulled out of Vietnam entirely, other Americans would be outraged.

The Cambodian "Incursion"
Late in April 1970, Nixon announced that Vietnamization was proceeding more rapidly than he had hoped, that communist power was weakening, that within a year another 150,000 American soldiers would be extracted from Vietnam. A week later he announced that military intelligence had indicated that the enemy was consolidating its "sanctuaries" in neutral Cambodia and that he was therefore dispatching thousands of American troops to destroy these bases.* He was in fact escalating the war. He even resumed the bombing of targets in North Vietnam. "Let's go blow the hell out of them," he told the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

To foes of the war, Nixon's decision seemed appallingly unwise. The contradictions between his confident statements about Vietnamization and his alarmist description of powerful enemy forces poised like a dagger 30-odd miles from Saigon did not seem the product of a reasoning mind. His failure

to consult congressional leaders or many of his personal advisers before drastically altering his policy, the critics claimed, was unconstitutional and irresponsible. His insensitive response to the avalanche of criticism that descended on him further disturbed observers.

Students took the lead in opposing the invasion of Cambodia. Young people had been prominent in the opposition to the war from early in the conflict. Some objected to war in principle. Many more believed that this particular war was wrong because it was being fought against a small country on the other side of the globe where America's vital interests did not seem to be threatened. As the war dragged on and casualties mounted, student opposition to the draft became intense.

Nixon's shocking announcement triggered many campus demonstrations. One college where feeling ran high was Kent State University in Ohio. For several days students there clashed with local police; they broke windows and caused other damage to property. When the governor of Ohio called out the National Guard, angry students showered the soldiers with stones. During a noontime protest on May 4, the Guardsmen, who were poorly trained in crowd control, suddenly opened fire. Four students were killed, two of them women passing by on their way to class. While the nation reeled from this shock, two black students at Jackson State University were killed by Mississippi state policemen. A wave of student strikes followed, closing down hundreds of colleges, including many that had seen no previous unrest.

Nixon pulled American ground troops out of Cambodia quickly, but he did not change his Vietnam policy, and in fact Cambodia stiffened his determination. The balance of forces remained in uneasy equilibrium through 1971. Late in March 1972 the North Vietnamese again mounted a series of assaults throughout South Vietnam. The U.S. president responded with heavier bombing, and he ordered the approaches to Haiphong and other northern ports sown with mines to cut off the communists' supplies.

Detente
In the midst of these aggressive actions, Nixon and his principal foreign policy adviser, Henry Kissinger, devised a bold and ingenious diplomatic offensive.

Abandoning a lifetime of treating communism as a single worldwide conspiracy aimed at destroying capitalism, Nixon sent Kissinger to China and the Soviet Union to arrange summit meetings with the communist leaders. In February 1972, Nixon and Kissinger flew to Beijing to consult with Chinese officials. They agreed to support the admission of China to the United Nations and to develop economic and cultural exchanges with the Chinese. Although these results appeared small, Nixon's visit, ending more than 20 years of adamant refusal by the American government to accept the reality of the Chinese Revolution, marked a dramatic reversal of policy; as such it was hailed in the United States and elsewhere in the world.

In May, Nixon and Kissinger flew to Moscow. This trip also 'Produced striking results. The first Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT) was the main concrete gain. Nixon also agreed to permit large sales of American grain to the Soviets.

Nixon and Kissinger called the new policy detente, a French term meaning "relaxation of tensions. Detente lowered the cost of containment for the United States. SALT did not end the production of atomic weapons, but the fact that it did check American and Soviet arms production was encouraging. That both China and the Soviet Union had been willing to work for improved relations with the United States before America withdrew from Vietnam was also significant. This fact, plus the failure of their offensive to overwhelm South Vietnam, led the North Vietnamese to make diplomatic concessions in the interest of getting the United States out of the war. By October the draft of a settlement that provided for a cease-fire, the return of American prisoners of war, and the withdrawal of United States forces from Vietnam had been hammered out. Shortly before the presidential election, Kissinger announced that peace was "at hand."

Nixon Triumphant
A few days later President Nixon was reelected, defeating the Democratic candidate, Senator George McGovern of South Dakota, in a landslide-521 electoral votes to 17. McGovern's campaign had been hampered by divisions within the Democratic party and by his tendency to advance poorly thought-out proposals. McGovern also lost support over his handling of the revelation, shortly after the nominating convention, that his running mate, Senator Thomas Eagleton of Missouri, had in the past undergone electroshock treatments following serious psychological difficulties. After some backing and filling, which left many voters with the impression that he was indecisive, McGovern forced Eagleton to withdraw. Sargent Shriver, former head of the Peace Corps, took Eagleton's place on the ticket.

Nixon interpreted his triumph as an indication that the people approved of everything he stood for. He had won over hundreds of thousands of normally Democratic voters. The "solid South" was now solidly Republican. Nixon's southern strategy of reducing the pressure for school desegregation also appealed to northern blue-collar workers. Many people smarting from the repeated setbacks the country had experienced in Vietnam and resentful of what they considered the unpatriotic tactics of the doves also approved of Nixon's refusal to pull out of Vietnam.

Suddenly Nixon loomed as one of the most powerful and successful presidents in American history. His bold attack on inflation, even his harsh Vietnamese policy suggested decisiveness and self confidence, qualities he had often seemed to lack. His willingness to negotiate with the communist nations to lessen world tensions indicated a new flexibility and reasonableness. His landslide victory appeared to demonstrate that the people approved of his way of tackling the major problems of the times.

His first reaction was to try to extract more favorable terms from the Vietnamese communists. Announcing that they were not bargaining in good faith over the remaining details of the peace treaty, he resumed the bombing of North Vietnam in December 1972, this time sending the mighty B-52s directly over Hanoi and other cities. The attacks caused much destruction, but their effectiveness as a means of forcing concessions from the North Vietnamese was at best debatable, and they led for the first time to the loss of large numbers of the big strategic bombers.

Nevertheless, both sides had much to gain from ending the war. In January 1973 an agreement was finally reached. The North Vietnamese retained control of large sections of the South, and they agreed to release American prisoners of war within 60 days. When this was accomplished, the last American troops were pulled out of Vietnam. More than 57,000 Americans had died in the long war, and over 300,000 more had been wounded. The cost had reached $150 billion.

Whatever the price, the war was over for the United States, and Nixon took the credit for having ended it. He immediately turned to domestic issues, determined, he made clear, to strengthen the power of the presidency vis-A-vis Congress and to decentralize administration by encouraging state and local management of government programs. He announced that he intended to reduce the interference of the federal government in the affairs of individuals. People should be more self-reliant, he said, and he denounced what he called "permissiveness." Overconcern for the interests of blacks and other minorities must end. Criminals should be punished "without pity."

These aims brought Nixon into conflict with liberal legislators of both parties, with the leaders of minority groups, and with persons concerned about the increasing power of the executive. The conflict came to a head over the president's anti-inflation policy. After his second inauguration he ended Phase 11 price and wage controls and substituted Phase III, which depended on voluntary "restraints" (except in the areas of food, health care, and construction). This approach did not work. Prices soared; it was the most rapid inflation since the Korean War. In an effort to check the rise, Nixon set a rigid limit on federal expenditures, cutting or abolishing many social welfare programs, and reducing federal grants in support of science and education. He even impounded (refused to spend) funds already appropriated by Congress for purposes he disapproved of

When the Democratic Congress failed to override vetoes of bills challenging his policy, it appeared that Nixon was in total command. The White House staff, headed by H. R. Haldeman and John Ehrlichman, dominated the Washington bureaucracy like oriental viziers and dealt with legislators as though they were dealing with lackeys or eunuchs. When asked to account for their actions, they took refuge behind the shield of "executive privilege," the doctrine, never before applied so broadly, that discussions and communications within the executive branch were confidential and therefore immune from congressional scrutiny.

The Watergate Break-in
On March 19, 1973, James McCord, a former FBI agent accused of burglary, wrote a letter to the judge presiding at his trial. His act precipitated a series of disclosures that destroyed the Nixon administration.

McCord had been employed during the 1972 presidential campaign as a security officer of the Committee to Re-elect the President (CREEP). At about 1 A.M. on June 17, 1972, he and four other men had broken into Democratic headquarters at the Watergate, an apartment house and office building complex in Washington. The burglars had been caught rifling files and installing electronic eavesdropping devices. Two other Republican campaign officials were soon implicated. Nixon denied responsibility for their actions. "No one on the White House staff, no one in this Administration presently employed, was involved in this very bizarre incident," he announced. Most persons took the president at his word, and the affair did not materially affect the election. When brought to trial early in 1973, most of the defendants pleaded guilty.

Before Judge John J. Sirica imposed sentences on the culprits, however, McCord wrote his letter. High Republican officials had known about the burglary in advance and had persuaded most of the defendants to keep their connection secret, McCord claimed. Perjury had been committed during the trial.

The truth of McCord's charges swiftly became apparent. The head of CREEP, Jeb Stuart Magruder, and President Nixon's lawyer, John W. Dean III, admitted their involvement. Among the disclosures that emerged over the following months were these:

That the acting director of the FBI, L. Patrick Gray, had destroyed documents related to the case.

The burglars had been paid large sums of money at the instigation of the White House to ensure their silence.

The CIA had, perhaps unwittingly, supplied equipment used in this burglary.

CREEP officials had attempted to disrupt the campaigns of leading Democratic candidates during the 1972 primaries in illegal ways.

A number of corporations had made large contributions to the Nixon reelection campaign in violation of federal law.

The Nixon administration had placed illegal wiretaps on the telephones of some of its own officials as well as on those of reporters critical of its policies.

These revelations led to the discharge of Dean and the resignations of most of Nixon's closest advisers, including Haldeman, Ehrlichman, and Attorney General Richard Kleindienst. They also raised the question of the president's personal connection with the scandals. This he steadfastly denied. He insisted that he would investigate the Watergate affair thoroughly and see that the guilty were punished. He refused, however, to allow investigators to examine White House documents, again on grounds of executive privilege.

In the face of Nixon's denials, John Dean, testifying under oath before a special Senate Watergate investigation committee headed by Sam Ervin, Jr., of North Carolina, stated flatly and in circumstantial detail that the president had been closely involved in the Watergate cover-up. Dean had been a persuasive witness, but many people were reluctant to believe that a president could lie so coldbloodedly to the entire country. Therefore, when it came out during later hearings of the Ervin committee that the president had systematically made secret tape recordings of White House conversations and telephone calls, it seemed obvious that these tapes would settle the question of Nixon's involvement once and for all.

When the president refused to release the tapes, calls for his resignation, even for impeachment, began to be heard. Yielding to pressure, he agreed to the appointment of an "independent" special prosecutor to investigate the Watergate affair, and he promised the appointee, Archibald Cox of the Harvard Law School, full cooperation. Cox, however, swiftly aroused the president's ire by demanding White House records, including the tapes. When Nixon refused, Cox obtained a subpoena from judge Sirica ordering him to do so. The administration appealed and lost in the appellate court. Then, while the case was headed for the Supreme Court, Nixon ordered the new attorney general, Elliot Richardson, to dismiss Cox. Both Richardson and his chief assistant, William Ruckelshaus, resigned rather than do so. Solicitor General Robert Bork, third-ranking officer of the justice Department, carried out Nixon's order.

These events, which occurred on Saturday, October 20, were promptly dubbed the Saturday Night Massacre. They caused an outburst of public indignation. Congress was bombarded by thousands of letters and telegrams demanding the president's impeachment. The House Judiciary Committee, headed by Peter W. Rodino, Jr., of New Jersey, began an investigation to see if enough evidence for impeachment existed.

Once again Nixon backed down. He agreed to turn over the tapes to Judge Sirica with the understanding that relevant materials could be presented to the grand jury investigating the Watergate affair, but nothing would be revealed to the public. He then named a new special prosecutor, Leon Jaworski, and promised him access to whatever White House documents he needed. However, it soon came out that some of the tapes were missing and that an important section of another had been deliberately erased.

More Troubles for Nixon
The nation had never before experienced such a series of morale- shattering crises. While the seemingly unending complications of Watergate were unfolding during 1973, a number of unrelated disasters struck. First, pushed by a shortage of grains resulting from massive Russian purchases authorized by the administration as part of its detente with the Soviet Union, food prices shot up-wheat from $1.45 a bushel to over $5.00. Nixon imposed another price freeze, which led to shortages, and when the freeze was lifted, prices resumed their steep ascent.

Then Vice-President Agnew was accused of income tax fraud and of having accepted bribes while county executive of Baltimore and governor of Maryland. After vehemently denying all the charges for two months, Agnew, to escape a jail term, admitted in October that he had been guilty of tax evasion and resigned as vice-president.

Under the new Twenty-fifth Amendment, President Nixon nominated Gerald R. Ford of Michigan as vice-president, and the nomination was confirmed by Congress. Ford had served continuously in the House since 1949, as minority leader since 1964. His positions on public issues were close to Nixon's.

Not long after the Agnew fiasco, Nixon, responding to charges that he had paid almost no income taxes during his presidency, published his 1969-1972 returns. They showed that he had indeed paid very little-only about $1,600 in two years during which his income had exceeded half a million dollars. Although Nixon claimed that his tax returns had been perfectly legal-he had taken huge deductions for the gift of some of his vice-presidential papers to the National Archives-the legality and the propriety of his deductions were so questionable that he felt obliged, during a televised press conference, to assure the audience: "I am not a crook."

The Oil Crisis--More Troubles for Nixon
Still another disaster followed as a result of the war that broke out in October 1973 between Israel and the Arab states. The fighting, though bloody, was brief and inconclusive; a truce was soon arranged under the auspices of the United States and the Soviet Union. But in an effort to force western nations to compel Israel to withdraw from lands held since the Six-Day War of 1967, the Arabs cut off oil shipments to the United States, Japan, and most of western Europe. A worldwide energy crisis ensued.

The immediate shortage resulting from the Arab oil boycott was ended by the patient diplomacy of Henry Kissinger, whom Nixon had made secretary of state at the beginning of his second administration. After weeks of negotiating in the spring of 1974, Kissinger obtained a tentative agreement that involved the withdrawal of Israel from some of the territory it had occupied in 1967. The Arab nations then lifted the boycott. 

A revolution had taken place. From the middle of the 19th century until after World War II, the United States had produced far more oil than it could use. However, the phenomenal expansion of oil consumption that occurred after the war soon absorbed the surplus. By the late 1960s American car owners were driving more than a trillion miles a year. Petroleum was being used to manufacture nylon and other synthetic fibers as well as paints, insecticides, fertilizers, and many plastic products. Oil and natural gas became the principal fuels for home heating. Natural gas in particular was used increasingly in factories and electric utility plants because it was less polluting than coal and most other fuels. The Clean Air Act of 1965 speeded the process of conversion from coal to gas by countless industrial consumers. Because of these developments, at the outbreak of the 1973 Arab-Israeli war the United States was importing one-third of its off. 

In 1960 the principal oil exporters, Venezuela, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Iraq, and Iran, had formed a cartel, the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC). For many years OPEC had been unable to control the world price of oil, which, on the eve of the 1973 war, was about $3.00 a barrel. The success of the Arab oil boycott served to unite the members of OPEC, and when the boycott was lifted, they boldly announced that the price was going up to $11.65 a barrel. 

The announcement caused consternation throughout the industrial world. Soaring prices for oil meant soaring prices for everything made from petroleum or with petroleum-powered machinery. In the United States gasoline prices doubled overnight, and all prices rose at a rate of more than 10 percent a year. This double-digit inflation, which afflicted nearly all the countries of the world, added considerably to President Nixon's woes. 

The Judgment on Watergate: "Expletive Deleted" 
Meanwhile, special prosecutor Jaworski continued his investigation of the Watergate scandals, and the House Judiciary Committee pursued its study of the impeachment question. In March 1974 a grand jury indicted Haldeman, Ehrlichman, former attorney general John Mitchell, who had been head of CREEP at the time of the break-in, and four other White House aides for conspiring to block the Watergate investigation. The jurors also named Nixon an "unindicted co-conspirator," Jaworski having informed them that their power to indict a president was constitutionally questionable. Judge Sirica thereupon turned over the jury's evidence against Nixon to the judiciary Committee. Then both the Internal Revenue Service and a joint congressional committee, having separately audited the president's income tax returns, announced that most of his deductions had been unjustified. The IRS assessed him nearly half a million dollars in taxes and interest, which he agreed to pay. 

In an effort to check the mounting criticism, Nixon late in April released edited transcripts of the tapes he had turned over to the court the previous November. If he had expected the material to convince the public that he had been ignorant of the attempt to cover up the administration's connection with Watergate, he was sadly mistaken. In addition to much incriminating evidence, the transcripts provided a fascinating view of how he conducted himself in private. His repeated use of foul language, so out of keeping with his public image, offended millions. The phrase "expletive deleted," inserted in place of words considered too vulgar for publication in family newspapers, became a catchword. His remarks came across as unfocused and lacking in any concern for the public interest or the law. The publication of the transcripts led some of his strongest supporters to demand that he resign. And once the judiciary Committee obtained the actual tapes, it came out that much material prejudicial to the president's case had been suppressed. 

Yet impeaching a president seemed so drastic a step that many people felt that more direct proof of Nixon's involvement in the cover-up was necessary. Nixon insisted that all the relevant information was contained in these tapes; he adamantly refused to turn over others to the special prosecutor or the Judiciary Committee. Nevertheless, prosecutor Jaworski subpoenaed 64 additional tapes. Nixon, through his lawyer, James St. Clair, refused to obey the subpoena. Swiftly, the case of United States v. Richard M. Nixon went to the Supreme Court. 

In the summer of 1974 the Watergate drama reached its climax. The Judiciary Committee, following months of study of the evidence behind closed doors, decided to conduct its deliberations in open session. While millions watched on television, 38 members of the House of Representatives debated the charges. The discussions revealed both the thoroughness of the investigation and the soul-searching efforts of the representatives to render an impartial judgment. Three articles of impeachment were adopted. They charged the president with obstructing justice, misusing the powers of his office, and failing to obey the committee's subpoenas. On the first two, many of the Republicans on the committee joined with the Democrats in voting aye, a clear indication that the full House would vote to impeach. 

On the eve of the debates, the Supreme Court had ruled unanimously that the president must turn over the 64 subpoenaed tapes to the special prosecutor. Executive privilege had its place, the Court stated, but no person, not even a president, could "withhold evidence that is demonstrably relevant in a criminal trial." For reasons that soon became obvious, Nixon seriously considered defying the Court. Only when convinced that to do so would make his impeachment and conviction certain did he agree to comply. 

He would not, however, resign. Even if the House impeached him, he was counting on his ability to hold the support of 34 senators (one-third plus one of the full Senate) to escape conviction. But events were passing beyond his control. When the 64 subpoenaed tapes were transcribed and analyzed, Nixon's fate was sealed. Three recorded conversations between the president and H. R. Haldeman on June 23, 1972-less than a week after the break-in and only one day after Nixon had assured the nation that no one in the White House had been involved in the affair-proved conclusively that Nixon had tried to get the CIA to persuade the FBI not to follow up leads in the case on the spurious claim that national security was involved. 

The president's defenders had insisted not so much that he was innocent as that solid proof of his guilt had not been demonstrated. Where, they asked, in the metaphor of the moment, was the "smoking gun"? That weapon had now been found, and it bore the fingerprints of Richard M. Nixon. 

Exactly what happened in the White House is not yet known. The president's chief advisers pressed him to release the material at once and to admit that he had erred in holding it back. This he did on August 5. After reading the new transcripts, all the Republican members of the Judiciary Committee who had voted against the impeachment articles reversed themselves. Republican congressional leaders told Nixon that the House would impeach him and that no more than a handful of the senators would vote to acquit him. 

The Meaning of Watergate
On August 8, Nixon announced his resignation, and at noon on August 9, Gerald Ford was sworn in as president. The meaning of Watergate became immediately the subject of much speculation. Whether Nixon's crude efforts to dominate Congress, to crush or inhibit dissent, and to subvert the electoral process would have permanently altered the American political system had they succeeded is probably beyond knowing. However, the orderly way in which these efforts were checked suggests that the system would have survived in any case. 

Nixon's own drama is and must remain one of the most fascinating and enigmatic episodes in American history. Despite his fall from the heights because of personal flaws, his was not a tragedy in the Greek sense. Even when he finally yielded power, he seemed without remorse or even awareness of his transgressions. He was devoid of the classic hero's pride. Did he really intend to smash all opposition and rule like a tyrant, or was he driven by lack of confidence in himself.? His stubborn aggressiveness and his overblown view of executive privilege may have reflected a need for constant reassurance that he was a mighty leader. One element in his downfall, preserved for posterity in videotapes of his television appearances, was that even while he was assuring the country of his innocence most vehemently, he did not look like a victim of the machinations of overzealous supporters. Perhaps at some profound level he did not want to be believed. 

CHAPTER 29

Society in Flux

DESPITE LYNDON JOHNSON'S EXTRAVAGANT style and his landslide defeat of Barry Goldwater in the 1964 presidential election, the tone of his inaugural address in January 1965 was uncharacteristically restrained. The nation was "prosperous, great, and mighty," he said, but "we have no promise from God that our greatness will endure." He was obviously thinking of the enormous changes that were occurring in the country. He spoke of "this fragile existence," and he warned the people that they lived "in a world where change and growth seem to tower beyond the control, and even the judgment of men." 

A Dynamic Society
The population was expanding rapidly. During the depressed 1930s it had increased by 9 million; in the 1950s it rose by more than 28 million, by 24 million more in both the 1960s and 1970s. Population experts observed startling shifts within this expanding mass. The westward movement had by no means ended with the closing of the frontier in the 1890s. One indication of this was the admission of Hawaii and Alaska to the Union in 1959. More significant was the growth of the Sun Belt-Florida and the states of the Southwest. California added more than 5 million to its population between 1950 and 1960, and in 1963 it passed New York to become the most populous state in the Union. Nevada and Arizona were expanding at an even more rapid rate. 

The climate of the Southwest was particularly attractive to older people, and the population growth reflected the prosperity that enabled pensioners and other retired persons to settle there. At the same time the area attracted millions of young workers, for it became the center of the aircraft and electronics industries and the government's atomic energy and space programs. These industries displayed the best side of modern capitalism: high wages, comfortable working conditions, complex and efficient machinery, and the marriage of scientific technology and commercial utility. 

Advances in transportation and communication added to geographic mobility. In the postwar decades the automobile entered its golden age. In the booming 1920s, when the car became an instrument of mass transportation, about 31 million autos were produced by American factories. During the 1960s fully 77 million rolled off the assembly fines. 

Gasoline use increased accordingly. The more mobile population drove farther in more reliable and more comfortable vehicles over smoother and less congested highways. And the new cars were heavier and more powerful than their predecessors. Gasoline consumption first reached 15 billion gallons in 1931; it soared to 92 billion in 1970. A new business, the motel industry (the word, typically American, was a blend of motor and hotel), developed to service the millions of tourists and business travelers who burned all this fuel. 

The development of the interstate highway system, begun under Eisenhower in 1956, was a major stimulus to increased mobility. The new roads did far more than facilitate long-distance travel; they accelerated the shift of population to the suburbs and the consequent decline of inner-city districts. 

Despite the speeds that cars maintained on them, the new highways were much safer than the old roads. The traffic death rate per mile driven fell steadily, almost entirely because of the interstates. However, the environmental impact of the system was frequently severe. Elevated roads cut ugly swaths through cities, and the cars they carried released tons of noxious exhaust fumes into urban air. Hillsides were gashed, marshes filled in, forests felled, all in the name of speed and efficiency. 

Although commercial air travel had existed in the 1930s, it truly came of age when the first jetliner, the Boeing 707, went into service in 1958. Almost immediately jets came to dominate long-distance travel, to the detriment of railroad and steamship passenger service. 

Television
Another important postwar change was the advent of television as a means of mass communication. Throughout the 1950s the public bought sets at a rate of 6 to 7 million annually; by 1961 there were 55 million in operation, receiving the transmissions of 530 stations. During the 1960s the National 

Aeronautics and Space Agency (NASA) began launching satellites capable of transmitting television pictures to earth, and the American Telephone and Telegraph Company (AT&T) orbited private commercial satellites that could relay television programs from one continent to another.  Television combined the immediacy of radio with the visual impact of films, and it displayed most of the strengths and weaknesses of both in exaggerated form. It swiftly became indispensable to the political system, both for its coverage of public events and as a vehicle for political advertising. 

Some excellent drama was presented, especially on the National Educational Television network, along with many filmed documentaries. "Sesame Street," a children's program presented on the educational network, won international recognition for its entertainment value and for its success in motivating . underprivileged children. Commercial television indirectly improved the level of radio broadcasting by siphoning off much of the mass audience; more radio time was devoted to serious discussion programs and to classical music, especially after the introduction of frequency modulation (FM) transmissions. 

The lion's share of television time was devoted to uninspired and vulgar serials, routine variety shows, giveaway and quiz programs designed to reveal and revel in the ignorance of the average citizen, and reruns of old movies cut to fit rigid time periods and repeatedly interrupted at climactic points by commercials. 

Another dubious virtue of television was its capacity for influencing the opinions and feelings of viewers. The insistent and strident claims of advertisers punctuated every program with monotonous regularity. Politicians discovered that no other device or method approached television as a means of reaching large numbers of voters with an illusion of intimacy. Since television time was expensive, only candidates who had access to huge sums could afford to use the medium-a dangerous state of affairs in a democracy. In time Congress clamped a lid on campaign expenditures, but this action did not necessarily reduce the amounts spent on television.* 

The Growing Middle Class--"A Nation of Sheep" 
Another postwar change was the marked broadening of the middle class. In 1947 only 5.7 million American families had what might be considered middle class incomes--enough to provide something for leisure, entertainment, and cultural activities as well as for life's necessities. By the early 1960s more than 12 million families, about a third of the population, had such incomes. As they prospered, middle-class Americans became more culturally homogeneous, their interests widened. 

The percentage of immigrants in the population declined steadily; by the mid-1960s over 95 percent of all Americans were native-born. This trend contributed to social and cultural uniformity. So did the rising incomes of industrial workers and the changing character of their labor. Blue-collar workers invaded the middle class by the tens of thousands. They moved to suburbs previously reserved for junior executives, shopkeepers, and the like. They shed their work clothes for business suits. They took up golf. In sum, they adopted values and attitudes commensurate with their new status-which helps explain the growing conservatism of labor unions. 

Religion in Changing Times
Sociologists and other commentators found in the expansion of the middle class another explanation of the tendency of the country to glorify the conformist. They attributed to this expansion the national obsession with moderation and consensus, the complacency of so many Americans, and their tendency, for example, to be more interested in the social aspects of churchgoing than with the philosophical aspects of religion. 

Organized religion traditionally deals with eternal values, but it is always influenced by social, cultural, and economic developments. After World War II, all the major faiths, despite their differences, were affected. The prosperity and buoyant optimism of the period led to an expansion of religious activity.  The Catholic church alone built over a thousand new schools and more than a hundred hospitals along with countless new churches. By 1950 the Southern Baptists had enrolled nearly 300,000 new members and built some 500 churches for them to worship in, and between 1945 and 1965 American Jews spent at least $1 billion building synagogues. 

Most faiths prospered materially, tending to accept the world as it was. In Catholic, Protestant, Jew (1955), Will Herberg argued that in America, religious toleration had become routine. According to a Gallup poll, nearly everyone in America believed in God. However, another poll revealed that large numbers of Christians were unable to tell pollsters the name of any of the four Gospels. 

Church and state were by law and the Constitution separate institutions, yet acts of Congress and state legislatures frequently had indirect effects on organized religion. New Deal welfare legislation took on a large part of a burden previously borne by church groups. The expansion of higher education appeared to make people somewhat more tolerant of the beliefs of others, religious beliefs included. However, studies showed that better-educated people tended to be less involved in the formal aspects of organized religion. An "education gap" separated religious liberals from religious conservatives. 

Unlike prewar critics who had attacked "rugged individualism," many post-New Deal social critics, alarmed by the conformity of the 1950s, urged people to be more individualistic. In The Lonely Crowd (1950), David Riesman drew a distinction between old-fashioned "inner-directed" people and new "other-directed" conformists who were group centered, materialistic, and accommodating. 

The civil rights movement and the Vietnam War also had important religious implications. Many militant blacks (Malcolm X was an early example) were attracted to Islam by its lack of racial bias. Among those in the public eye who became Muslims were the heavyweight champion boxer Cassius Clay, who changed his name to Muhammad Ali, and Lew Alcindor, the basketball star, who became Kareem Abdul Jabbar. 

Nearly all religious denominations played significant roles in the fight for racial justice that erupted after the Supreme Court outlawed segregation. Priests, ministers, and rabbis joined in antiwar demonstrations, too. Shocking photographs of police dogs being used to "subdue" demonstrating Catholic nuns in the Deep South converted uncounted thousands to the campaign for racial justice. 

All the social changes of the period had religious ramifications. Feminists objected to male domination of most Christian churches and called for the ordination of female ministers and priests. Every aspect of new sexual mores (the "sexual revolution"), from the practice of couples living together openly outside marriage to the tolerance of homosexuality and pornography to the legalization of contraception and abortion, caused shock waves in the religious community. 

Scientific and technological developments also affected both religious values and the way people worshiped. The social effects of Darwin's theory of evolution were to some extent still unresolved. Many religious groups still believed in the biblical explanation of Creation and sought to have "Creation theory" taught in the schools. 

On another level, the prestige of secular science gave it a kind of religious aspect disturbing to some church leaders. Medical advances that some people marveled at, such as in vitro fertilization of human eggs, organ transplants, and the development of machines capable of keeping terminally ill people alive indefinitely, seemed to others "against nature" and indeed sacrilegious. Controversies over the use of atomic energy in peace and war and over the conservation of natural resources often had religious roots. 

Radio and television had more direct effects on organized religion. The airwaves enabled rhetorically skilled preachers to reach millions with emotionally charged messages on religious topics and also on political and social questions. The most successful were the leaders of evangelical Protestant sects. These TV preachers tended to found churches and educational institutions of their own and to use radio and television to raise money to support them. However, in the mid-1980s a number of scandals caused disillusionment and widespread defections among their followers, and by 1990 the national television congregation had shrunk drastically. 

Literature and Art

For a time after World War II the nation seemed on the verge of a literary outburst comparable to the one that followed World War 1. A number of excellent novels based on the military experiences of young writers appeared, the most notable being The Naked and the Dead (1948) by Norman Mailer and From Here to Eternity (1951) by James Jones. Ralph 

Ellison's Invisible Man (1952) was a vived portrayal of the black experience. Unfortunately, a new renaissance did not develop. The most talented younger writers preferred to bewail their fate rather than rebel against it. Jack Kerouac, founder of the "beat" (for beatific) school, reveled in the chaotic description of violence, perversion, and madness. At the other extreme, J. D. Salinger, the particular favorite of college students-The Catcher in the Rye (1951) sold nearly 2 million copies-was an impeccable stylist, witty, contemptuous of all pretense; but he too wrote about people entirely wrapped up in themselves. 

In Catch-22 (1955), the book that replaced Catcher in the Rye in the hearts of college students, Joseph Heller produced a farcical war novel that was an indignant denunciation of the stupidity and waste of warfare. In The Victim (1947), The Adventures of Augie March (1953), Herzog (1964), and many other novels, Saul Bellow described characters possessed of their full share of eccentricities and weaknesses without losing sight of the positive side of modern fife. Bellow won many literary awards, including a Nobel Prize. 

All these novelists and a number of others were widely read. Year after year sales of books increased, despite much talk about how television and other diversions were undermining the public's interest in reading. Sales of paperbacks, first introduced in the United States in 1939 by Pocket Books, reached enormous proportions. By 1965 about 25,000 titles were in print, and sales were approaching I million copies a day. 

Cheapness and portability accounted only partly for the popularity of paperbacks. Readers could purchase them in drugstores, bus terminals, and supermarkets as well as in bookstores. Teachers, delighted to find out-of-print volumes easily available, assigned hundreds of them in their classes. And there was a psychological factor at work: The paperback became fashionable. People who rarely bought hardcover books purchased weighty volumes of literary criticism, translations of the works of obscure foreign novelists, specialized historical monographs, and difficult philosophical treatises now that they were available in paper covers. 

The expansion of the book market, like so many other changes, was not an unalloyed benefit even for writers. It remained difficult for unknown authors to earn a decent living. Publishers tended to concentrate on authors already popular and on books aimed at a mass audience. Even among successful writers of unquestioned ability, the temptations involved in large advances and in book club contracts and movie rights diverted many from making the best use of their talents. 

American painters were affected by the same forces that influenced writers. In the past the greatest American artists had been shaped by European influences. This situation changed dramatically after World War II with the emergence of abstract expressionism, or action painting. This "New York school" was led by Jackson Pollock (1912-1956), who composed huge abstract designs by laying his canvas on the floor of his studio and drizzling paint on it directly from tube or pot in a wild tangle of color. The abstract expressionists were utterly subjective in their approach to art. "The source of my painting is the Unconscious," Pollock explained. "I am not much aware of what is taking place; it is only after that I see what I have done." Pollock tried to produce not the representation of a landscape but, as the critic Harold Rosenberg put it, "an inner landscape that is part of himself." 

Untutored observers found the abstract expressionists crude, chaotic, devoid of interest. The swirling, dripping chaos of the imitators of Pollock, the vaguely defined planes of color favored by Mark Rothko and his disciples, and the sharp spatial confrontations composed by the painters Franz Kline, Robert Motherwell, and Adolph Gottlieb required too much verbal explanation to communicate their meaning to the average observer. Viewed in its social context, however, abstract expressionism, like much of modem literature, reflected the estrangement of the artist from the world of the atomic bomb and the computer, a revolt against contemporary mass culture with its unthinking acceptance of novelty for its own sake. 

The experimental spirit released by the abstract expressionists led to "op" (for optical) art, which employed the physical impact of pure complementary colors to produce dynamic optical effects. Even within the rigid limitations of severely formal designs composed of concentric circles, stripes, squares, and rectangles, such paintings appeared to be constantly in motion, almost alive. 

Op was devoid of social connotations; another variant, "pop" (for popular) art, playfully yet often with acid incisiveness satirized many aspects of American culture: its vapidity, its crudeness, its violence. The painters Jasper Johns, Roy Lichtenstein, and Andy Warhol created portraits of mundane objects such as flags, comic strips, soup cans, and packing cases. Op and pop art reflected the mechanized aspects of life; the painters made use of technology in their work-for example, they enhanced the shock of vibrating complementary colors by using fluorescent paints. Some artists imitated newspaper photograph techniques by fashioning their images of sharply defined dots of color. Others borrowed from contemporary commercial art, employing spray guns, stencils, and masking tape to produce flat, hard-edged effects. The fine between op and pop was frequently crossed, as in Robert Indiana's Love, which was reproduced and imitated on posters, Christmas cards, book jackets, buttons, rings, and even a postage stamp. 

The pace of change in artistic fashion was dizzying-far more rapid than changes in literature. Aware that their generation was leading European artists instead of following them gave both artists and art lovers a sense of participating in events of historic importance. 

As with literature, the effects of such success were not all healthy. Successful artists became nationally known personalities, a few of them enormously rich. For these, each new work was exposed to the glare of publicity, sometimes with unfortunate results. Too much attention, like too much money, could be distracting, even corrupting, especially for young artists who needed time and obscurity to develop their talents. 

Two Dilemmas:  Perils of Progress
The many changes of the era help explain why President Johnson expressed so much uncertainty in his inaugural address. Looking at American society more broadly, two dilemmas confronted people in the 1960s. One was that progress was often self defeating. Reforms and innovations instituted with the best of motives often made things worse rather than better. For example, DDT, a powerful chemical developed to kill insects that were spreading disease and destroying valuable food crops, proved to have lethal effects on birds and fish-and perhaps indirectly on human beings. Goods manufactured to make life fuller and happier (automobiles, detergents, electric power) produced waste products that disfigured the land and polluted air and water. Cities built to bring culture and comfort to millions became pestholes of crime, poverty, and depravity. 

Change occurred so fast that experience-the recollection of how things had been-tended to become less useful and sometimes even counterproductive as a guide for dealing with current problems. Foreign policies designed to prevent wars, based on the causes of past wars, led in different circumstances to new wars. Parents who sought to transmit to their children the accumulated wisdom of their years found their advice rejected, often with good reason, because it had little application to the problems the children had to face. 

The second dilemma was that modern industrial society placed an enormous premium on social cooperation, at the same time undermining the individual citizen's sense of being part of a functioning society. The economy was as complicated as a fine watch; a breakdown in any one sector had ramifications that spread swiftly to other sectors. Yet specialization had progressed so far that individual workers had little sense of the importance of their personal contributions and thus felt little responsibility for the smooth functioning of the whole. Effective democratic government required that all voters be knowledgeable and concerned, but few could feel that their individual voices had any effect on elections or public policies. 

People tried to deal with this dilemma by joining organizations dedicated to achieving particular goals, such as the American Association of Retired People (AARP), the conservationist Sierra Club, and the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP). But such groups became so large that members felt almost as incapable of influencing them as they did of influencing the larger society. The groups were so numerous and had so many conflicting objectives that instead of making citizens more socially minded, they often made them more self-centered. 

These dilemmas produced a paradox. The United States was the most powerful nation in the world, its people the best educated, richest, and probably the most energetic. American society was technologically advanced and dynamic; American traditional values were idealistic, humane, democratic. Yet the nation seemed incapable of mobilizing its resources to confront the most obvious challenges, its citizens unable to achieve much personal happiness or identification with their fellows, the society helpless in trying to five up to its most universally accepted ideals. 

In part the paradox was a product of the strengths of the society and the individuals who made it up. The populace as a whole was more sophisticated. People were more aware of their immediate interests, less willing to suspend judgment and follow leaders or to look on others as better qualified to decide what they should do. They belonged to the "me generation"; they knew that they lived in a society and that their fives were profoundly affected by that society, but they had trouble feeling that they were part of a society. 

President Johnson recognized the problem. He hoped to solve it by establishing a "consensus" and building his Great Society. No real consensus emerged; American society remained fragmented, its members divided against themselves and often within themselves. 

The Costs of Prosperity
The vexing character of modem conditions could be seen in every aspect of life. The economy, after decades of hectic expansion, accelerated still more rapidly. The gross national product approached $1 trillion, but inflation was becoming increasingly serious. Workers were under constant pressure to demand raises-which only served to drive prices still higher. Socially the effect was devastating; it became impossible to expect workers to see inflation as a national problem and to restrain their personal demands. Putting their individual interests before those of the whole, they were prepared to disrupt the economy whatever the social cost. Even public employees traditionally committed to a no-strike policy because they worked for the entire community teachers, garbage collectors, firefighters, the police-succumbed to this selfish, if understandable, way of looking at life. 

Economic expansion resulted in large measure from technological advances, and these too proved to be mixed blessings. As we have seen, the needs of World War II stimulated the development of materials such as plastics, nylon, and synthetic rubber and such electronic devices as radar and television. 

In 1951 scientists began to manufacture electricity from nuclear fuels; in 1954 the first atomic powered ship, the submarine Nautilus, was launched. Although the peaceful use of atomic energy remained small compared to other sources of power, its implications were immense. Equally significant was the perfection of the electronic computer, which revolutionized the collection and storage of records, solved mathematical problems beyond the scope of the most brilliant human minds, and speeded the work of bank tellers, librarians, billing clerks, statisticians-and income tax collectors. 

Computers lay at the heart of industrial automation, for they could control the integration and adjustment of the most complex machines. In automobile factories they made it possible to produce entire engine blocks automatically. In steel miffs molten metal could be poured into molds, cooled, rolled, and cut into slabs without the intervention of a human hand, the computers locating defects and adjusting the machinery to correct them far more accurately than the most skilled steelworker, all in a matter of seconds. Taken in conjunction with a new oxygen smelting process six or eight times faster than the open-hearth method, computer-controlled continuous casting promised to have an impact on steel making as great as that of the Bessemer process in the 1870s. 

The material benefits of technology commonly had what the microbiologist Rene Dubos described as "disastrous secondary effects, many of which are probably unpredictable." The consumption of petroleum necessary to produce power soared and began to outstrip supplies, threatening shortages that would disrupt the entire economy. The burning of this fuel released immeasurable tons of smoke and other polluting gases into the atmosphere, endangering the health of millions. "Life is enriched by one Mahon automobiles," Dubos noted, "but can be made into a nightmare by one hundred million." 

The vast outpouring of flimsy plastic products and the increased use of paper, metal foil, and other disposable packaging materials seemed about to bury the country beneath mountains of trash. The commercial use of nuclear energy also caused problems. Scientists insisted that the danger from radiation was nonexistent, but the possibility of accidents could not be eliminated entirely, and the safe disposal of radioactive wastes became increasingly difficult. 

Even an apparently ideal form of scientific advance, the use of commercial fertilizers to boost food output, had unfortunate side effects: Phosphates washed from farmlands into streams sometimes upset the ecological balance and turned the streams into malodorous death traps for aquatic fife. Above all, technology increased the capacity of the earth to support people. As population increased, production and consumption increased, exhausting supplies of raw materials and speeding the pollution of air and water resources. Where would the process end? Viewed from a world perspective, it was obvious that the population explosion must be checked or it would check itself by pestilence, war, starvation, or some combination of these scourges. Yet how to check it? 

New Racial Turmoil
President Johnson and most supporters of his policies expected that the 1964 Civil Rights Act, the Economic Opportunity Act, Medicare and Medicaid, and the other elements in the War on Poverty would produce an era of racial peace and genuine social harmony-the Great Society that everyone wanted. In fact, official recognition of past injustices made blacks more insistent that all discrimination be ended. The very process of righting some past wrongs gave them the strength to fight more vigorously. Black militancy burst forth so powerfully that even the most smug and obtuse white citizens had to accept its existence. 

The Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee (SNCC), which had been born out of the struggle for racial integration, had become by 1964 a radical organization openly scornful of interracial cooperation. Many students had been radicalized by the violence they had experienced while trying to register rural blacks and organize schools for black children in the South. The slogan of the radicals was "Black Power," an expression that was given national currency by Stokely Carmichael, chairman of SNCC. Carmichael was adamantly opposed to cooperating with whites. "The time for white involvement in the fight for equality is ended," he said in 1966. The movement "should be black-staffed, black-controlled, and black-financed." On another occasion he said, "Integration is a subterfuge for ... white supremacy." Black Power caught on swiftly among militants. This troubled white liberals because they feared that Black Power would antagonize white conservatives. 

Meanwhile, black anger erupted in a series of destructive urban riots. The most important occurred in Watts, a ghetto of Los Angeles, in August 1965. A trivial incident-police officers halted a motorist who seemed to be drunk and attempted to give him a sobriety test-brought thousands into the streets. The neighborhood almost literally exploded: For six days Watts was swept by fire, looting, and bloody fighting. The following summer saw similar outbursts in New York, Chicago, and other cities. In 1967 further riots broke out, the most serious in Newark, where 25 were killed, and Detroit, where the death toll came to 43. Then, in April 1968, the revered Martin Luther King, Jr., was murdered in Memphis, Tennessee, by a white man, James Earl Ray. Blacks in more than 100 cities swiftly unleashed their anger in paroxysms of burning and looting. White opinion was shocked and profoundly depressed: King's death seemed to destroy the hope that his doctrine of pacific appeal to reason and right could solve the racial problem. 

The rioters were expressing frustration and despair; their resentment was directed more at the social system than at individuals. The basic cause was an attitude of mind, the "white racism" that deprived blacks of access to good jobs, crowded them into slums, and, for the young in particular, eroded all hope of escape from such misery. Ghettos bred crime and depravity, as slums always have, and the complacent refusal of whites adequately to invest money and energy in helping ghetto residents, or even to acknowledge that the black poor deserved help, made the modern slum unbearable. While the ghettos expanded, middle-class whites tended more and more to flee to the suburbs or to call on the police to "maintain law and order," a euphemism for cracking down hard on deviant black behavior. 

The victims of racism employed violence not so much to force change as to obtain psychic release; it was a way of getting rid of what they could not stomach, a kind of vomiting. When fires broke out in black districts, the firefighters who tried to extinguish them were often showered with bottles and bricks and sometimes shot at, while above the roar of the flames and the hiss of steam rose the apocalyptic chant, "Bum, baby, burn!" 

The most frightening aspect of the riots was their tendency to polarize society along racial lines. Advocates of Black Power became more determined to separate themselves from white influence. They exasperated white supporters of school desegregation by demanding schools of their own. Extremists formed the Black Panther party and collected weapons to resist the police. 

Middle-class city residents often resented what seemed the favoritism of the federal government and of state and local administrations, which sought through so-called affirmative action to provide blacks with new economic opportunities and social benefits. Efforts to desegregate ghetto schools by busing children out of their local neighborhoods was a particularly bitter cause of conflict. Persons already subjected to the pressures caused by inflation, specialization, and rapid change that were undermining social solidarity and worried by the sharp rise in urban crime rates and welfare costs found black radicalism infuriating. In the face of the greatest national effort in history to aid them, blacks, they said, were displaying not merely ingratitude but contempt. 

The Unmeltable Ethnics
Mexican-Americans responded to discrimination in much the same manner as the blacks. After World War 1, thousands of Mexicans flocked into the Southwest. When the Great Depression struck, about half a million were either deported or persuaded to return to Mexico. But during World War II and again between 1948 and 1965, federal legislation encouraged the importation of temporary farm workers called braceros, and many other Mexicans entered the country illegally. Many of these Mexicans, and other Spanish-speaking people from Puerto Rico who could immigrate to the mainland legally, settled in the great cities, where low-paying but usually steady work was available. They lived in slums called barrios, as segregated, crowded, and crime-ridden as the black ghettos. Spanish-speaking newcomers were for a time largely apolitical; they tended to mind their own business and to make little trouble. But in the early 1960s a new spirit of resistance arose. Leaders of the new movement called themselves Chicanos. They demanded better education for their children and urged their fellows to take pride in their traditions, demand their rights, and organize politically.   One Chicano nationalist group, the Crusade for Justice, focused on achieving social reforms and setting up political action groups. Its slogan, "Venceremos, " was Spanish for Martin Luther King's pledge: We shall overcome. 

The Chicano leader with the widest influence was Cesar Chaves, who concentrated on what was superficially a more limited goal: organizing migrant farm workers into unions. After serving in the navy during World War II, Chavez became general director of the Community Service Organization (CSO), a group seeking to raise the political consciousness of the poor and develop self-help programs among them. But he resigned in 1962 because he believed it was not devoting enough attention to the plight of migrant workers. He then founded the National Farm Workers Association, later known as the United Farm Workers Organizing Committee. 

In 1965 Chavez turned a strike of grape pickers in Delano, California, into a nationwide crusade against the migrant labor system. Avoiding violence, he enlisted the support of church leaders and organized sit-ins, a march on the state capital, and then a national consumer boycott of grapes. He proved that migrant workers could be unionized and that the militant demands of minorities for equal treatment did not necessarily lead to separatism and class or racial antagonism. 

The struggles of blacks radicalized many American Indians, who used the term "Red Power" as blacks spoke of Black Power and referred to more conservative colleagues as "Uncle Tomahawks." The National Indian Youth Council and later the American Indian Movement (AIM) demanded the return of lands taken illegally from their ancestors. They called for a concerted effort to revive tribal cultures, even the use of peyote, a hallucinogenic controlled substance, in religious ceremonies.  Some AIM leaders sought total separation from the United States; they envisaged setting up states within states such as the Cherokees had established in Georgia in Jacksonian days. In 1973 radicals occupied the town of Wounded Knee, South Dakota (site of one of the most disgraceful massacres of Indians in the 19th century), and held it at gunpoint for weeks. 

While traditionalists resisted the militants, liberal white opinion proved to be generally sympathetic. In 1975 Congress passed the Indian Self determination Act, which gave individual tribes much greater control over such matters as education, welfare programs, and law enforcement. 

Militant ethnic pride characterized the behavior of many Americans. Blacks donned African garments and wore their hair in natural "Afro" styles. Italian Americans, Polish-Americans, and descendants of other "new immigrant" groups eagerly studied their histories in order to preserve their culture. The American melting pot, some historians now argued, had not amalgamated the immigrant strains as completely as had been thought. 

The concern for origins was in part nostalgic and romantic. As the number of, say, Greek-Americans who had ever seen Greece declined, the appeal of Greek culture increased. But for blacks, whose particular origins were obscured by the catastrophe of slavery, awareness of their distinctiveness was more important. Racial pride was a reflection of the achievements that blacks had made in the postwar period. There was a black on the Supreme Court (Thurgood Marshall, tactician of the fight for school desegregation). President Johnson had named the first black to a Cabinet post (Robert Weaver, secretary of housing and urban development). The first black since Reconstruction (Edward W. Brooke of Massachusetts) was elected to the United States Senate in 1966. A number of large cities elected black mayors. 

The color line was broken in major league baseball in 1947, and soon all professional sports were open to black athletes. Whereas the reign of black heavyweight boxing champion Jack Johnson (1908-1915) had inspired an open search for a "white hope" to depose him, and whereas the next black champion, Joe Louis (1937-1949), was accepted by whites because he "knew his place" and was "well behaved," it was possible for champion Muhammad Ali to be a hero to both white and black boxing fans despite his boastfulness ("I am the greatest"), his militant advocacy of racial equality, and adoption of the Muslim religion. Black Americans had found real self-awareness. The attitude of mind that ran from the lonely Denmark Vesey to Frederick Douglass to W. E. B. Du Bois had become the black consensus. 

Rethinking Public Education

Young people were in the forefront in both the fight for the rights of blacks and the women's liberation movement. In a time of uncertainty and discontent, full of conflict and dilemma, youth was affected more strongly than the older generations, and it reacted more forcefully. No established institution escaped its criticisms, not even the vaunted educational system, which, youth discovered, poorly suited its needs. This was still another paradox of modem life, for American public education was probably the best (it was certainly the most comprehensive) in the world. 

After World War I, under the impact of Freudian psychology, the emphasis in elementary education shifted from using the schools as instruments of social change, as John Dewey had recommended, to using them to promote the emotional development of the students. "Child-centered" educators played down academic achievement in favor of "adjustment." It probably stimulated the students' imaginations and may possibly have improved their psychological well-being, but observers soon noted that the system produced poor work habits, fuzzy thinking, and plain ignorance. 

The demands of society for rigorous intellectual achievement made this distortion of progressive education increasingly unsatisfactory. Following World War II, critics began a concerted assault on the system. The leader of the attack was James B. Conant, former president of Harvard. His book The American High School Today (1959) sold nearly half a million copies. Conant flayed the schools for their failure to teach English grammar and composition effectively, for neglecting foreign languages, and for ignoring the needs of both the brightest and the slowest of their students. 

The success of the USSR in launching Sputnik in 1957 increased the influence of critics like Conant. To match the Soviets' achievement, the United States needed thousands of engineers and scientists, and the schools were not turning out enough graduates prepared to study science and engineering at the college level. Suddenly the schools were under enormous pressure, for with more and more young people wanting to go to college, the colleges were raising their admission standards. The traditionalists thus gained the initiative, academic subjects enjoyed revived prestige. The National Defense Education Act of 1958 supplied a powerful stimulus by allocating funds for upgrading work in the sciences, foreign languages, and other subjects and for expanding guidance services and experimenting with television and other new teaching devices. 

Concern for improving the training of the children of disadvantaged minority groups (Mexican Americans, Puerto Ricans, Indians, blacks) pulled the system in a different direction. Many of these children lived in horrible slums, often in broken homes. They lacked the incentives and training that middle-class children received in the family. Many did poorly in school, in part because they were poorly motivated, in part because the system was poorly adapted to their needs. But catering to the needs of such children threatened to undermine the standards being set for other children. Added to the strains imposed by racial conflicts, the effect was to create the most serious crisis American public education had ever faced. 

The post-Sputnik stress on academic achievement profoundly affected education, too. Critics demanded that secondary schools and colleges raise their standards and place more stress on the sciences. Prestige institutions such as Harvard, Yale, Columbia, Stanford, and dozens of other colleges and universities raised their entrance requirements. By the mid-1960s, the children of the baby boom generation were flocking into the nation's high schools and colleges. Population growth and the demands of society for specialized intellectual skills were causing educational institutions to burst at the seams. Enrollments had risen rapidly after World War II, mostly because of the G.I. Bill; by 1950 there were 2.6 million students in American colleges and universities. Twenty years later the total had risen to 8.6 million, a decade after that to about 12 million. To bridge the gap between high school and college, two year junior colleges proliferated. Almost unknown before 1920, there were more than 1,300 junior colleges in the late 1980s. 

The federal and state government, together with private philanthropic institutions such as the Carnegie Corporation and the Ford Foundation, poured millions of dollars into education at every level-from preschool programs like Head Start, into classroom and dormitory construction, into teacher training, into scholarship funds. At the graduate level, the federal government's research and development program provided billions for laboratories, equipment, professors' salaries, and student fellowships. 

Students in Revolt
For a time after the war, the expansion of higher education took place with remarkable smoothness. Veterans, eager to make up for lost time, concentrated on their studies, and most younger students followed their lead. But in the 1960s the mood changed. This college generation had grown up during the postwar prosperity and had been trained by teachers who were, by and large, New Deal liberals. The youngsters had been told that the government was supposed to regulate the economy and help the weak against the strong. But many did not think it was performing these functions adequately. Modern industrial society with its "soulless" corporations, its computers, and its almost equally unfeeling human bureaucracies made them feel insignificant and powerless. Their advantages also made them feel guilty when they thought about the millions of Americans who did not have them. The existence of poverty in a country as rich as the United States seemed intolerable, race prejudice both stupid and evil. The response of their elders to McCarthyism appeared craven cowardice of the worst sort. 

All these influences were encapsulated in a manifesto put forth at a meeting of Students for a Democratic Society (SDS) held at Port Huron, Michigan, in 1962. "We are the people of this generation ... looking uncomfortably to the world we inherit," their Port Huron Statement began. How to reconcile the contradictions between the idea that "all men are created equal" with "the facts of Negro life"? The government says it is for peace yet makes huge "economic and military investments in the Cold War." "We would replace power rooted in possession, privilege, or circumstance," the SDS manifesto ran, by power "rooted in love." 

SDS grew rapidly, powered by the war in Vietnam and a seemingly unending list of local campus issues. Radical students generally had little tolerance for injustice, and their dissatisfaction often found expression in public protests. The first great outburst convulsed the University of California at Berkeley in the fall of 1964. Angry students staged sit-down strikes to protest the prohibition of political canvassing on the campus. Hundreds were arrested; the state legislature threatened reprisals; the faculty became involved in the controversy. 

On campus after campus in the late 1960s, students organized sit-ins and employed other disruptive tactics. Frequently professors and administrators played into the radicals' hands, being so offended by their methods and manners that they refused to recognize the legitimacy of some of their demands. At Columbia in 1968, SDS and black students occupied university buildings and issued "nonnegotiable" demands concerning the university's involvement in secret military research and its relations with neighborhood minority groups. When, after long delays, the police were called in to clear the buildings, dozens of students, some of them innocent bystanders, were clubbed and beaten. 

Equally significant in altering the student mood was the frustration that so many of them felt with traditional aspects of college life. Dissidents denounced rules that restricted their personal lives, such as prohibitions on the use of alcohol and the banning of members of the opposite sex from dormitories. They complained that required courses inhibited their intellectual development. They demanded a share in the government of their institutions, long the private preserve of administrators and professors. 

Beyond their specific complaints, the radicals refused to put up with anything they considered wrong. The knotty social problems that made their elders gravitate toward moderation led these students to become intransigent absolutists. Racial prejudice was evil: It must be eradicated. War in a nuclear age was insane: Armies must be disbanded. Poverty amid plenty was an abomination: End poverty now. To the counsel that evil can be eliminated only gradually, they responded with scorn. Extremists adopted a nihilistic position: The only way to deal with a "rotten" society was to destroy it; reform was impossible, constructive compromise corrupting. 

Critics found the radical students infantile because they refused to tolerate frustration or delay, old-fashioned because their absolutist ideas had been exploded by several generations of philosophers and scientists, authoritarian because they rejected majority rule. As time passed SDS was plagued by factional disputes. Radical women claimed that it was run by male chauvinists; women who sought some say in policy matters, one of them has written, were met with "indifference, ridicule, and anger." 

By the end of the 1960s SDS had lost much of its influence with the general student body. Nevertheless, it had succeeded in focusing attention on genuine social and political weaknesses both on the campuses and in the larger world. 

Black students influenced the academic world in a variety of ways. Most colleges tried to increase black enrollments by their use of scholarship funds and by lowering academic entrance requirements when necessary to compensate for the poor preparation many black students had received. But most black students were dissatisfied with college life. They tended to keep to themselves and usually had little to do with the somewhat elitist SDS. But they demanded more control over all aspects of their education than whites typically did. They wanted black studies programs taught and administered by blacks. Achievement of these goals was difficult because of the shortage of black teachers and because professors-including most black professors---considered student control of appointments and curricula unwise and in violation of the principles of academic freedom. 

Unlike white radical students, blacks tended to confine their demands to matters directly related to local conditions. Although generalization is difficult, probably the majority of academics drew a distinction between black radicals, whose actions they found understandable, and white radicals, many of whom the academics considered self-indulgent or emotionally disturbed. 

The Counterculture
Some young people, generally known as hippies, were so repelled by the modern world that they retreated from it, finding refuge in communes, drugs, and mystical religions. Groups could be found in every big city in the United States and Europe. Some hippies, like the poet Allen Ginsberg and the novelist Ken Kesey, were genuinely creative people. 

Ginsberg's dark, desperate masterpiece, Howl, written in 1955, is perhaps the most widely read poem of the postwar era, certainly a work of major literary significance. Howl begins: "I saw the best minds of my generation destroyed by madness, starving hysterical naked," and goes on to describe the wanderings and searchings of these "angel headed hipsters ... seeking jazz or sex or soup" in Houston, "whoring in Colorado," and "investigating the F.B.I. in beards and shorts" in California, all the while denouncing "the narcotic tobacco haze of Capitalism." Others, however, such as the "Yippies" Abbie Hoffman and Jerry Rubin, are best described as professional iconoclasts. (In 1968 Yippies went through the motions of nominating a pig named Pigassus for president.) 

The hippies developed a "counterculture" so directly opposite to the way of life of their parents' generation as to suggest to critics that they were still dominated by the culture they rejected. They wore old blue jeans and (it seemed) any nondescript garments they happened to find at hand. Male hippies wore their hair long and grew beards. Females avoided makeup, bras, and other devices more conventional women used to make themselves attractive to men. Both sexes rejected the old Protestant ethic; being part of the hippie world meant not caring about money, material goods, or power over other people. Love was more important than money or influence, feelings more significant than thought, natural things superior to anything manufactured . 

Most hippies resembled the radicals in their political and social opinions, but they rejected activism. Theirs was a world of folk songs and blaring "acid rock" music, of "be-ins," casual sex, and drugs. Their slogan, "Make love, not war," was a general pacifist pronouncement, not necessarily a specific criticism of events in Vietnam. Indeed, passivity was with them a philosophy, almost a principle. At rock concerts they listened where earlier generations had danced. Hallucinogenic drugs heightened users' "experiences" while they were in fact in a stupor. Another hippie motto, "Do your own thing," can work only in social situations where no one does anything. Hippie communes were a far cry from the busy centers of social experimentation of the pre-Civil War Age of Reform. 

Charles A. Reich, a professor at Yale, praised the hippie view of the world in The Greening of America (1970), calling it "Consciousness III." Reich's Consciousness I was the do-it-yourself, laissez-faire approach to life-having "more faith in winning than in love"; Consciousness II was the psychology of "liberal intellectuals," marked by faith in institutional solutions to problems. Reich taught a course called "Individualism in America." One semester he had over 500 students, not one of whom failed. According to the Yale Course Guide, published by students, Professor Reich "thinks kids are neat and what can be bad about someone telling you how the system and the older generation have warped and destroyed things for us?" 

The Sexual Revolution
Young people made the most striking contribution to the revolution that took place in the late 1960s in public attitudes toward sexual relationships. Almost overnight, it seemed, conventional ideas about premarital sex, contraception and abortion, homosexuality, pornography, and a host of related matters were openly challenged. Probably the behavior of the majority of Americans did not alter radically. But the majority's beliefs and practices were no longer automatically acknowledged to be the only valid ones. It became possible for individuals to espouse different values and behave differently with relative impunity. 

The causes of this revolution were complex and interrelated; one change led to others. More efficient methods of birth control and antibiotics that cured venereal diseases removed the two principal practical arguments against sex outside marriage; with these barriers down, many people found their moral attitudes changing. Almost concurrently, Alfred C. Kinsey's Sexual Behavior in the Human Male (1948), which was based on thousands of confidential interviews, revealed that where sex was concerned, large numbers of Americans did not practice what they preached. Premarital sex, marital infidelity, homosexuality, and various forms of perversion were, Kinsey's figures showed, far more common than most persons had suspected. 

Sexual Behavior in the Human Male shocked many people and when Kinsey published Sexual Behavior in the Human Female in 1958, which demonstrated that the sexual practices of women were as varied as those of men, he was subjected to a storm of abuse and deprived of the foundation support that had financed his research. 

Kinsey has been called "the Marx of the sexual revolution." Once it became possible to accept the idea that one's own urges might not be as uncommon as one had been led to believe, it became much more difficult to object to any sexual activity practiced in private by consenting adults. Homosexuals, for example, demanded that the heterosexual society cease harassing and discriminating against them. 

The sexual revolution in its many aspects served useful functions. Reducing inhibitions was liberating for many persons of both sexes, and this tended to help young people form permanent associations on the basis of deeper feelings than their sexual drives. Women surely profited from the new freedom, just as a greater sharing of family duties by husbands and fathers opened men's lives to many new satisfactions. 

But like other changes, the revolution produced new problems. For young people, sexual freedom could be very unsettling; sometimes it generated social pressures that propelled them into relationships they were not yet prepared to handle. Equally perplexing was the rise in the number of illegitimate births. Easy cures did not eliminate venereal disease; on the contrary, the relaxation of sexual taboos produced an epidemic of gonorrhea, a frightening increase in the incidence of syphilis, and the emergence of a deadly new disease, acquired immune deficiency syndrome (AIDS). 

Exercising the right to advocate and practice previously forbidden activities involved subjecting people who found those activities offensive-still a large proportion of the population-to embarrassment and even acute emotional distress. Some people believed pornography to be ethically wrong, and most feminists considered it degrading to women. Abortion raised difficult legal and moral questions that exacerbated already serious social conflicts. 

Women's  Liberation
Sexual freedom also contributed to the revival of the women's rights movement. For one thing, freedom involved a more drastic revolution for women than for men. Effective methods of contraception obviously affected women more directly than men, and the new attitudes heightened women's awareness how the old sexual standards had restricted their entire existence. In fact the two movements interacted. Concern for better job opportunities and for equal pay for equal work, for example, fed the demand for day-care centers for children. 

Still another cause of the new drive for women's rights was concern for improving the treatment of minorities. Participation in the civil rights movement encouraged women to speak out more forcefully for their own rights. Feminists argued that they were being demeaned and dominated by a male-dominated society and must fight back. 

When World War 11 ended, women who had taken jobs because of the labor shortage were expected to surrender them to veterans and return to their traditional. roles as housewives and mothers. Some did; in 1940 about 15 percent of American women in their early thirties were unmarried, in 1965 only 5 percent. Many, however, did not meekly return to the home, and many of those who did continued to hold down jobs. Other women went to work to counterbalance the onslaught of inflation, still others simply because they enjoyed the money and the independence that jobs provided. Between 1940 and 1960 the proportion of women workers doubled. The rise was particularly swift among married women, and the difficulties faced by anyone trying to work while having to perform household duties increased the resentment of these workers. 

Women workers still faced job discrimination of many kinds. In nearly every occupation they were paid less than men. Many interesting jobs were either closed to them entirely or doled out on the basis of some illogical and often unwritten quota system. Many women objected to this state of affairs even in the 1950s; in the 1960s their protest erupted into an organized and vociferous demand for change. 

One of the leaders of the new women's movement was Betty Friedan. In The Feminine Mystique (1963), Friedan argued that advertisers, popular magazines, and other opinion-shaping forces were undermining the capacity of women to use their intelligence and their talents creatively by a pervasive and not very subtle form of brainwashing designed to convince them of the virtues of domesticity. She argued that without understanding why, thousands of women living supposedly happy lives were experiencing vague but persistent feelings of anger and discomfort. "The only way for a woman ... to know herself as a person is by creative work of her own," she wrote. A "problem that had no name" was stifling women's potential. 

The Feminine Mystique "raised the consciousness" of women and men-over a million copies were quickly sold. Friedan was deluged by letters from women who had thought that their feelings of unease and depression despite their "happy" family life were both unique to themselves and unreasonable. 

Friedan had assumed that if able women acted with determination, employers would stop discriminating against them. This did not happen. In 1966 she and other feminists founded the National Organization for Women (NOW). Copying the tactics of black activists, NOW called for equal employment opportunities and equal pay as civil rights. "The time has come for a new movement toward true equality for all women in America and toward a fully equal partnership of the sexes," the leaders announced. In 1967 NOW came out for an equal rights amendment to the Constitution, for changes in the divorce laws, and for the legalization of abortion, the right of "control of one's body." 

By 1967 some feminists were arguing that NOW was not radical enough. They deplored its hierarchical structure and its imitation of conventional pressure-group tactics. Equality of the two sexes smacked of "separate but equal" to these women. Typical was Kate Millett, whose Sexual Politics (1970) called for a " sexual revolution" to do away with "traditional inhibitions and taboos." Millett denounced male supremacy and drew a distinction between the immutable biological differences between men and women and gender, how men and women relate to one another socially and culturally, which are learned ways of behaving and thus capable of change. For example, people must stop thinking of words like violent and efficiency as male and passive and tenderness as female. 

The radicals gathered in small consciousness raising groups to discuss questions as varied as the need for government child-care centers, how best to denounce the annual Miss America contests, and lesbianism. They held conferences and seminars and published magazines, the most widely known being Ms. edited by Gloria Steinem. Academics among them organized women's studies programs at dozens of colleges. 

Some radical feminists advocated raising children in communal centers and doing away with marriage as a legal institution. "The family unit is a decadent, energy-absorbing, destructive, wasteful institution," one prominent feminist declared. Others described marriage as "legalized rape." 

The militants attacked the standard image of the female sex. Avoiding the error of the Progressive Era reformers who had fought for the vote by stressing differences between the sexes, they insisted on total equality. Cliches such as "the weaker sex" made them see red. They insisted that the separation of "Help Wanted-Male" and "Help Wanted Female" classified ads in newspapers violated the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and they demanded that men bear more of the burden of caring for their children, cooking, and housework. They took courses in self-defense in order to be able to protect themselves from muggers, rapists, and casual mashers. They denounced the use of masculine words like chairman (favoring chairperson) and of such terms as mankind and men to designate people in general.* They substituted Ms. for both Miss and 

Mrs. on the grounds that the language drew no such distinction between unmarried and married men.  The most radical of the feminists went still further. As Todd Gitlin put it in The Sixties: Years of Hope, Days of Rage, they attacked "not just capitalism, but men." 

At the other extreme, many women rejected the position even of moderate feminists like Betty Friedan. Conservatives campaigned against the equal rights amendment. After the Supreme Court declared in Roe v. Wade (1973) that women had a constitutional right to have an abortion during the early stages of pregnancy, a right-to-life movement dedicated to the overturn of the decision sprang up. But few people escaped being affected by the women's movement. Even the most unregenerate male seemed to recognize that the balance of power and influence between the sexes had been altered. Clearly, the sexual revolution was not about to end, the direction of change in relationships not to be turned back.

CHAPTER 30

Our Times-Running on Empty
THE COUNTRY GREETED THE ACCESSION of Gerald Ford to the presidency with a collective sigh of relief. Most observers considered Ford unimaginative, but his record was untouched by scandal. He was Nixon's opposite as a person, being gregarious and open, and he stated repeatedly that he took a dim view of Nixon's high-handed way of dealing with Congress. The president and Congress must work together in the nation's interest, he insisted.

Ford as President
Ford obviously desired to five up to public expectations, yet he was soon embroiled in controversy. At the outset he aroused widespread resentment by pardoning Nixon for whatever crimes, known or unknown, he had committed in office. Not many Americans wanted to see the ex-president lodged in jail, but pardoning him seemed- incomprehensible when he had admitted no guilt and had not yet been officially charged with any crime. Ugly rumors of a deal worked out before Nixon resigned were soon circulating, for the pardon seemed grossly unfair. Why should Nixon go scot-free when his chief underlings, Mitchell, Haldeman, and Ehrlichman, were being brought to trial for their part in the Watergate scandal? (All three were eventually convicted and jailed.)

Ford displayed inconsistency and apparent incompetence in managing the economy. He announced that inflation was the major problem and called on patriotic citizens to signify their willingness to fight it by wearing buttons inscribed "Whip Inflation Now." Almost immediately the economy entered a precipitous slump. Production fell and the unemployment rate rose above 9 percent. The president was forced to ask for tax cuts and other measures aimed at stimulating business activity. While pressing for them, he continued to fulminate against spending on social programs to help the urban poor.

That Ford would never act rashly proved to be an incorrect assumption. Ford had always taken a hawkish position on the Vietnam War. As the military situation deteriorated in the spring of 1975, he tried to persuade Congress to pour more arms into the South to stem the North Vietnamese advance. The legislators flatly refused to do so, and late in April, Saigon fell. The long Vietnam War was finally over.

Two weeks earlier local communists of a particularly radical persuasion had overturned the pro American regime in Cambodia. On May 12, Cambodian naval forces seized the American merchant ship Mayaguez in the Gulf of Siam. Without allowing the new regime time to respond to his perfectly proper demand that the Mayaguez and its crew be freed, Ford ordered Marine units to attack Tang Island, where the captured vessel had been taken. The assault succeeded in that the Cambodians released the Mayaguez and its crew of 39, but 38 Marines died in the operation. Since the Cambodians had released the ship before the Marines struck, Ford's reflexive response was probably unnecessary.

After some hesitation Ford decided to seek the Republican presidential nomination in 1976. He was opposed by Ronald Reagan, ex-governor of California, a movie actor turned politician who was the darling of the Republican right wing. Reagan's campaign was well organized and well financed. He was an excellent speaker, where Ford proved somewhat bumbling on the stump. The contest was close, both candidates winning important primaries and gathering substantial blocs of delegates in nonprimary states. At the convention in August, Ford obtained a slim majority.

The Democrats chose James Earl Carter, a former governor of Georgia, as their candidate. Carter had been a naval officer and a substantial peanut farmer and warehouse owner before entering politics. He was elected governor of Georgia in 1970. While governor he won something of a reputation as a southern public official who treated black citizens fairly. (He hung a portrait of Martin Luther King, Jr., in his office.)

Carter's political style was informal-he insisted on being called Jimmy. During the campaign he turned his inexperience in national politics to his advantage, emphasizing his lack of connection with the Washington establishment rather than apologizing for it. He repeatedly called attention to his integrity and his deep religious faith. "I'll never he to you," he promised voters, a pledge that no candidate would have bothered to make before Nixon's disgrace.

In the election campaign Ford stressed controlling inflation, Carter high unemployment. After a close but uninspiring contest, Carter was elected, 297 electoral votes to 241, having carried most of the South and a few large industrial states. A key element in his victory was the fact that he got an overwhelming majority of the black vote (partly on his record in Georgia, partly because Ford had been unsympathetic toward the demands of the urban poor). He also ran well in districts where labor unions were influential.

The Carter Presidency
Carter shone brightly in comparison with Nixon, and he seemed more forward-looking and imaginative than Ford. He tried to give a tone of democratic simplicity and moral fervor to his administration. He enrolled his daughter Amy, a fourth grader, in a -largely black Washington public school. Soon after taking office he held a "call-in," for two hours answering questions phoned in by people from all over the country.

As an administrator, Carter fared poorly. He submitted many complicated proposals to Congress but failed in most instances to follow them up. This tendency led to frequent changes in policy. After campaigning on the need to restrain inflation, he came out for a $50 income tax rebate that would surely have caused prices to rise if Congress had passed it. He also tended to blame others when his plans went awry. In an important television address, he described a national malaise that was sapping people's energies and undermining civic pride. Although there was some truth to this observation, it made the president seem ineffective and petulant.

Cold War or Detente?
In foreign affairs Carter announced that he would put defense of "basic human rights" before all other concerns. He cut off aid to Chile and Argentina because of human rights violations and negotiated treaties gradually transferring control of the Panama Canal to Panama. He also sought to continue the Nixon-Kissinger policy of detente.

In 1979 he agreed to exchange ambassadors with the People's Republic of China. However, maintaining good relations with the Soviet Union was more difficult. He did negotiate another Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty missle (SALT 11) with the Soviet Union in the summer of 1979, but when the Soviets sent troops into Afghanistan to overthrow a government they disapproved of, Carter denounced the invasion and threatened to use force if they invaded any country bordering on the Persian Gulf. Carter also stopped shipments of grain and technologically advanced products to the Soviet Union and withdrew the new SALT treaty.

Carter's one striking diplomatic achievement was the so-called Camp David Agreement between Israel and Egypt. Avoiding war in the Middle East was crucial because war in that part of the world was likely to result in a cutoff of oil supplies from the Arab nations. In September 1978 the president of Egypt, Anwar Sadat, and Prime Minister Menachem Begin of Israel came to the United States at Carter's invitation to negotiate a peace treaty ending the state of war that had existed between their countries for many years. For two weeks they conferred at Camp David, the presidential retreat outside the capital, and Carter's mediation had much to do with their successful negotiations. In the treaty Israel promised to withdraw from territory captured from Egypt during the Six-Day War of 1967. Egypt in turn recognized Israel as a nation, the first Arab country to do so.

A Time of Troubles
Carter had promised to fight inflation by reducing government spending and balancing the budget and to stimulate the economy by cutting taxes. He advanced an admirable, if complicated, plan for conserving energy and reducing the dependence of the United States on OPEC oil. It involved raising the tax on gasoline and imposing a new tax on "gas guzzlers," cars that got relatively few miles per gallon. But in typical fashion he did not press for these measures.

For reasons that were not entirely Carter's fault, national self-confidence was at a low ebb. The United States had lost considerable international prestige. To a degree this was unavoidable. The very success of American policies after World War 11 had something to do with the decline of American influence in the world. The Marshall Plan, for example, enabled the nations of western Europe to rebuild their economies; thereafter they were less dependent on outside aid, and in the course of pursuing their own interests they sometimes adopted policies that did not seem to be in the best interests of the United States. Under American occupation, Japan rebuilt its shattered economy. By the 1960s and 1970s it had become one of the world's leading manufacturing nations, its exporters providing fierce competition in markets previously dominated by Americans.

At home the decay of the inner sections of many cities was a continuing cause of concern. The older cities seemed almost beyond repair. Crime rates were high, public transportation was dilapidated and expensive, other city services were understaffed and inefficient, the schools were crowded, and student performance was poor. Blacks, Hispanics, and other minorities made up a large percentage of the population in decaying urban areas. That they had to live in such surroundings made a mockery of the commitment made by the civil rights legislation of the 1960s and Lyndon Johnson's Great Society program to treat all people equally and improve the lives of the poor.

Double-Digit Inflation
The most vexing problem in the Carter years was soaring inflation. Prices had been rising for an unusually long period and in recent years at an unprecedentedly rapid pace. In 1971 an inflation rate of 5 percent had so alarmed President Nixon that he had imposed a price freeze. In 1979 a 5 percent rate was almost deflationary-the actual rate was nearly 13 %. 

Double-digit inflation had a devastating effect on the poor, the retired, and others who were living on fixed incomes. However, the squeeze that price increases put on these unfortunates was only part of the damage done. People began to anticipate inflation. They bought goods they did not really need, on the assumption that whatever today's price, tomorrow's would be higher still. This behavior increased demand and pushed prices up still more. At another level, a kind of "flight from money" began. Well-to do Individuals transferred their assets from cash to durable goods such as land and houses, gold, works of art, jewelry, rare postage stamps, and other "collectibles." Interest rates rose rapidly as lenders demanded higher returns to compensate for expected future inflation.

Congress raised the minimum wage to help low-paid workers cope with inflation. It pegged social security payments to the cost-of-living index in an effort to protect retirees. The poor and the pensioners got some immediate relief because of these laws, but their increased spending power caused further upward pressure on prices. Inflation was feeding on itself, and the price spiral seemed unstoppable.

The federal government made matters worse in several ways. People's wages and salaries rose in response to inflation, but their taxes went up more because higher dollar incomes put them in higher tax brackets. This "bracket creep" caused resentment and frustration among middle-class families. There were "taxpayer revolts" as many people turned against government programs for aiding the poor. Inflation also increased the government's need for money. Year after year it spent more than it received in taxes. By thus unbalancing the budget it pumped billions of dollars into the economy, and by borrowing to meet the deficits it pushed up interest rates, increasing costs to businesses that had to borrow.

The Carter Recession
Carter had little to suggest that was different from the policies of Nixon and Ford. In 1978 he named a conservative banker, Paul A. Volcker, as chairman of the Federal Reserve Board. Volcker believed that the way to check inflation was to limit the growth of the money supply. Under his direction the board adopted a tight-money policy, which caused already high interest rates to soar. High interest rates hurt

all borrowers, but they were especially damaging to the automobile and housing industries, because car and home buyers tend to borrow a large portion of the purchase price. High interest charges caused tens of thousands of automobile workers, carpenters, bricklayers, and other skilled workers to lose their jobs. Savings and loan institutions were especially hard hit because they were saddled with mortgages made when rates were as low as 4 and 5 percent. Now they had to pay much more than that to hold deposits and offer even higher rates to attract new money.

The Iranian Crisis: Origins
By the autumn of 1979 Carter's standing in public opinion polls was extremely low and his chances of being elected to a second term seemed dim. But at this point a dramatic upheaval in the Middle East revived his prospects. On November 4, 1979, about 400 armed Muslim militants broke into the American Embassy compound in Teheran, Iran, and took everyone within the walls captive.

The seizure had roots that ran far back in Iranian history. During World War II, Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and later the United States occupied Iran and forced its pro-German shah into exile, replacing him with his 22-year-old son, Muhammad Reza Pahlavi. In the early 1950s, when liberal and nationalist elements in Iran, led by premier Muhammad Mossadegh, sought to reduce the power of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, American mediators engineered a compromise that increased the price Iran received for its petroleum. Mossadegh was a liberal b Iranian standards but by western standards somewhat eccentric. He went about in pink pajamas and broke into tears at the slightest provocation. In 1953 a CIA coup presumably designed to prevent the nationalization of Iranian petroleum resources and the abolition of the monarchy resulted in his overthrow. His fall helped the international oil industry to export billions of barrels of cheap oil, but it turned most Iranians against the United States and Shah Reza Pahlavi. His unpopularity led the shah to purchase enormous amounts of American arms. President Nixon authorized the shah to buy any nonnuclear weapon in the American arsenal, so the shah, whose oil-based wealth was vast, proceeded to load up on sophisticated F-14 and F-15 fighters and other weapons. Over the years Iran became the most powerful military force in the region. While running for president, Carter had criticized Nixon's arms sales to Iran, but in office, in typical fashion, he reversed himself, even selling the shah state-of-the-art F-16 fighters and several expensive AWACs, observation planes equipped with ultrasophisticated radar.

Although Iran was an enthusiastic member of the OPEC cartel, the shah was for obvious reasons a firm friend of the United States. Iran seemed, as President Carter said in 1977, "an island of stability" in the troubled Middle East.  The appearance of stability was deceptive because of the shah's unpopularity. He suppressed liberal opponents brutally, and his attempts to introduce western ideas and technology angered conservatives. Muslim religious leaders were particularly offended by such "radical" policies as the shah's tentative efforts to improve the position of women in Iranian society. Because of his American supplied army and his American-trained secret police, his opponents hated the United States almost as much as they hated their ruler.

Throughout 1977, riots and demonstrations convulsed Iran. When soldiers fired on protesters, the bloodshed caused more unrest. The whole country seemed to rise against the shah. In January 1979, he was forced to flee. A revolutionary government headed by a revered religious leader, the Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, assumed power.

Khomeini denounced the United States, the "Great Satan" whose support of the shah, he said, had caused the Iranian people untold suffering. When President Carter allowed the shah to come to the United States for medical treatment, the seizure of the Teheran embassy resulted.

The Iranian Crisis: Carter's Dilemma
The militants announced that the captive Americans would be held as hostages until the United States returned the shah to Iran for trial as a traitor. They also demanded that the shah's vast wealth be confiscated and surrendered to the Iranian government. President Carter naturally rejected these demands. Deporting the shah, who had entered the United States legally, and confiscating his property were not possible under American law. Instead, Carter froze Iranian assets in the United States and banned trade with Iran until the hostages were freed.

A stalemate developed. Months passed. Even after the shah, who was terminally ill with cancer, left the United States for Panama, the Iranians remained adamant. The crisis provoked a remarkable emotional response in the United States. For once the entire country agreed on something. One result of this was a revival of Carter's political fortunes. Before the attack, Senator Edward M. Kennedy of Massachusetts, youngest brother of John F. Kennedy, had decided to seek the Democratic presidential nomination. He seemed a likely winner until the seizure of the hostages, which caused the public to rally around the president.

Nevertheless, the hostages languished in Iran, and an intense debate raged within the administration about whether or not to attempt to rescue them. In April 1980, Carter finally ordered a team of marine commandos flown into Iran in helicopters in a desperate attempt to free them. The raid was a fiasco. Several helicopters broke down. While the others were gathered at a desert rendezvous south of Teheran, Carter called off the attempt, and the Iranians made political capital of the incident, gleefully displaying on television the wrecked aircraft and captured American equipment. The stalemate continued. And when the shah died in July 1980, it made no difference to the Iranians.

The Election of 1980
Despite the failure of the raid, Carter had more than enough delegates at the Democratic convention to

win nomination on the first ballot. His Republican opponent in the campaign that followed was Ronald Reagan, the candidate who had almost defeated Gerald Ford for the nomination in 1976. Reagan had been a New Deal Democrat, but after World War II he became disillusioned with liberalism. He denounced government inefficiency and high taxation. When his movie career ended, he did publicity for General Electric and worked for various conservative causes. In 1966 he was elected governor of California.

The 1980 presidential campaign ranks among the most curious in American history. One of Reagan's opponents at the Republican convention, Congressman John Anderson of Illinois, ran for president as an independent. Both Carter and Reagan spent much time explaining why the other was unsuited to be president. Carter defended his record, though without much conviction. Reagan denounced criminals, drug addicts, and all varieties of immorality and spoke favorably of patriotism, religion, and family life. He also promised to reduce spending and cut taxes, at the same time insisting that the budget could be balanced and inflation sharply reduced.

Reagan's tendency to depend on popular magazine articles, half-remembered conversations, and other informal sources for his economic "facts" reflected a mental imprecision that alarmed his critics. But his sunny disposition and his reassuring, relaxed style compared favorably with Carter's personality. The president seemed tight-lipped and tense even when flashing his habitual toothy smile. A television debate between Carter and Reagan pointed up their personal differences, but Reagan's question to the audience-"Are you better off now than you were four years ago?"-had more effect on the election than any statement on policy.

In November, voter turnout was fight but lopsided, Reagan garnering over 43 million votes to Carter's 35 million and Anderson's 5.6 million. Dissatisfaction with the Carter administration seems to have accounted for the result. The Republicans also won control of the Senate and cut deeply into the Democratic majority in the House of Representatives.

Carter devoted his last weeks in office to the continuing hostage crisis. War had broken out between Iran and Iraq. The additional strain on an Iranian economy already shattered by revolution raised hopes that the Ayatollah Khomeini would release the captive Americans. With Algeria acting as intermediary, American and Iranian diplomats worked out an agreement. Perhaps for fear that the new president might take some drastic action, Iran at last agreed to release the hostages in return for its assets in the United States. After 444 days in captivity, the 52 hostages were set free on January 20, the day Reagan was inaugurated.

Reagan as President
Despite his amiable, unaggressive style, Reagan acted rapidly and with determination once in office. He hoped to change the direction in which the country was moving by turning many functions of the federal government over to the states and relying more on individual initiative. The marketplace, not bureaucratic regulations, should govern most economic decisions. Yet he also set out to increase military spending and defend American interests more vigorously in order to check what he saw as a steadily increasing gap between the strength and influence of the United States and that of the Soviet Union.

In August 1981, Reagan displayed his determination in convincing fashion when the nation's air traffic controllers went on strike. The law forbade them to do so, and Reagan ordered them to return to work. When more than 11,000 controllers refused to obey this order, Reagan discharged them and began a crash program to train replacements. Even after the strike collapsed, Reagan refused to rehire the strikers. The air controllers' union was destroyed.

Reagan made cutting taxes his first priority. He persuaded Congress to lower income taxes by 25 percent over three years and to check the growth of federal spending on social services such as welfare payments and food stamps. He insisted that in the long run poor people and everyone else would benefit more from his program than from these "handouts."

His reasoning was based on what was known as "supply-side economics." He claimed that people would have more money to invest because of the tax cut, that they would invest the money in productive ways rather than spend it on consumer goods (because they would be able to keep a larger share of their profits), and that the investments would lead to increased production, more jobs, prosperity, and therefore more tax income for the government despite the lower tax rates.

"Reaganomics," as administration policy was called, was not a new theory. Carter had advocated tax cuts, reduced federal spending, and tight money, and during his term the airlines were freed from control by the Civil Aeronautics Board. But supply side economics was old-fashioned to the point of being antique. It differed little from the policy Herbert Hoover had favored in the Great Depression, which his critics had derided as the "trickle-down" theory.

Most economists did not think that Reaganomics would work. By December 1982 the economy was in a full-scale recession. More than 10 percent of the work force was unemployed. Lower tax rates and a slumping economy were further unbalancing the budget. In 1983 the budget deficit topped $195 billion, up from $59 billion only three years earlier. The treasury was forced to borrow billions, which kept interest rates high. Only the fact that inflation was slowing brightened the gloomy picture.

Then, however, the economy began to pick up. With inflation down from more than 12 percent to less than 4 percent, the Federal Reserve Board relaxed its tight-money policy. Interest rates then declined, making it easier for people to finance the purchase of homes and automobiles. Unemployment, while still high, fell below 8 percent in 1984.

But the recovery did not lead to much new business investment. People seemed to be spending their additional income on consumer goods. Together with the federal deficits caused by the large increase in military expenditures, this spending prevented interest rates from going down as far as economists had hoped.

Many of Reagan's advisers urged him to reduce the military budget and seek some kind of tax increase in order to bring the government's income more nearly in line with its outlays. However, the president insisted that the military buildup was necessary because of the threat posed by the Soviet Union, which he called an "evil empire," and pursued a hard-line anticommunist foreign policy. Claiming that the communists were sending arms and supplies to the leftist government of Nicaragua and encouraging communist rebels in El Salvador, Reagan sought to undermine the Nicaraguan regime and bolster the conservative government of El Salvador. He used American troops to overthrow a Cuban backed regime on the Caribbean island of Grenada. With the reluctant support of the western democracies, he installed new nuclear missiles in Europe.

Four More Years
Although some Americans considered both his domestic and foreign policies wrong headed, Reagan's standing in public opinion polls remained high. At the 1984 Republican convention he was nominated for a second term without opposition.

The Democrats' choice was not made so easily. The leading candidate was Walter Mondale of Minnesota, who had been vice-president under Carter. He was opposed in the primaries by half a dozen others, including Senator John Glenn of Ohio, the former astronaut; Senator Gary Hart of Colorado; and the Reverend Jesse Jackson, a prominent civil rights activist. But by time of the Democratic convention, Mondale had a majority of the delegates and was nominated on the first ballot. He then electrified the country by choosing a woman, Representative Geraldine Ferraro of New York, as his running mate. His choice was widely praised. The Democrats expected that she would win the votes of many Republican women and that her selection would counter the claims of Mondale's critics that he was unimaginative and overly cautious. On the stump she drew large crowds and proved to be an excellent campaign orator.

Reagan began the campaign with several important advantages. He was especially popular among religious fundamentalists and other social conservatives. Many fundamentalist TV preachers campaigned in his behalf. "Americans are sick and tired of ... amoral liberals," the Reverend Jerry Falwell, founder of the Moral Majority movement, declared. Falwell was against drugs, the "coddling" of criminals, homosexuality, communism, and abortion views that Reagan shared. Though not openly anti black, Falwell disapproved of forced busing and a number of other government policies designed to help blacks and other minorities. Of course, Walter Mondale was also against many of the things that Falwell and his followers denounced, but Reagan was against them all.

But Moral Majority, despite its name, was far from an actual majority. Reagan's support was much more broadly based. Thousands of working people and an enormous percentage of white southerners, types that had been solidly Democratic during the New Deal and beyond, now voted Republican.

The president's personality was another important plus. Voters continued to admire his informal yet firm style and his stress on patriotism and other old-fashioned virtues. He was a confirmed optimist, telling the voters over and over that things were getting better and that four more years of Republican leadership would make them better still.

Mondale emphasized the difficulties that he saw ahead for the nation. He blamed Reagan for the huge increase in the federal deficit and accused him of misleading the public by saying that he would not raise taxes if reelected. He stated frankly that he would raise taxes if elected. This admission, most unusual for a person running for office, was another attempt to counter his reputation for political caution.

All the president's economic policies, Mondale insisted, hurt the poor, women, and minorities. He pointed out, correctly, that the number of people living below the poverty line had grown in the Reagan years to over 35 million, 15.2 percent of the population.

Most polls showed Reagan far in the lead when the campaign began, and this remained true throughout the contest. Optimism and opportunity were his catchwords. Mondale argued his case forcefully, but the nature of that case sometimes made him seem gloomy, complaining, and mean-spirited. Reagan avoided specifies, promising only that if he was elected, prosperity would continue and the future would be bright. Reagan's advanced age (73) was a legitimate issue, but when asked by a reporter whether he thought "the age question" important, he responded with a quip-he would not make an issue of his opponent's youth. On election day the president swept the nation, gathering nearly 60 percent of the popular vote and losing only in Mondale's Minnesota and the District of Columbia. His margin in the electoral college was 525 to 13.

Of all the elements in the New Deal coalition, only the blacks, who voted Democratic overwhelmingly, remained loyal, and their very unity may have accounted for the shift of so many white Democrats to Reagan. The Democratic strategy of nominating a woman for vice-president failed. Far more women voted for Reagan than for the Mondale-Ferraro ticket. Reagan's victory, like the Eisenhower landslides of the 1950s, was a personal one. The Republicans made only minor gains in the House of Representatives and actually lost two seats in the Senate.

The "Reagan Revolution"
Reagan's agenda for his second term closely resembled that of his first. In foreign affairs his anti-Soviet policies, and particularly his belligerent rhetoric, attracted no better than lukewarm support among all but the most fervent American anticommunists. This was particularly true after Mikhail S. Gorbachev became the Soviet premier in March 1985. Gorbachev was far more moderate and flexible than his predecessors and much more concerned about public opinion in the western democracies. He encouraged political debate and criticism in the Soviet Union-the policy known as glasnost-and sought to stimulate the stagnant Soviet economy by decentralizing administration and rewarding individual enterprise (perestroika).

Gorbachev also announced that he would continue to honor the un-ratified SALT II agreement, whereas Reagan seemed bent on pushing ahead with the expansion of America's nuclear arsenal. He wished to develop a computer-controlled Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) that would supposedly be capable of destroying enemy missiles in outer space where they could do no damage. Despite his insistence that SDI would be a defensive system, the Soviets objected to it vociferously.

But when he realized that the Soviets were eager to limit nuclear weapons, Reagan met with Gorbachev in October 1986 in Iceland to negotiate an arms control agreement. This summit got nowhere, partly because Reagan was determined to push SDI and partly because he apparently did not understand the implications of nuclear disarmament for western Europe. The Europeans, fearing Soviet superiority in conventional weapons, were horrified by the thought of total nuclear disarmament. The Iceland setback, however, proved temporary, and in 1988, at a second summit, Reagan and Gorbachev signed a treaty eliminating medium-range nuclear missiles.

Reagan nevertheless persisted in pressing his SDI scheme. After the spectacular Apollo program, which sent six expeditions to the moon between 1969 and 1972, NASA's prestige was beyond measurement. Its Skylab orbiting space station program (1973-1974) was equally successful. Early in 1981 the manned space shuttle Columbia, after orbiting for several days, returned to earth intact, gliding on its stubby, swept-back wings to an appointed landing strip. Columbia and other shuttles were soon transporting satellites into space for the government and private companies, and its astronauts were conducting military and scientific experiments of great importance.

Congress, however, boggled both at the enormous estimated cost of SDI and the idea of relying for national defense on the complex technology involved. The entire space program suffered a further setback in 1986, when the space shuttle Challenger exploded shortly after takeoff, killing its seven-member crew. This disaster put a stop to the program while complex engineering changes were made. Finally, however, in 1989 the shuttles began flying again.

The president was more successful in winning public support for his get-tough-with-terrorists policy. In October 1985, four Arabs seized control of a cruise ship in the Mediterranean. After killing an elderly American tourist, they surrendered to Egyptian authorities on condition that they be provided with safe passage to Libya on an Egyptian airliner.

The terrorists chose Libya because its president, Muammar al-Qaddafi, was a bitter enemy of Israel and the United States. On Reagan's orders Navy F-14 jets forced the Egyptian pilot to land in Italy instead of Libya, and the terrorists were taken into custody.  Then, after a Libyan-planned bombing of a West German club frequented by American servicemen, Reagan launched an air strike against Libyan bases from airfields in Great Britain. This attack greatly alarmed Europeans, but in America the president's popularity reached an all-time high.

Reagan's basic domestic objectives-to reduce the scope of federal activity, particularly in the social welfare area; to lower income taxes; and to increase the strength of the armed forces-did not change either. Despite the tax cuts already made, congressional leaders agreed to the Income Tax Act of 1986, which reduced the top levy on personal incomes from 50 percent to 28 percent and the tax on corporate profits from 46 percent to 34 percent. "When I think of coming here with the tax rate at 70 percent and ending my first term under 30 percent, it's amazing," one delighted Republican senator told reporters.

Liberal members of Congress had found it politically difficult to oppose the measure. The old tax system was full of "loopholes" benefiting particular interests and the new law did away with most tax shelters that had enabled high-income citizens to reduce their tax bills sharply. The law also relieved 6 million low-income people from paying any federal income tax at all. The objective of the law was to require people with similar incomes to pay roughly equal taxes.  balooned
But the law undermined the principle of progressive taxation-the practice, dating back to the first income tax enacted after the adoption of the Sixteenth Amendment in 1913, of requiring high income people to pay a larger percentage of their income than those with smaller incomes. The new law set only two rates: 15 percent on taxable incomes below $29,750 for families, and 28 percent on incomes above this limit. A family with a taxable income of $30,000 would pay at the same rate as one with $30 million, should any such exist.

Reagan advanced another of his objectives by appointing conservatives to federal judgeships. In 1981 he named Sandra Day O'Connor to the Supreme Court. Justice O'Connor was the first woman to be appointed to the Court, but she was nevertheless conservative on most constitutional questions.  When Chief Justice Warren C. Burger resigned in 1986, Reagan replaced him with Associate Justice William H. Rehnquist, probably the most conservative member of - the Court, and he filled the vacancy with Antonin Scalia, an even more conservative judge. After the resignation of Associate Justice Lewis F. Powell in 1987, the president nominated the extremely conservative Robert Bork, the man who, while Nixon's solicitor general, had discharged the Watergate special prosecutor, Archibald Cox.

But the Senate refused to confirm Bork, and eventually the appointment went to a less controversial but by no means liberal judge, Anthony M. Kennedy. By 1988 Reagan had appointed well over half of all the members of the federal bench.

Change and Uncertainty
But if the Reagan Revolution seemed to have triumphed, powerful forces were at work that no individual or party could effectively control. For one thing, the makeup of the American people, always in a state of flux, was changing at a rate approaching that of the early 1900s when the "new immigration" was at its peak. In the 1970s, after the Immigration Act of 1965 had put an end to the national-origin system, more than 4 million immigrants entered the country, the vast majority from Asia and Latin America. This trend continued; of the 601,000 who arrived in 1986, nearly 500,000 were from these regions. In addition, uncounted thousands entered the country illegally, most crossing the long, sparsely settled border with Mexico.

Some of the immigrants were refugees fleeing from repressive regimes in Vietnam, Cuba, Haiti, and Central America, and nearly all were poor. Most tended, like their predecessors, to crowd together in ethnic neighborhoods. Spanish could be heard more often that English in sections of Los Angeles, New York, Miami, and many other cities.

But no strong demand for immigration restriction developed, perhaps because so many Americans were themselves the children of immigrants. However, conservatives found it appalling that so many people could enter the country illegally, and even Americans sympathetic to the undocumented aliens agreed that control was desirable. Finally, in 1986, Congress passed a law offering amnesty to illegal immigrants long resident in the country but penalizing employers who hired illegal immigrants in the future. Many persons legalized their status under the new law, but the influx of illegal immigrants continued.

There were other disturbing trends. The postwar population explosion and the subsequent decline in the birthrate made pressure on the social security system inevitable when the baby boomers reached retirement age in the early 21st century. More immediately, the traditional family, consisting of a husband and wife and their children, the man the breadwinner and the woman the housewife, seemed in danger of ceasing to be the norm. An ever-larger number of families were headed by single parents, in most cases by women, often black and nearly always poor.

Year after year more than a million marriages ended in divorce. The tendency of couples to live together without getting married continued, helping to explain why the number of illegitimate births rose steadily. So did the number of abortions-from 763,000 in 1974 after abortion was legalized to an annual average of 1.3 million in the 1980s.

The Reagan administration devoted much effort to fighting crime, but despite the fact that the number of prison inmates reached an all-time high, little progress was made. A campaign against illegal drugs resulted in many arrests, but the drugs remained widely available. Cocaine became, in a cheap, smokable, and especially addictive form called "crack," a problem of epidemic proportion.

The drug problem was part of a larger and still more threatening one, the spread of the deadly new disease, AIDS. AIDS was caused by a virus that destroyed the body's immune system, exposing the victim to a host of deadly diseases. It was inevitably fatal. Since it is transmitted by the exchange of bodily fluids, intravenous drug users (who frequently shared needles) and homosexuals were its chief victims in the United States. But since it is a venereal disease, the possibility of its spreading through the general population is a constant danger.

Other social and economic changes that were difficult to control included the continuing shift of employment opportunities from the production of goods to the production of services-from raising wheat and manufacturing steel to advertising, banking, and record keeping. This meant a shift from blue- to white-collar work, which called for more better-educated workers than were currently available and increasing joblessness for the unskilled. Union membership had been failing since long before Reagan became president, but by 1985 it was down to about 19 percent of the work force, in large part because white-collar workers were difficult to organize.

The Merger Movement
Another worrisome trend was the merger movement, which saw often unrelated companies swallowing up one another in unprecedented fashion. By using borrowed funds, corporations could even buy businesses far larger than themselves, though the result left the new combination burdened with heavy debts. The movement began while Carter was president, and Reagan's abandonment of strict enforcement of the antitrust laws encouraged it. So did the federal tax structure; corporations pay taxes on stock dividends but can take the interest they pay to bondholders as tax deductions.

Piratical corporate "raiders" raised cash by issuing high-interest bonds secured by the assets of the company purchased. The system made it possible for a single entrepreneur to buy a giant corporation. In 1985 Ronald Perelman, who had recently obtained control of a supermarket chain with a net worth of about $145 million, managed to take over the cosmetics and health care firm Revlon, the net worth of which exceeded $1 billion. One deal often led to another. In 1985 the R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Company purchased the food conglomerate Nabisco for $4.9 billion. Three years later this new giant, RJR Nabisco, was itself taken over at a cost of $24.9 billion.

Still another economic trend that defied national control was the falling world price of petroleum. This eased inflationary pressures and helped speed recovery in the United States, but cheaper oil dealt a devastating blow to the economy of the Southwest, a region where support of Reagan's policies was particularly strong. Lower oil prices also forced oil producing countries in and out of OPEC to cut back on their imports of manufactured goods. Mexico was hit so hard that it could not even pay the interest on its debts without obtaining further loans. Many American banks suffered heavy losses when domestic and foreign oil-related loans went sour.

But by that time inflation had slowed to a crawl because of the tight money policy, and world agricultural prices were falling. Between 1982 and 1986 the value of American wheat exports fell from $8 billion to less than half that amount. For many debt-ridden farmers, this meant bankruptcy. More generally, the popularity of the Reagan tax reductions and the president's refusal to consider any change in course on this subject meant that the federal government continued to run at a huge deficit; the shortfall rose from $179 billion in 1985 to more than $220 billion in 1986.

The Iran-Contra Arms Deals
All these matters were partly beyond human control, or at least beyond what seemed practicable under the American political system. Overall, they diminished the effectiveness of the Reagan administration. But the administration suffered most from two self inflicted wounds involving American policy in Central America and the Middle East.

The Central American problem resulted from a revolution in Nicaragua, where in 1979 leftist rebels had overthrown the dictatorial regime of Anastasio Somoza. Because the victorious Sandinista government turned out to be Marxist-oriented (and supported by both Cuba and the Soviet Union), President Reagan was determined to force it from power. He backed anti-Sandinista elements in Nicaragua known as the Contras and in 1981 persuaded Congress to provide these "freedom fighters" with arms.

But the Contras made little progress, and many Americans feared that aiding them would lead, as it had in Vietnam, to the use of American troops in the fighting. In October 1984, in the Boland Amendment, Congress banned further military aid to the rebels. The president then sought to persuade other countries and private American groups to help the Contras (as he put it) to keep "body and soul together."

In the Middle East, war had been raging between Iran and Iraq since 1980. The chief interest of the United States in the conflict was to make sure that it did not cause the flow of Middle Eastern oil to the West to be cut off. But public opinion in the country was particularly incensed against the Iranians. Memories of the hostage crisis of the Carter years did not fade, and Iran was widely believed to be responsible for the fact that a number of Americans were being held hostage by terrorists in Lebanon. Reagan was known to oppose any bargaining with terrorists. Nevertheless, he was eager to find some way to free the captive Americans. During 1985 he made the fateful decision to allow the indirect shipment of arms to Iran by way of Israel, his hope being that this would result in the hostages' release. When it had no effect, he went further. In January 1986 he authorized the secret sale of American weapons directly to the Iranians.

The arms sale was arranged by Marine Colonel Oliver North, an aide of Reagan's national security adviser, Admiral John Poindexter. North was already in charge of the administration's effort to supply the Nicaraguan Contras indirectly. With Poindexter's knowledge, he used $12 million of the profit from the Iranian sales to provide weapons for the Contras, in plain violation of the congressional ban on such aid. North prepared a memorandum describing the transaction for Poindexter to show Reagan, but Poindexter testified under oath that he did not do so, in order, he claimed, to spare the president possible embarrassment.

News of the sales to Iran and of the use of the profits to supply the Contras came to fight in November 1986 and of course caused a sensation. Poindexter resigned; Colonel North was fired from his job with the security council; a special prosecutor, Lawrence E. Walsh, was appointed to investigate the affair; and both a presidential committee and a joint congressional committee began investigations. Reagan insisted that he knew nothing about the aid to the Contras, but according to polls, a majority of the people did not believe him, and critics pointed out that if he was telling the truth it was almost as bad, since that meant that he had not been in control of his own administration. Although he remained personally popular, his influence with Congress and his reputation as a political leader plummeted.

The Election of 1988
The decline of Reagan's influence was also related to his status as a lame-duck president entering the last year of his tenure. In both the major political parties, attention turned to the choice of presidential candidates.

After a shaky start, Reagan's vice-president, George Bush, ran away with the Republican primaries and won the nomination easily. The Democratic race was more complicated by far. So many candidates entered the field that the average citizen found it hard to tell them apart. Wits began to call the Democratic hopefuls the "seven dwarfs," suggesting both their lack of distinguishing qualities and their lack of distinction.

Gradually, however, the field shrank and the race settled down to a contest between Governor Michael S. Dukakis of Massachusetts and the black leader Jesse Jackson. Jackson proposed to reduce military spending sharply and invest the savings in improving education, health care, and other social services. As in the 1980 campaign, he had the support of most blacks, but he also attracted a larger percentage of white Democrats than in 1984.

Dukakis stressed his record as an efficient manager-the Massachusetts economy was booming. His campaign was well organized and well financed. By the end of the primary season he had a solid majority of convention. delegates. He selected a conservative senator, Lloyd Bentsen of Texas, as his running mate.  In his capacity as vice-president, Bush had been accused by critics of being a "wimp"-a weak, bloodless person who fawningly accepted every Reagan policy. As candidate for president, he set out to destroy this impression without rejecting the conservative Reagan philosophy. He attacked Dukakis savagely, charging him with coddling criminals because of a Massachusetts law granting furloughs to prisoners serving life sentences for murder.

Dukakis conducted a curiously lifeless campaign. He stressed his supposed leadership qualities and his administrative abilities, but he avoided speaking out strongly for the liberal social policies that every Democratic presidential candidate since Franklin Roosevelt had supported. Consequently, he found himself more often than not on the defensive against Bush's emotion-charged attacks.

Bush's choice of Senator Dan Quayle of Indiana as his running mate proved politically damaging to the Republicans. Although Quayle was an ardent supporter of military preparedness, it came out that he had avoided the Vietnam draft by enrolling in the Indiana National Guard. More seriously, he proved rather slow-witted in political debate, and Bush had difficulty even explaining why he had selected Quayle.

As the campaign progressed, neither presidential candidate aroused much enthusiasm among voters, but most polls indicated that Bush was gradually pulling away from his Democratic opponent. On election day he won handily, garnering 54 percent of the popular vote and carrying the electoral college, 426 to 112.

The End of the Cold War
Once in office, President Bush softened his tough tone, saying that he hoped to "make kinder the face of the nation and gentler the face of the world." He also displayed a more traditional command of the workings of government than his predecessor, which was reassuring to persons put off by Reagan's lack of interest in the details of government. He pleased "Reagan loyalists" by his opposition to abortion and gun control and by calling for a constitutional amendment prohibiting the burning of the American flag. His standing in the polls soared.

One important reason for this was the flood of good news from abroad. In Moscow, President Mikhail Gorbachev announced that the Soviet Union would not use force to keep communist governments in power in the satellite nations of eastern Europe. Swiftly the people of Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Romania, and East Germany did away with the repressive regimes that had ruled them throughout the postwar era and moved toward more democratic forms of government. Except in Romania, where the dictator Nicolae Ceausescu was executed by revolutionary leaders, all these fundamental changes were carried out 'in an orderly manner.

Almost overnight the international political climate changed. Soviet-style communism had been discredited. The Warsaw Pact was no longer a significant force in European international politics. The Cold War was over at last. With pro-democratic forces in power in East Germany, demand for union with West Germany quickly emerged. The infamous Berlin Wall was torn down, and talks were begun that led quickly to unification.

The United States had nothing to do with the eastern European upheavals, but President Bush profited from them immensely. He expressed moral support for the new governments (and provided some with modest amounts of financial assistance) but refrained from trying to embarrass the Soviets. His policy won the support of both Republican and Democratic leaders. At a summit meeting in Washington in June 1990, Bush and Gorbachev signed agreements reducing American and Russian stockpiles of long-range nuclear missiles by 30 percent and eliminating chemical weapons. They also announced plans for still further cuts in weaponry, and President Bush agreed to the relaxation of barriers on trade with the Soviet Union.

More controversial was the president's decision to send troops into Panama to overthrow General Manuel Noriega, who had refused to yield power even when his figurehead presidential candidate was defeated in a national election. Noriega was under indictment in the United States for drug trafficking, and after temporarily seeking refuge in the Vatican Embassy in Panama, he surrendered to the American forces and was taken to the United States to stand trial. Bush thus accomplished the objective of the invasion. But Latin Americans were alarmed at the United States' use of force in the region. The president's popularity, however, was not seriously affected.

The president also benefited from the ending of the conflict between the Sandinistas and the Contras in Nicaragua, although as in eastern Europe, he did not contribute much to its solution. For the first time in that small nation's history, a free presidential election was held. The result was a victory for middle-of-the-road democratic forces.

Domestic Problems and Possibilities
Bush's approach to domestic issues aroused a great deal of criticism even among Republicans. In general, like Reagan, he urged voluntarism rather than new legislation for dealing with problems. During the presidential campaign he made a politically popular promise not to raise taxes if elected, prefacing his statement with a phrase made famous by the actor Clint Eastwood: "Read my lips." In office he recommitted himself to that objective; in fact, he proposed reducing the tax on capital gains, a measure that would increase revenues briefly but cost the government billions in the long run. No one enjoys paying taxes; however, the national debt was huge and rapidly increasing. Dealing with it by reducing nonmilitary expenditures was extremely difficult.

Moreover, unforeseen needs for more expenditures were constantly arising. Nearly everyone favored extending aid to Poland and other eastern European countries struggling to revive their stagnant economies. The invasion of Panama had been expensive, and the cost of repairing the damage and helping the new government get on its feet was also substantial. 

Larger still were the sums needed to bail out the invalid savings and loan industry. The combination of Reagan-inspired bank deregulation, inflation, and rising interest rates had led many savings and loan institutions to lend money recklessly. A large number invested huge sums in risky junk bonds that paid high interest rates and in questionable real estate ventures. In booming states like Texas, Florida, and California such policies led to disaster when the economy cooled. In some cases the bankers had been no better than thieves, but their depositors were innocent victims, and in any case their deposits were insured. The government (meaning the general public) had to make good, and the price was enormous. Shortly after his inauguration, Bush estimated the cost as $50 billion. Within months estimates had risen to $500 million. Some economists feared it would mount still higher. 

Logic would suggest that if the tax burden had been roughly proportional to the needs of society when President Bush was elected, these unplanned but legitimate new expenses justified and indeed required a tax increase. But Bush refused to be influenced by such logic, and the Democrats were unwilling to press for new revenues unless he would agree. One indirect result of the no-new-taxes policy was to strain the resources of state governments, which had to assume burdens previously borne by Washington. 

Another result was the tendency of the Bush administration to settle for half measures even when considering matters the president considered important. Bush professed to be concerned about Japanese domination of the electronics industry, yet he cut back support of research on high-definition television, semiconductors, and similar projects. He called himself the "education president," and he recognized the government's obligation to tackle the drug problem, to protect the environment, and to support efforts to discover a cure for AIDS. In all these areas, however, the sums budgeted by the administration were relatively small. 

When the economy slowed in 1990, the resulting increase in the federal budget deficit finally forced the president to capitulate to reality and agree to the raising of the top income tax rate from 28 percent to 31 percent and to higher taxes on gasoline, liquor, and certain expensive luxuries. This angered conservative Republicans. By midsummer the nation was heading into a serious recession, and Bush's standing in the polls suffered a substantial decline. 

The War in the Persian Gulf
Early in August 1990, President Saddam Hussein of Iraq suddenly launched an all-out attack on Iraq's tiny neighbor, the oil-rich sheikdom of Kuwait. His pretext was Kuwait's supposed draining off of oil from the Rumalia oil field, much of which lay on the Iraqi side of their border. Saddam hoped to conquer Kuwait, thus increasing his nation's already large oil reserves to about 25 percent of the world total, and then to force up the world price of petroleum in order to replenish his treasury, badly depleted during his long, bloody war with Iran. His soldiers over ran Kuwait swiftly, then began systematically to

carry off anything of value they could transport back to Iraq. Within a week Saddam formally annexed Kuwait and he also massed troops along the border of neighboring Saudi Arabia. His army greatly outnumbered Saudi forces, and if he got control of Saudi Arabia's vast oil fields he would be able to dictate world oil prices. 


The Saudis and the Kuwaitis turned at once to the United States and other nations for help, and it was quickly given. In a matter of days the UN had applied trade sanctions against Iraq, and at the invitation of Saudi Arabia, the United States (along with Great Britain, France, Italy, Egypt, and Syria) began to move troops to bases in the area. Saddam then seized 6,500 foreigners in the land under his control, for use, he announced, as hostages in case of an attack on his territory. 

The anti-Iraq build-up took time, for aside from troops, planes, tanks, ammunition, and all sorts of other military equipment had to be transported by sea and air nearly half way across the globe. But from the start the build-up deterred the Iraqis from invading Saudi Arabia. Instead, they concentrated their forces in strong defensive positions in Kuwait and southern Iraq. This led President Bush to increase the American force in the area from 180,000 to more than 500,000, an army deemed capable of driving the Iraqis from their defenses and liberating Kuwait. In late November the UN took the fateful step of authorizing the use of this force if Saddam Hussein did not withdraw from Kuwait by January 15, 1991. Saddam flatly refused to do so, though in mid-December he released the foreign hostages.

American opinion was divided between those who favored starving Saddam into submission by means of the blockade and those who favored the use of force. A solid majority of Congress finally voted for the latter course as the UN deadline approached, and on January 17, the Americans unleashed an enormous air attack, directed by General Norman Schwartzkopf.

This air assault went on for nearly a month and it reduced a good deal of Iraq to rubble. The Iraqi forces, aside from firing a number of Scud missiles on Israel and Saudi Arabia, and setting fire to hundreds of Kuwaiti oil wells, simply endured the rain of destruction that fell on them daily.

On February 23 Bush issued an ultimatum to Saddam: Pull out of Kuwait or face an invasion. When Saddam ignored the deadline, UN troops, more than 200,000 strong, struck with overwhelming force. Between February 24 and February 27 they retook Kuwait, killing tens of thousands of Iraqis in the process and capturing still larger numbers. Some 4000 tanks and enormous quantities of other military equipment were destroyed.

President Bush then ordered an end to the attack and Saddam agreed to UN terms that included paying reparations to Kuwait. Polls indicated that about 90 percent of the American people approved both the president's management of the war and his overall performance as chief executive. These were the highest presidential approval ratings ever recorded.

Things Go Wrong--The Deficit Worsens
President Bush and indeed most observers expected Saddam to be driven from power in disgrace by his own people. Indeed, Bush publicly urged the Iraqis to do so. The Kurds in northern Iraq and pro-Iranian Shiite Moslems in the south then took up arms, but Saddam used the remnants of his army to crush them. He also refused repeatedly to carry out the terms of the peace agreement, which included destruction of his capacity for manufacturing missiles and developing atomic weapons. This led critics to argue that Bush should not have stopped the fighting until Baghdad, the Iraqi capital, had been captured and Saddam's army totally crushed.

To make matters worse, the American economy, which had suffered a setback because of the Gulf crisis and which was expected to revive after the war ended, continued to be sluggish. Production lagged and unemployment rose to 7 percent in June 1991. Output and employment picked up slightly during the summer, but then fell back again. Automobile sales slumped to new lows despite steep cuts in interest rates. Hard times made people feel insecure and thus reluctant to spend, further dampening economic activity. All these developments caused President Bush's popularity to fall steeply from its heady level at the end of the Gulf War.

Meanwhile, political and economic conditions in eastern Europe and the Soviet Union continued to deteriorate. The Warsaw Pact binding the former Soviet satellites ceased to exist. In the summer of 1991, civil war broke out in Yugoslavia as Croatia and Slovenia sought independence from the Serbian dominated central government. Throughout the Soviet Union, nationalist and anticommunist groups demanded more local control of their affairs. President Gorbachev, who opposed the breakup of the Union, sought compromise, backing a draft treaty that would increase local autonomy and further "privatize" the Soviet economy.

In August, however, before this treaty could be ratified, hard-line communists attempted a coup. They arrested Gorbachev, who was vacationing in the Crimea, and attempted to cow resistance by pouring tanks into Moscow. But Boris Yeltsin, the anticommunist president of the Russian Republic, defied the rebels and roused the people of Moscow. The coup then swiftly collapsed. Its leaders were arrested, the Communist Party was officially disbanded, and the Soviet Union itself was replaced by a federation of states, of which Russia, led by Yeltsin, was the most important. Gorbachev, who had begun the process of liberation, thus found himself without a job.  These events further shook the world economy and did little to check the decline in public support for President Bush, who seemed indecisive, unable to make up his mind on how to deal with the new situation.

The Election of 1992
The over whehning American victory in the Persian Gulf War of January-February 1991 increased President Bush's already high standing in public opinion polls. His reelection seemed almost certain, and that discouraged many prominent Democrats from seeking their party's presidential nomination. The best organized of the Democrats who did enter the primaries was Governor Bill Clinton of Arkansas. Despite the fact that he was charged with having misrepresented what he had done to avoid being drafted during the Vietnam War, he won most of the primaries and was nominated at the convention on the first ballot. Senator Al Gore of Tennessee was his choice for vice president.

Although many conservative Republicans resented President Bush's having broken his promise not to raise taxes, he won solid victories in the Republican primaries. For a time H. Ross Perot, a billionaire Texan, entered the race as an independent. Perot was ready, he said, to spend $100 million of his own money on his campaign. He proposed a mixture of liberal and conservative policies, but his main argument was that both the Democrats and the Republicans were out of touch with "the people."

Perot was strong in, Texas and the Southwest, a traditionally Republican region, so he seemed a greater threat to Bush than to Clinton. However, when subject to close and critical questioning, he lost his taste for campaigning and in mid-July, he withdrew from the race, disappointing thousands of admirers. A month later, at the Republican convention, Bush and Vice President Dan Quayle were nominated without opposition.

In the campaign Clinton accused Bush of failing to deal effectively with domestic problems, especially the lingering economic recession, which had caused unemployment to increase considerably. He promised to create jobs by undertaking public works projects and encouraging private investment, and to improve the nation's education and health insurance systems. He also called for raising taxes on persons

with incomes of more than $200,000. Bush played down the seriousness of the recession and emphasized the need to reduce the national deficit and balance the budget. He also accused Clinton of "waffling" (refusing to take clear stands on controversial issues) and of having avoided the draft by dishonorable means.

Most polls showed Clinton well ahead as the fall campaign progressed. But then Ross Perot dramatically announced that he was reentering the race. This was possible because his name was on the ballot in every state. In October the candidates faced one another in three televised debates. This enabled Perot, who specialized in simplifying complex issues, to reattract many of those who had supported him before he withdrew.

Worried by his standing in the polls, President Bush launched a tremendous attack on Clinton's character, arguing that he was devious and unreliable. All to no avail. On election day more than 100 million citizens voted, a record. About 44 million voted for Clinton, 38 million for Bush, and 20 million for Perot. This translated into a 370 to 168 electoral College victory for Clinton. Despite his obtaining nearly 20 percent of the popular vote, Perot did not win any electoral college votes.

The Imponderable Future
If historians can locate suitable records and other sources about a past event, they are able to explain, or at least make plausible guesses about, what it was and why it happened at that time, no matter how remote. Historians are also probably better than most other people at explaining how things got to be the way they are at any present moment. This is because events have causes and results, and these are things that historians are trained to study and understand. But historians are no better than anyone else at predicting the future. Results, quite obviously, come after the events that cause them; it takes time for them to unfold, which means that "at present," even the most hardworking and intelligent historians do not know anything important about what the future will bring.

Another way of putting this is to point out that in the modem world just about everything that happens is in some way related to everything else that is going on. There are far too many things happening (all producing results of some kind) for anyone to sort out which of them is going to have what effect on events that will happen tomorrow, let alone next year or in the 21st century. "Then" (whether tomorrow or next year or the 21st century) historians will be able to study those particular events that interest them and puzzle out their chief causes-but not "now."

Yet "now" is where we happen to be, and thus this book, so full of events and their causes and results, must end inconclusively. No one knows what will happen next. But of course not knowing what will happen next is one of the main reasons fife is so interesting.

Aguiar's Complete Game Gem Leads To Split With Bruins

	Final - Game 1
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
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	8
	9
	R
	H
	E

	Puget Sound (4-22-1, 1-12)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	3
	4
	7
	1

	George Fox (15-13, 11-5)
	4
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	X
	7
	13
	0

	@ Portland, Ore. | Hilken Stadium

	Pitching

	Win: Ranta, Brian (5-1) - George Fox

	Loss: Matt Robinson (1-5) - Puget Sound

	Puget Sound Batting

	2B: none

	3B: Jake Boley

	HR: Casey Coberly

	George Fox Batting

	2B: Dixon, Derek

	3B: Greenstein, David; Williams, Timothy 2

	HR: none


full stats
	Final - Game 2
	1
	2
	3
	4
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	8
	9
	R
	H
	E

	Puget Sound (5-22-1, 2-12)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2
	10
	1

	George Fox (15-14, 11-6)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	6
	0

	@ Portland, Ore. | Hilken Stadium

	Pitching

	Win: Nathan Aguiar (3-5) - Puget Sound

	Loss: Keenan, Alex (2-3) - George Fox

	Puget Sound Batting

	2B: Addison Melzer

	3B: Casey Coberly

	HR: none

	George Fox Batting

	2B: Rapacz, Josh

	3B: none

	HR: none


full stats
PORTLAND, Ore. – Nate Aguiar threw a complete game gem to lead the Puget Sound baseball game to a doubleheader split with George Fox. The Loggers (5-22-1, 2-12 NWC) dropped the first game 7-4 but scored two runs in the ninth to win 2-1 in the late game.

Game 1 – L, 4-7
The Bruins did all their damage in two innings, scoring four runs in the first and three in the fifth. Timothy Williams had five RBI and scored two runs to lead the Bruins (15-14, 11-6 NWC) at the plate.

It was Williams' triple in the first that brought in three runs to key a four-run inning as George Fox opened a 4-0 lead.

Jake Boley's triple in the top of the fifth gave the Loggers their first run of the day as he scored Andrew Grady. However, Brian Ranta was stellar on the mound for the Bruins with nine strikeouts in eight innings of work to earn the win.

Another triple from Williams in the fifth plated two more George Fox runs and he scored on a Logger error on the play to run the lead to 7-1.

The Loggers put up a fight in the ninth as Casey Coberly smashed a two-run homer and Addison Melzer drove in a run before the Bruin bullpen was able to close the book on the game and secure the victory.

Game 2 – W, 2-1
Two late runs and a dominating performance from Aguiar led the Loggers to a 2-1 win in the late game.

Aguiar tossed the first complete game of his career, scattering six hits and allowing just one run in the sixth. He also struck out five batters in the game while issuing just two walks.

The two starting pitcher's traded zeroes on the scoreboard as Taylor Dunn threw seven shutout innings for the Bruins with five strikeouts.

The Bruins scored their run in the sixth on a double from Josh Rapacz. However, the Loggers refused to go quietly.

Will Mentor led off the ninth with a single and was promptly brought home on a triple from Coberly. After a pitching change, Bobby Hosmer kept the rally going with a blooping single to right. Coberly had to hold to see if the blooper would drop and tried to take home when it did but was thrown out at the plate by a perfect throw from the Bruin right fielder to keep the game tied at 1-1.

However, Melzer doubled in the next at bat and Hosmer came around to score to give the Loggers the 2-1 advantage.

Aguiar hit a batter and allowed a single but was able to pitch his way out of the jam to claim his third victory of the year.

The Logger and Bruins will conclude their three game series tomorrow.
