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FOREWORD
By William J. Bennett

Ronald Reagan always called me on my birthday. Even after he had left the White House, 
he continued to call me on my birthday. He called all his Cabinet members and close asso-
ciates on their birthdays. I’ve never known another man in public life who did that. I could 
tell that Alzheimer’s had laid its firm grip on his mind when those calls stopped coming.

The President would have agreed with the sign borne by hundreds of pro-life marchers 
each January 22nd: “Doesn’t Everyone Deserve a Birth Day?” Reagan’s pro-life convic-
tions were an integral part of who he was. All of us who served him knew that.

Many of my colleagues in the Reagan administration were pro-choice. Reagan never treat-
ed any of his team with less than full respect and full loyalty for that. But as for the Reagan 
administration, it was a pro-life administration.

I was the second choice of Reagan’s to head the National Endowment for the Humanities 
(NEH). It was my first appointment in a Republican administration. I was a Democrat. 
Reagan had chosen me after a well-known Southern historian and literary critic hurt his 
candidacy by criticizing Abraham Lincoln. My appointment became controversial within 
the Reagan ranks because the Gipper was highly popular in the South, where residual 
animosities toward Lincoln could still be found. Reagan had swept every state in Dixie in 
1980 with the sole exception of Jimmy Carter’s own Georgia. Surely, there would be rec-
ognition of this when plums were handed out.

The other candidate for my job, however, had written widely against Abraham Lincoln. 
This, more than anything else, disqualified him in Reagan’s eyes.  Reagan was proud of his 
Illinois birth and upbringing. Reagan faced the Lincoln Memorial 20 January 1981 when 
he delivered his First Inaugural and said:

“Whoever would understand in his heart the meaning of America will find it in the life of 
Abraham Lincoln.”.”

As I made the courtesy rounds of Senators’ offices in early 1981 preparing for my confir-
mation hearings, Dan Quayle of Indiana—another of those Lincoln Heritage states—asked 
me my opinion of Abraham Lincoln. “I’m fine with Lincoln,” I told him.

Reagan was fine with Lincoln, too. He understood and concurred with what Lincoln said in 
1858 about the Declaration of Independence:

In [the Founders’] enlightened belief, nothing stamped with the divine image and likeness 
was sent into the world to be trodden on and degraded and imbruted by its fellows. They 
grasped not only the whole race of men, then living, but they reached forward and seized 
upon the farthest posterity. They erected a beacon to guide their children and their chil-
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dren’s children, and the countless myriads who should inhabit the earth in other ages. Wise 
statesmen as they were, they knew the tendency of prosperity to breed tyrants, and so they 
established these great self-evident truths, that when, in the distant future, some man, some 
faction, some interest, should set up the doctrine that none but rich men, none but white 
men, or none but Anglo-Saxon white men were entitled to life, liberty and the pursuit of 
happiness, their posterity might look up again to the Declaration of Independence and take 
courage to renew the battle which their fathers began, so that truth and justice and mercy 
and all the humane and Christian Virtues might not be extinguished from the land; so that 
no man hereafter would dare to limit and circumscribe the great principles on which the 
Temple of Liberty was being built.

Ronald Reagan, the oldest of our Presidents, felt a special bond with the youngest of Amer-
icans. In speeches, in State of the Union Addresses, in the first book written by a sitting 
President, in video statements, in policies that reached around the world, in briefs present-
ed to the U.S. Supreme Court, in hundreds of handwritten letters sent to Americans of all 
persuasions on the painful question of abortion, Reagan maintained a compassionate and 
unswerving support of the inalienable right to life.

Ronald Reagan never used the phrase “Big Tent.” He surely had a big tent. He reached out 
to millions of Democrats without sacrificing the support of a unified Republican Party. His 
vision was complete. Human beings had a God-given right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
happiness. Whether threatened by Communist tyranny abroad or choked by the heavy hand 
of regulation and central direction at home, Reagan chopped away at the strangling branch-
es—just as he did endlessly at his California ranch. There was no malaise that threatened 
Americans that the bracing breeze of liberty could not cure, he believed.  He saw liberty 
not as license, but as Lincoln saw it—the paths of laudable pursuit.

I’m happy to commend this short book by my friend Bob Morrison. He is a Senior Fellow 
at Family Research Council. Bob served under me at the U.S. Department of Education. He 
has been a student of American history and a pro-life activist.

Like many who served in those days, we do not want to offer “Reagan nostalgia.” However 
happy and honored we were to serve in his ranks, we do not idolize Ronald Reagan. But we 
do affirm the principles he defended and we commend them to our fellow citizens. In doing 
so, we believe that we defend America, the last best hope of earth.
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INTRODUCTION 
by Ambassador Ken Blackwell

James MacGregor Burns, biographer of Franklin D. Roosevelt and a Williams College 
historian, called Ronald Reagan a ‘’man of conviction.” He believes that this is the most 
important leadership quality a President requires.

‘’I put him at a relatively high level among all American Presidents because he had the 
one quality that is most important in leaders. . . . you always knew where he stood,” Prof. 
Burns—an intimate friend of many in the Kennedy administration—had a surprising per-
sonal response to the most conservative President in the twentieth century.  ‘’I admired 
him, and I kind of liked him. Even if you are a liberal like me, you have to take your hat off 
to a man who stuck to his conservatism and won.”

It is a gracious note, one of the few accolades tossed Ronald Reagan’s way by a liberal. 
Most liberals persisted in calling Reagan a fool. They continue to give the credit for the fall 
of the Berlin Wall to the last Soviet dictator, Mikhail Gorbachev. That is odd, as conserva-
tive leader Morton Blackwell points out: “Where else do we give hostage takers credit for 
not shooting their hostages?” 

Were the hundreds of millions of people living behind the Iron Curtain truly hostages? 
Well, when the Berlin Wall came down, which way did they run?

Ronald Reagan was the acknowledged leader of conservatism in America for thirty years—
almost to the day. From the moment he delivered his famous “Time for Choosing” speech 
on behalf of Barry Goldwater in October  27, 1964, until the day he sent his gracious and 
moving letter announcing his Alzheimer’s disease November 5, 1994, it was to Reagan that 
conservatives looked for guidance and leadership. 

Reagan’s leadership was not flawless. As Governor of California, he signed a bill liberal-
izing abortion. He agonized over it. He was counseled that if he did not sign this bill with 
its limited protections on unborn life, the legislature had the votes to override his veto and 
pass a bill allowing abortion-on-demand. Still, he came to regret signing that bill—and said 
so. He would use the bitter lessons of that legislation—and the gross abuses of them by the 
abortionists—to resist such defective bills on the federal level. 

Similarly, Reagan signed a so-called no-fault divorce law. We are still living with the pain-
ful and dangerous consequences of such laws. It is true that the model for such harmful 
laws were spearheaded by such liberals as state legislator Michael Dukakis of Massachu-
setts. Yet, Reagan’s support as governor would be held against him by some. They would 
use it as a pretext to question the sincerity of his commitment to the family. 

Throughout his life, Reagan learned from experience. Some of it was bitter. By the time 
he ran for President and won in 1980, he had learned to embrace the hopeful message of 
supply-side economics. As scholar John Lenczowski points out, Reagan turned from his 
denunciation of “welfare queens,” and took up the theme that permanent addiction to wel-
fare harms the recipients as much as the community at large. 
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It was, after all, one of Reagan’s heroes—Franklin D. Roosevelt—who first compared wel-
fare to drug addiction. As Reagan liked to remind his Democratic supporters—especially 
blue-collar union members—he had voted four times for the Squire of Hyde Park. 

Ronald Reagan would have agreed with Robert Kennedy’s speechwriter, Adam Walinsky. 
Walinsky would have agreed with Reagan on very few things. But on welfare, Walinsky 
memorably said: “If you don’t think welfare harms a family morally, you have only to con-
sider the English royal family.”

That Reagan never succeeded in bringing about welfare reform is not a failure of his ad-
ministration. Liberal Speaker of the House, Thomas P. “Tip” O’Neill (D-Mass.) made sure 
that this pressing issue, as well as enterprise zones for our inner cities, vouchers, tuition tax 
credits, voluntary school prayer, and Reagan pro-life initiatives were “dead on arrival” on 
Capitol Hill. 

In this short book, Bob Morrison, a Senior Fellow for Policy Studies at Family Research 
Council, lays out the case for Reagan’s policies as a unified whole. Reagan’s commitment 
to the right to life was not a “single issue,” as pundits too often call it. For Reagan—as for 
us—the right to life is foundational. It is the essence of a moral constitution. It is from that 
Prime Meridian of human society that all distances—all other values—are measured. Very 
simply, this fundamental principle was enunciated by Augustine in North Africa 1,700 
years ago: innocent human life may never be attacked directly. 

Bob’s book reminds us of the wisdom of Scripture: “A cord of three strands is not easily 
broken.” (Ecclesiastes 4:12). Bob served in the U.S. Coast Guard during the days of Jimmy 
Carter’s “hollowed out” military. He volunteered for the 1980 Reagan campaign and the 
1984 re-election. He served as a Reagan appointee in the U.S. Department of Education 
under Secretary Bill Bennett and Under Secretary Gary Bauer when journalists called that 
federal agency “Fort Reagan.” 

Bob is certainly not the only one to see the essential unity of Reagan’s vision. In a stun-
ning interview with Sen. Gary Hart in 1987, veteran journalist Ted Koppel, host of the 
award-winning Nightline, said you might assemble fifty Americans at random anywhere in 
the country and ask them: What is President Reagan for, what is he against? As Gary Hart 
nodded his head in agreement, Koppel continued: “He’s pro-life, against the Communists.” 
And for free enterprise, of course.

Today, too many in both parties are trying to erase or obscure the Reagan vision. This book 
upholds it and defends it. Reagan’s influence continues to be felt in Washington and around 
the world. Gary Bauer served as Reagan’s Domestic Policy advisor in the second term. 
Bauer points to Executive Order 12606. That Reagan order required federal agencies to 
provide a “family impact statement” before commencing a new policy. It would be similar 
to the familiar environmental impact statements. That order would have made no sense if 
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the family could not be defined. Reagan never said, and his supporters never held, that a 
fatherless family was not a family. A family is a group of people, the Census said for 200 
years, united by birth, marriage, and adoption. 

Still, Reagan policy recognized that fatherless families are hurting. They are, in Bill Ben-
nett’s touching phrase “broken hearths.” 

Though revoked by President Bill Clinton, Bauer notes that these Family Impact State-
ments continue to inspire policy in the states. 

My colleague, Tony Perkins, adopted this Reagan idea for Louisiana when he served in 
that state’s legislature. Tony today champions Reagan’s understandings as president of the 
Family Research Council.

Ronald Reagan never judged anyone. His own childhood was shadowed by his father’s 
disease of alcoholism. Nelle Reagan, his faithful mother, taught young Ron and his brother 
Neil to love and respect their father and to have compassion for his condition. 

Reagan’s first marriage ended in divorce. When Gov. Mario Cuomo of New York churlishly 
pointed this out, the President responded with dignity: “I never wanted to be divorced. My 
wife divorced me.” Reagan’s ex-wife, actress Jane Wyman, maintained a discreet silence 
on their divorce throughout his presidency, even as her own career rose to new heights as a 
star of the TV series, Falcon Crest. 

Reagan was viciously attacked. “The only woman ever liberated by Ronald Reagan was 
Jane Wyman,” read a nasty feminist bumper sticker of the time. He never responded in 
kind. 

Though strongly pro-life himself, Reagan never criticized another politician for his pro-
choice stance. And certainly, he never criticized a woman who felt compelled to resort to 
abortion. He judged not. 

Instead, he raised a banner of bold colors, as he liked to say. He strongly and winningly 
stood for principle and let the slings and arrows come his way. Liberal critics groused that 
he was “the Teflon President,” that none of their barbs seemed to penetrate his good humor 
and his calm demeanor.

Ronald Reagan used his wit to disarm his critics. “I know hard work never killed a man, 
but why take a chance?” Few of those who sneered at this lighthearted comment could 
spend a day with him at Rancho del Cielo. His Secret Service Agent, John Barletta, writes 
that the President was never the first one to knock off from a day of hard labor cutting back 
branches or putting in fence posts. He rarely took a break and never called out for water. 

There was political calculation in Reagan’s joke. Americans had seen the Presidency con-
sume Lyndon Johnson, Richard Nixon, Gerald Ford, and Jimmy Carter. He was determined 
it would not consume him. Late night comics might joke about the lazy Ronald Reagan, 
but speechwriter Peter Robinson points out that on those long, cross-country flights on Air 
Force One, many of the White House staff and reporters would sleep. There was always 
one overhead light on, one narrow beam to break the darkness: that was Ronald Reagan’s 
light. 
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After eight years in the White House, Reagan seemed no older than when he’d entered. He 
had mastered some Hollywood tricks well. Gerald Ford—in his only recorded witticism—
had said Reagan had grown “prematurely orange.” Not really. His brown suits and a little 
dab of hair pomade effectively concealed the considerable gray. Similarly, Reagan never 
sounded old. That’s because he followed Frank Sinatra’s advice and drank a tumbler of hot 
water before approaching the microphones. 

I hope this short book gives younger Americans a sense of Ronald Reagan the man and 
statesman. He was a unique figure in our shared story. In a recent poll conducted by Amer-
ica Online, Reagan was named the greatest American. When informed of this, former At-
torney General Edwin Meese—Reagan’s dear and loyal friend—almost dropped his coffee 
cup and saucer.

“He didn’t think so,” responded Mr. Meese, “Reagan thought George Washington was the 
greatest American.” That, too, was Reagan all over. He loved America. America loved him. 

“Bliss was it in that dawn to be alive/ But to be young was very heav-
en!” Thus did William Wordsworth hail the dawning of the French 
Revolution. Our Reagan revolution produced no such paeans from 
romantic poets. For those of us who were privileged to serve in his 

ranks, however, it was no less thrilling. 
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I. Reagan’s Rise—1980

November 4, 1980 was Election Day in the United States. It was also the 367th day of 
captivity for 52 Americans held hostage in the U.S. Embassy in Tehran. Every night, at the 
close of his broadcast, CBS Evening News anchorman Walter Cronkite reminded his view-
ers of that fact, reciting each day the number of days that Iranian terrorists had flagrantly 
violated international law and had humiliated the country once called “the Great Republic.” 

Historian John Lukacs calls coincidences “spiritual puns.” It was therefore not truly a co-
incidence that the U.S. presidential election fell one year to the day from the seizure of our 
embassy in the Iranian capital. President Jimmy Carter had spent the first half of 1980 in a 
variety of feckless and feeble attempts to secure the release of the kidnapped Americans. 
Beaten almost daily and subjected to mock executions, the hostages saw their fate hover 
over the 1980 campaign like Banquo’s ghost. 

Carter had faced a challenge for the Democratic Party’s 1980 nomination from liberal 
Sen. Edward “Ted” Kennedy of Massachusetts. Kennedy, all the polls seemed to confirm, 
had but to announce his availability to topple the hapless incumbent. Cartoonist Jeff Mac-
Nelly caught the spirit of the contest when he showed the born-again Christian Carter as 
a preacher in a Skid Row mission. Carter’s politics of limits—limits to growth, limits to 
American power, and limits to what government can and should do—was not as appealing 
to the Democratic Party’s grassroots as the headier brew of New Deal liberalism that Ken-
nedy embodied. MacNelly’s Ted was a big, shuffling St. Bernard, plodding through New 
Hampshire’s snows outside Reverend Carter’s store-front church. Around Teddy’s neck 
was a cask of 100-proof hooch—the real stuff of liberalism. Brother Carter struggled to 
keep his flock in their seats. Most of them raced to the window, noses pressed against the 
glass, tongues out, thirsting. 

Ted Kennedy’s drive to reclaim what many liberals saw as the birthright of his martyred 
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brothers, John and Bobby, did not go smoothly. Even before announcing his challenge to 
his party’s sitting President, the youngest of the Kennedy brothers stumbled. He sat for an 
interview with veteran CBS newsman Roger Mudd. A Kennedy family friend, Mudd could 
see that this least nimble of the Kennedy clan was struggling with weightier political top-
ics, so he asked Kennedy why he wanted to be President. Ted’s answer rambled incoher-
ently and interminably. He simply could not give a straight answer. Kennedy’s passionate 
partisans rounded on Mudd, accusing him of sandbagging their man. But Mudd, perplexed, 
said in his memoirs he had pitched a softball to the Massachusetts senator so slowly that 
“he could have read the laces on that ball.” 

The Mudd interview was broadcast November 4, 1979, the day the Iranians seized the U.S. 
Embassy. Another of Lukacs’ spiritual puns? Kennedy’s colleague, Sen. Bob Dole (R-
Kan.), mordantly quipped that most Americans chose instead to watch a re-run of the scary 
shark movie, Jaws, and the rest couldn’t tell the difference. 

Carter, ironically, rebounded in public support as the hostage crisis lengthened. Americans 
yearn to respect their President. We certainly respect the office. Carter spent much of the 
primary season in the White House, not out on the hustings. It was called his Rose Garden 
Strategy. Devoid of humor, lacking the easy grace of many politicians, Carter’s above-the-
fray posture nonetheless served him well—for a time. 

Behind the scenes, Carter’s operatives made sure that such Democratic Party constitu-
encies as the National Education Association (NEA)—the 2.6 million-member teachers 
union—were rewarded, in this case with a new federal Education Department. The liberal 
leadership of the NEA pressed to extract the maximum benefits from the besieged Carter 
White House. The NEA, their leaders boasted, would send more delegates to the Demo-
cratic National Convention than the state of California did. 

For the first time, many Americans’ attention was focused on Sen. Kennedy’s actions in 
the summer of 1969 at Chappaquiddick, a small island off the eastern edge of Martha’s 
Vineyard, Massachusetts. Americans knew, but only vaguely, about the younger Kennedy’s 
driving off a bridge that hot July night. Americans were aware that Kennedy had left the 
scene of the accident. Mary Jo Kopechne, a 29-year-old volunteer in Bobby Kennedy’s 
1968 campaign, was trapped in Ted’s submerged Oldsmobile Delmont 88 and died in the 
murky waters. Americans knew, too, that the Massachusetts senator had failed to report 
the accident to police when there was still a chance Miss Kopechne’s life might have been 
saved. 

That fatal accident had occurred the same weekend that America finally achieved the slain 
President John F. Kennedy’s great goal—landing on the Moon. It would be no exaggera-
tion to say that Ted Kennedy’s Chappaquiddick—and his inexcusable behavior that fatal 
night—had been eclipsed by the Moon.  Americans’ attention had gone to higher matters. 
No more. 

By 1980, Americans would be invited to look more closely into the youngest Kennedy 
brother’s actions. And they did not like what they saw. President Carter repeatedly remind-
ed voters that he had never “panicked in a crisis.” 
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Below the radar of national politics, Kennedy was subjected to cruel jokes. The irreverent 
National Lampoon magazine showed a floating Volkswagen Beetle on water re-surfaced 
with the mocking caption: “If Ted Kennedy drove a Volkswagen, he’d be President today.”

Kennedy soldiered on through the Democratic primaries, even though he had no chance 
mathematically to take the nomination from Carter. His finest moment of the campaign 
came, ironically, as he gave it up. Standing before thousands of Democratic delegates in 
New York’s Madison Square Garden on August 12, 1980, Ted Kennedy gave the speech of 
his lifetime:

May it be said of our Party in 1980 that we found our faith again.

And may it be said of us, both in dark passages and in bright days, in the words of Tennyson 
that my brothers quoted and loved, and that have special meaning for me now:

“I am a part of all that I have met

[Tho] much is taken, much abides

That which we are, we are --

One equal temper of heroic hearts

Strong in will

To strive, to seek, to find, and not to yield.”

For me, a few hours ago, this campaign came to an end.

For all those whose cares have been our concern, the work goes on, the cause endures, the 
hope still lives, and the dream shall never die.

As delegates wept, Kennedy reminded them of their true faith. For secular liberals—as 
most of these delegates claimed to be—this powerful peroration not only spoke to their 
deepest political commitments, it spoke to their religion. For it was in government that they 
moved and breathed and had their being. 

President Carter, two nights later, claimed the victor’s laurels in a speech memorable only 
for its horrible gaffe. Lauding the liberal lion of the civil rights movement, Sen. Hubert 
Humphrey (D-Minn.), who had died in 1978 after a heroic battle against cancer, Carter 
praised him as “Hubert Horatio Hornblower, er, Humphrey!” Confusing the Minnesotan 
with the fictional naval hero, Carter evoked audible groans from the delegates. His speech 
was fodder for late-night comics for weeks.  

There followed that night an opéra bouffe as President Carter chased Kennedy around the 
stage, trying to grasp his hand for the boxer’s arms-over-the-head symbol of triumph. Ken-
nedy, with no little malice, eluded the increasingly desperate Carter’s undignified pursuit. 

Out of the sight of most Americans that summer, the party leaders struggled as well over 
the Democratic Platform of 1980. Kennedy’s supporters demanded and got many conces-
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sions. Carter, hungering for a unified party to meet the Reagan challenge, gave way on 
issue after issue. 

Jimmy Carter’s 1980 platform was a Kennedy platform, except for one plank. In 1977, 
President Carter had signed the Hyde Amendment. That measure, the brainchild of an elo-
quent and popular freshman Republican Congressman from Illinois, Henry Hyde, banned 
federal funding for abortion.

Accepting his party’s grudgingly given re-nomination in 1980, Carter had promised to 
support the 1973 Roe v. Wade ruling that legalized abortion-on-demand. But he opposed 
federal funding for abortion. The Kennedy delegates forced a plank into the platform that 
called for full funding of all “reproductive choices.” Carter wrote a rejoinder, explicitly 
disavowing this position. His stance, part principled, part pragmatic, would have vast con-
sequences in November. 

While most media attention focused in 1980 on the fractious Democrats, Ronald Reagan 
was fighting to reclaim the Republican mantle of leadership. The race for the Republican 
nomination for President was by no means a sure thing. Reagan, at 69, was the oldest man 
since William Henry Harrison to contend for a first term. And Harrison, who died barely 
one month into his term in 1841, was not a happy precedent. 

Reagan, on the advice of the campaign’s dark genius, John Sears, had ignored the January 
21 Iowa caucuses. The Iowa caucuses—with which Americans are so familiar today—had 
not yet been institutionalized in 1980. Jimmy Carter used them in 1976 to jump-start his 
unlikely candidacy. By 1980, former CIA Director George H. W. Bush was striving to 
emulate Carter, and dived into Iowa on the Republican side. Bush’s surprising victory there 
gave him what journalists call “momentum” going into the traditionally “first in the nation” 
presidential primary in New Hampshire. 

Bush, claiming the “Big Mo,” declined to debate the entire field of Republican candidates 
when his campaign shifted to the Granite State. But Ronald Reagan offered to underwrite 
the cost of the New Hampshire debate. When Reagan showed up for what Bush thought 
would be a one-on-one matchup, he had in train most of the other Republican candidates 
for President—among them Sens. Howard Baker (Tenn.), Bob Dole (Kans.), and Congress-
men John Anderson (Ill.) and Phil Crane (Ill.). Bush demurred. The debate moderator was a 
local newspaper editor named Jon Breen.  He tried to cut off Reagan’s microphone, citing 
debate rules. Reagan’s New Hampshire campaign manager, Gerry Carmen, had taken care 
to make sure that the soundman for this debate followed orders from the Reagan campaign, 
which had actually agreed to foot the bill for the debate. 

Reagan was furious, but maintained an icy control of his emotions. He instantly shot back: 
I’m paying for this microphone, Mr. Green! The audience in the Nashua High School audi-
torium that frigid February night erupted. Bush was frozen in the moment.  Breen, (Reagan 
had called him Green), full of self-importance for his 15 minutes of fame, refused to give 
way. It hardly mattered. At a time when the United States was being humiliated in Iran, 
when the Soviets were rampaging in Afghanistan, and their cat’s paw rebels were rolling 
through Africa, Latin America, and Asia, Reagan’s words struck a responsive chord. No 
nonsense. Fair but firm. 
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Americans were unwilling to agree that the Republican nomination race could be closed 
down after just one contest—and that one having occurred on a single night in Iowa. The 
Iowa caucuses attracted only a fraction of the state’s voters, the most committed partisans 
who trudged out on a wintry January night to meet similarly engaged neighbors. 

New Hampshire would be a better test, but not the best test. When not celebrating New 
Hampshire voters’ flinty independence and maverick willingness to upset many a well-
stocked apple cart, the media reminded Americans that New Hampshire was un-black, 
un-Hispanic, un-Jewish, and therefore unrepresentative of the nation at large. That was 
generally the reaction when New Hampshire voters were not giving victories or at least 
“better-than-expected” showings to the insurgent candidates favored by liberal pundits—
candidates like the anti-war Sens. Gene McCarthy (1968) and George McGovern (1972). 

If Reagan had lost New Hampshire in 1980, that state would have been viewed as the most 
important voice since the Oracle at Delphi. This despite the fact that Reagan had nearly 
beaten incumbent President Jerry Ford there in 1976—a stunning thing—and the media 
had yawned. 

Reagan was certainly helped in famously anti-tax New Hampshire by his support for Cali-
fornia’s famous Prop. 13 in 1978. That state initiative had rolled back state property taxes. 
In 1980 Reagan had the backing of the National Rifle Association (NRA). Congressman 
John Anderson, courting a national liberal constituency, told NRA members in New Hamp-
shire he wanted to register all their guns. 

Also notable for their New Hampshire efforts for Reagan in 1980 were the right-to-lifers. 
Anne Higgins, John and Connie Mackey, Nellie Gray, and many other national and local 
pro-life leaders raced to New Hampshire. 

If pro-choice George Bush became the GOP nominee, they knew, they would be margin-
alized once again. They would face a November contest between pro-choice Democrat 
Jimmy Carter and pro-choice Republican George Bush. 

Right-to-life activists treated New Hampshire as their Waterloo and they were not disap-
pointed. 
Reagan scored a huge win in the New Hampshire primary in 1980. Until hours before the 
polls opened, the national media were saying that Bush had a commanding lead, that Rea-
gan would have difficulty surviving a second defeat in a row. Ronald Reagan, columnist 
Jack Germond informed readers, would soon disappear “from the presidential stage.”1 

John Sears’ departure had been longed for by many of Reagan’s conservative supporters.
Sears was a well-educated Washington lawyer who, at just 27, had nearly taken over the 
1968 Nixon campaign after successfully lining up Republican delegates in the South for 
the former Vice President. Sears had the best relations with the media, it was said, of any 
major Republican consultant. New Hampshire’s loud, boisterous publisher, William Loeb, 
1	  Shirley, Craig, Rendezvous with Destiny: Ronald Reagan and the Campaign that Changed 
America, ISI Books, Wilmington, Del., 2009, p. 146.
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owner of the staunchly conservative Manchester Union-Leader, had been beating the drum 
for Sears’ ouster for weeks. Reagan, Loeb complained, had been “Searscumcised” by his 
brilliant, self-promoting campaign manager. “Let Reagan be Reagan,” was the cry of these 
grassroots supporters. The key to understanding their anxiety was the fact that Reagan was 
a known quantity. It would have been silly for them to call for John Connally’s handlers or 
Bob Dole’s to let their men be Connally or Dole. 

Most important, John Sears wanted Reagan to keep his opposition to abortion to himself. 
And Sears would never have counseled Reagan to say things like this: “America must 
never again abandon a small country to Godless Communist tyranny.” Sears enjoyed play-
ing poker and taking late-night drinks with Jack Germond, Jules Witcover, and other lions 
of the Washington Press Corps. None of these reporters were pro-life or cared that Com-
munism was Godless. 

Against George Bush and a wide field in New Hampshire, Reagan racked up a 49.6% vic-
tory, more than lapping Bush’s 22.7%. The also-rans also ran. Bob Dole, a power in the 
Senate, won only 587 votes and promptly dropped out. 

There would be other contested primaries, but Reagan had winner written all over him. To 
crown his victory, Reagan fired Sears, the campaign manager who tried to muzzle him. “I 
look John in the eye, and he looks me in the tie,” Reagan later said of Sears. He had read 
the notices in the “Eastern press” (read liberal) to the effect that Sears was the one pulling 
the strings and Reagan the candidate was just the puppet. From then on, Reagan would run 
as Ronald Reagan. Never again would he allow a hireling to come between him and the 
people he loved. Typically, Sears and his loyal aides, Charles Black and Jim Lake, were 
having lunch with journalists when Reagan summoned them for what proved to be their 
last meeting with him. They couldn’t come at 2 pm, but would be there at 2:30, they in-
formed their boss. Reagan, ever gracious, was willing to give his consultants an extra half 
hour before giving them the axe on February 26, the day of the New Hampshire vote. 

New Hampshire has plenty of diversity. There are thousands of French Canadians, Irish-, 
Italian- and Portuguese-Americans there. Most of them are Catholic. Many are blue-collar 
workers. These voters were historically Democrats. But Ronald Reagan—stressing pa-
triotism and themes like “peace through strength,” lower taxes, traditional moral values 
(especially anti-abortion), back-to-basics in education, elimination of government waste, 
and a tough stand on crime—opened up new opportunities with this “BCEC” demographic. 
BCEC was media shorthand for blue-collar, ethnic, Catholics. 

Reagan had unique entrée to many of these homes. While his devoted mother was an Evan-
gelical Protestant, Reagan’s dad was Irish-Catholic. One of Reagan’s best and best-known 
movies was The Knute Rockne story. In that film, he played opposite Pat O’Brien. Reagan 
was Coach Rockne’s star football player, George Gipp. Millions of American families of 
every religious background had loved the tear-jerk true story of the young Gipp, a rogue 
with outsized athletic talent who played his heart out but who was cut down by pneumonia. 
Reagan’s best line in the movie was delivered as he lay dying and asked his beloved coach 
to share his story with his players. “Someday, Rock, when the team is up against it, when 
things are going bad and the breaks are beating the boys, tell them to go with all they’ve 
got and win just one for the Gipper.”
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That movie was loved by millions of Americans, but it was revered in Catholic homes. 
Notre Dame was their university. The Fighting Irish football team was their team. And the 
university’s famed Golden Dome was a part of American Catholic lore. 

Playing George Gipp, and playing him convincingly, Reagan had entered into millions of 
hearts. It was something his sneering critics never understood. Reagan’s nickname—“the 
Gipper”—was not just show business nostalgia. It was his calling card into millions of 
BCEC American homes. 

Liberal journalists’ attempt to excommunicate Ronald Reagan from serious consideration, 
to treat him like an alien, failed. This is because Reagan was known to millions of Ameri-
cans. In the 1940s, everyone went to movies, sometimes once a week. Disdain for a “B 
movie” actor really offended the people who crowded those Saturday matinees and loved 
those movies. “B movie” is another term for a movie that was popular with the people. 
Reagan would later tell his Education Secretary Bill Bennett that he learned in Hollywood 
the difference between the critics and the box office. Reagan was forever mindful of the 
box office.

Reagan had made B movies like Bedtime for Bonzo. To stuffed shirts, the very idea that a 
candidate for President of the United States had once played in a comedy opposite a chim-
panzee was beneath the dignity of the office. Reagan responded to 1980 campaign hecklers 
who chanted “Bonzo! Bonzo!” with a good-natured jab: “Be careful, Bonzo grew up to be 
King Kong!” And he would tell inquisitors that working with that obstreperous chimp was 
good prep for working with Congress. 

Reagan’s sniping critics had to face the fact that the embattled incumbent, Jimmy Carter, 
had encountered trouble even managing a whitewater rafting trip in Idaho. Carter’s own 
press secretary, Jody Powell, said the President had had to fend off an “attack rabbit.” If he 
had trouble with a rabbit, no wonder he could not face down the Russian bear. 

Carter, ever earnest, ever striving, pushing himself endlessly, had accumulated a reputation 
for exceeding the limits of his stamina.  In the fall of 1979 he had collapsed while jogging 
at Camp David. It was a feeble image that jibed perfectly with his flaccid foreign policy. 

President Carter had reacted only belatedly to Soviet aggression. Having announced to the 
world in his 1977 Notre Dame speech that it was time for us to get over our “inordinate 
fear of Communism,” Carter was shocked when the Soviets unleashed surrogates in Africa, 
Asia, and Latin America. More people lost their freedom under Jimmy Carter than under 
any previous President. As the hostage crisis dragged on, seemingly without end, Carter 
announced that the crisis had somehow become more “manageable” and left the confines 
of the White House.

During the summer of 1980, Americans were in a sour mood. Normally, spirits rose with the 
Olympics, as Americans united to cheer our excellent young athletes. The Winter Olympics 
had taken place in Lake Placid, New York, and the U.S. hockey team had stunned the heav-
ily favored Soviets with an upset win for a gold medal. “USA! USA!” shouted happy fans. 
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In July, however, the Olympics were opening in Moscow and U.S. athletes were not there. 
Jimmy Carter, who had never played sports or understood Americans’ passion for them, 
announced a U.S. boycott when the Soviets invaded Afghanistan the previous December. 
He arm-wrestled a number of NATO allies into boycotting, too. But Americans were glum.  
The boycott was a gesture and not a response. 

Reagan was not willing to concede religious voters to the “Born Again” Jimmy Carter. 
Newsweek Magazine had made 1976 “the year of the Evangelical” because these voters 
had figured so prominently in Carter’s rise from obscurity to national power. But Evangeli-
cals were still an exotic breed to TIME and Newsweek’s secular editors and writers. In 1980 
as the GOP presidential nominee Reagan attended a meeting of the Religious Roundtable. 
Speaking to leaders of conservative Protestant denominations, he quipped: “You can’t en-
dorse me, but I endorse you.” 

Word quickly spread. Leaders of the Southern Baptist Convention, Jimmy Carter’s own 
denomination, were alarmed at the direction his administration had taken. Not only was the 
IRS threatening the burgeoning new Christian school movement, but large churches whose 
pastors felt moved to speak out on the moral issue of abortion, and against the re-definition 
of the family, felt threatened by their own government. 

Rosalynn and Jimmy Carter attempted to assuage restive religious Americans by conven-
ing a White House Conference on the Family. Soon, radical delegates forced a re-naming 
of the initiative; thereafter, it was called the White House Conference on Families. The 
nearly two-century-old Census Bureau definition of a family as a group joined by blood, 
marriage, or adoption was being upended. 

The Carters lobbied heavily for the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA), even using the White 
House as a staging area for their efforts.  Mrs. Phyllis Schlafly helped to organize resistance 
to this radical measure. She understood early that the ERA posed a legal and social threat of 
the first order.  With her formidable legal training, she explained how the ERA would lead 
to conscripting women for the military, ending marriage, and requiring same sex public 
restrooms.

Morton Blackwell was a Virginia alternate delegate for Ronald Reagan at the 1968, 1976, 
and 1980 Republican National Conventions. He led Youth for Reagan in 1980. He notes 
that national conservatives had been cooperating more closely in the 1970s, under the 
pressure of Carter and the very liberal Congress. Blackwell says that leaders of grassroots 
groups met so frequently to coordinate strategy that “the family dogs would wag their 
tails, not bark, when we visited each others’ homes.” Influential new institutions like the 
Heritage Foundation, Blackwell’s own Leadership Institute, Paul Weyrich’s Free Congress 
Foundation, and Phyllis Schlafly’s anti-ERA Eagle Forum provided forums in the 1970s 
for economic, defense, and social issues conservatives to compare notes and plan joint 
ventures.  All of these groups yearned for leadership. Ronald Reagan, with his daily three-
minute commentaries and publicized addresses, provided it.
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Into the fall of 1980, Ronald Reagan kept hammering away at the Carter record of failure. 
Rep. John Anderson (R-Ill.) had bolted from the GOP and struck out as an Independent. 
Anderson, columnist George Will needled, ran only in those Republican primaries where 
he might win—and lost all of those. Nonetheless, Anderson was transformed into the can-
didate of genuine liberalism. It was a heady experience for the one-time conservative Re-
publican from rural Illinois. He was forgiven for the fact that he had gone from earnest 
Christian—who once proposed a constitutional amendment to make America an explicitly 
Christian nation—to a presidential candidate on the far-left fringe of the Republican Party. 
By the time he made his third-party bid for President, Anderson’s only substantial differ-
ence with Jimmy Carter was over federal funding of abortion: Anderson was for it. In his 
almost daily direct mail pitches to liberal lists, he hammered away at that theme. 

President Carter was determined to avoid a three-way debate, realizing that any publicity 
given to Anderson would come from his base of support. Gov. Reagan was under no such 
pressure. He cheerfully agreed to debate Anderson one-on-one. Although it was an ar-
ticle of faith among liberals that Reagan was a fool, the sunny Californian performed well 
against the favorite son candidate of the Chablis-and-brie set and National Public Radio.  
Anderson’s support collapsed in the fall. Whether because of his debate against Reagan, 
or because third-party efforts usually sag in September, Anderson’s decline from a potent 
20% in the polls to 7% enhanced Reagan’s standing. 

Collapsing support for John Anderson nationally did not mean, however, that he ceased to 
be a factor in the election. Polls showed his support actually rising to double digits in some 
key liberal constituencies—especially in and around the nation’s colleges and universities. 

Meanwhile, the nation’s liberal media continued to warn of Reagan’s dangerous views.
When he said the Vietnam War was a “noble effort,” liberal commentators pounced, accus-
ing the former governor of trying to re-open old wounds.

When Reagan spoke in Philadelphia, Mississippi and said he favored Americans dealing 
with more of their problems at the state and local level and affirmed that he believed in 
states’ rights, he was accused of speaking in code to white racists, of kicking off his cam-
paign in the Southern town best known for the murder of three civil rights workers in the 
1960s.

In fact, Reagan had opened his campaign at the Michigan State Fair. As for his pursuit of a 
sinister-sounding “Southern Strategy,” liberal commentators seem not to have noticed that 
the Democratic Party pursued a Southern Strategy openly and unapologetically from its 
founding in 1791 until 1964.  

Reagan never tired of telling the story of his Eureka College football team. When Reagan’s 
black teammates were denied rooms at local hotels while on the road, young Ron would 
bring his friends home to stay with his family.  Jack and Nelle Reagan always opened their 
doors and their hearts to their son’s friends. Such personal stories from the 1930s struck 
no responsive chord with an increasingly cynical press corps. Since Vietnam and Water-
gate, journalists liked to say the only way for them to look upon ambitious politicians was 
“down.” 
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Both Reagan and Carter stumbled that autumn. Reagan’s support seemed to be slipping in 
October when his campaign finally agreed to a face-to-face debate with President Carter. 
Scheduled for October 28th, just one week before the election, the Cleveland meeting 
would leave little time for recovery if either candidate committed a serious gaffe. In all 
minds was President Ford’s disastrous misstatement in the October 6, 1976 foreign policy 
debate with Carter in San Francisco. There, Ford had said of Poland and Eastern Europe: 
“There is no Soviet domination of Eastern Europe…” What?  Not under Soviet domina-
tion? No, they were under Soviet tanks, wisecrackers responded. 

Desperate to drive up Reagan’s “negatives,” the Carter campaign banged away at Reagan’s 
supposed trigger-happiness. Reagan had not cultivated a false image as a rangy Westerner. 
He actually owned and worked his California ranch. He actually rode horseback around the 
688 acres of Rancho del Cielo (Ranch in the Sky) near Santa Barbara. 

Reagan used his ranch-hardened physique to allay concerns about his age—69. He even 
used the ranch as the backdrop for some of his quips about his age. “It’s not true,” Reagan 
told a white-tie audience at New York’s prestigious Al Smith Memorial Dinner on [date],in 
1980, “that I’m trying to look younger—I just keep riding older horses!” Reagan’s self-
deprecating humor brought delighted laughter from the banquet-goers. They represented 
the cream of New York’s Catholic community, many of whom had never voted for a Re-
publican. 

His white-tie quips delighted the audience—even as they subtly reminded them that Rea-
gan was the first presidential candidate since T.R. who could actually ride a horse. 

Now the Carter people tried to turn Reagan’s movie roles and real rancher identity against 
him. He was depicted as a “cowboy,” who was woefully unprepared to meet a U.S.S.R. that 
had 27,000 nuclear missiles trained on the American heartland. 
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II. The Unexpected Landslide
With just one debate scheduled, a Fordian slip could prove disastrous. Throughout the eve-
ning of October 28th, President Carter sniped at candidate Reagan.  Carter, running behind 
in the polls, had apparently been coached to try to get Reagan to blow up on camera. A 
Reagan outburst on national TV would confirm what the Carter campaign and the liberal 
media were saying daily: Reagan was ignorant; Reagan was dangerous.2 And bigoted.

Reagan, tanned, relaxed, smiling, simply refused to be baited. Carter, intense, angry, brood-
ing, showered his audience with statistics. He pressed his case for peace, for the SALT II 
(Strategic Arms Limitation Talks) treaty he had signed with the Soviets. That treaty was 
then languishing in the U.S. Senate that Mr. Carter’s own Democratic Party controlled. 

When Carter himself was calling for sterner measures against Soviet aggression in Af-
ghanistan and the Persian Gulf, his argument that we should trust the Soviets seemed wise 
to very few people. But those few people were the liberal editorialists and columnists who 
in 1980 enjoyed a near-monopoly of the news media.

Attempting to humanize himself with voters, Carter cited his 12-year-old daughter, Amy. 
He had asked her, he said, what was the most important issue in the election. Nuclear disar-
mament, answered the precocious First Daughter. Amy had raised eyebrows by burrowing 
into books as she sat quietly at State Dinners, but this answer failed conspicuously to form 
a bond between Jimmy Carter and his audience. Soon, Republicans carried mocking signs 
saying “Ask Amy.”

When Carter launched another attack on Reagan’s record, charging him with opposition to 
every social program the Democrats had launched in half a century, Reagan simply cocked 
his head to the side, smiled winsomely, and retorted: “There you go again.”

2	  Busch, Andrew, Reagan’s Victory: The Presidential Election of 1980 and the Rise 
of the Right, University Press of Kansas, Lawrence, Kan., 2005; p. 115.
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When called upon at the end of the debate to summarize his appeal, Reagan reached for the 
heights: “Are you better off than you were four years ago? [Are we] as strong as we were 
four years ago? …I would like to have a crusade today…to take Government off the backs 
of the great people of this country, and turn you loose again to do those things that I know 
you can do so well.”

Instant polls after the debate showed Reagan beating Carter by a 2-1 margin.3 Some in the 
media pooh-poohed Reagan’s line—There you go again. To them, it was not an effective 
riposte. But to millions of undecided voters, it was exactly the right response.

A majority of those undecideds were women. They had watched with careful attention as 
this basically friendly man was attacked again and again. They had seen him control his 
temper, maintain his dignity, and refuse to respond in kind. 

Reagan’s response was ingenious for what it did not say. He did not say: There you go 
again, Mr. President. That would have elevated Carter at the very time when he had been 
behaving in a most un-presidential manner. Nor did Reagan say: There you go again, Mr. 
Carter. That would have come across as too cold, too formal. Finally, he did not say: There 
you go again, Jimmy. Carter had made a splash by using his Southern nickname, even sign-
ing bills and proclamations with that boyish diminutive. But for Reagan to have called him 
“Jimmy” at that moment would have seemed a putdown. 

The French have a phrase for such perfection: le mot juste, the just right word. Reagan that 
night won hearts all over America. The undecideds started deciding. For the next week, 
internal daily tracking polls taken for the Reagan campaign by Richard Wirthlin showed 
strong voter response to Reagan’s debate performance. 

Ronald Reagan was once asked why he had such a strong rapport with American people. 
Without hesitation, he answered, “because I’m one of them.” Reagan never allowed a di-
vide to be erected between himself and the American people. A key to his popularity was 
his close identification with the American people. 

Contrast this with Jimmy Carter in the debate. Carter was asked about sacrifices required 
to meet the OPEC oil embargo. “Yes. We have demanded that the American people sacri-
fice, and they’ve done very well..” Note the distance. We demand. They do well. This is the 
voice of the nation’s capital speaking at the people, if not down to them. 

Over that first weekend in November, 1980, before Tuesday’s voting began, President Cart-
er made a point of rushing back to the White House from the campaign trail. The Iranian 
parliament (Majlis) was making some decisions that seemed to presage a release of the 
hostages. Carter’s dramatic suspension of his campaign produced no electoral “bump,” 
however, as Tehran’s moves were soon revealed to be no more than posturing. 

All through the campaign of 1980, the Reagan forces had feared an “October Surprise,” 
a release of hostages or some other dramatic event on the world scene that might breathe 

3	  Busch,  p. 119
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new life into the faltering Carter campaign. The Ayatollah Khomeini, leader of the rogue 
terrorist regime in Iran, would offer no such lifeline to Carter. 

Internal tracking polls done by both campaigns—Richard Wirthlin for Reagan, Pat Caddell 
for Carter—picked up a huge surge toward Reagan over that last weekend.4  That surge of 
support was as yet undetected by the major public opinion polls, which continued to give 
Reagan a slight edge, but a lead not outside the margin of error.

The 1980 earthquake stunned the political establishment. Few saw it coming. David Brod-
er, dean of liberal pundits, had written in the Washington Post just a month before polling 
began that he saw “no evidence of a dramatic upsurge in Republican strength or a massive 
turnover in Congress.” 5

On Election Day, President and Mrs. Carter voted early in their hometown of Plains, Geor-
gia, then headed to Washington aboard Air Force One. They put on a brave face, even 
though Caddell had told them that their internal polls were showing a Reagan sweep. Gov. 
and Mrs. Reagan voted in Los Angeles. 

America goes Democratic, wrote presidential historian Teddy White, after 5 pm, if it goes 
Democratic at all. By 5 pm on Election Day in 1980, it was all the media could do to sup-
press the news they already knew.

The network news anchors knew—because of just-introduced exit polling—that a Reagan 
landslide was building. But they had to observe the convention of not “calling” a victory in 
a state for a particular candidate before the polls had closed there. 

NBC News led the parade of networks in calling the election. Anchorman John Chancellor 
quickly read off the growing list of states carried by the former California governor. By 
7 pm EST, Indiana, Virginia, Mississippi, Alabama, and Florida went to Reagan. Georgia 
alone went for native son Carter. At the bottom of the hour, Ohio and Kentucky fell into 
line for Reagan. 

Then, in rapid succession, came Connecticut, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Michigan, Il-
linois, North Dakota, South Dakota, Kansas, Missouri, Tennessee, Oklahoma, and Texas 
for Reagan. 

At 8:15 pm, Eastern Time, NBC News called the election for Reagan. It was the earliest 
decision in modern history, aided by highly accurate computer projections based on exit 
polls. Over at CBS, where election maps showed Republican states in blue, Democratic 
states in red, the board looked like a vast California swimming pool—almost all Reagan 
blue. And Dan Rather turned green. 

Carter managed to eke out wins only in six states and the District of Columbia—Georgia, 
Minnesota, Rhode Island, West Virginia, Hawaii, and Maryland. He rushed to concede the 

4	  Hayward, Steven F., The Age of Reagan: The Fall of the Old Liberal Order, 
1964-1980, Random House, New York: 2001, p. 709.
5	  Busch, Reagan’s Victory, p. 149.
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election and end his agony. In a brief, choked televised statement at 9:52 EST, Carter said:
“I can’t stand here today and say it doesn’t hurt. I’ve not achieved all I set out to do. But 
we have faced the tough issues…The great principles that have guided this nation since its 
very founding will continue to guide America through the challenges of the future.”

House Speaker Thomas P. “Tip” O’Neill was enraged. “They came in like SOBs and 
they’re going out like sons of SOBs,” the old Democratic warhorse screamed at the televi-
sion. He cared little for President Carter’s loss. Tip was furious that Carter cared nothing 
for the hundreds of Democrats whose races would be lost in the West because Carter had 
conceded so early. 

What was most stunning to observers—those who supported Carter and those who sup-
ported Reagan alike—was Reagan’s near-total victory in the Northeast. Only little Rhode 
Island had failed to go for the Republican.  Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachu-
setts, Connecticut, New York, and New Jersey swelled the huge Reagan Electoral College 
blowout. 

Because these states reported their results early in the evening—when many states in the 
Mountain and Pacific time zones were still voting—they could not help but impress mil-
lions of voters waiting to cast their ballots. If Reagan could carry New England and New 
York, where couldn’t he win?

Why? Here is where we see the Anderson Difference. Throughout 1980, the media had 
been echoing John Anderson’s campaign theme for him. For the liberal elites, those devo-
tees of NPR, those who lived in towns where there were more Ph.D.s than autos, the An-
derson Difference meant an articulate candidate who did not hold back on any part of the 
liberal agenda, from gun control to abortion-on-demand. Anderson had stressed his will-
ingness to pay for abortions with tax dollars. That, more than anything else, represented the 
Anderson Difference.

What a difference Anderson made. Connecticut (12.2%), Delaware (6.9%), Kentucky 
(2.5%), Maine (11%), Massachusetts (15%), Michigan (7%), Mississippi (1.4%) , New 
York (7.5%), North Carolina ((2.9%), Pennsylvania (6.4%), South Carolina (1.6%), Ten-
nessee (2.2%), Vermont (14.9%), and Wisconsin (7.1%) were all tipped to Reagan by the 
presence of John Anderson in the race. Had Anderson’s total been added to Jimmy Carter’s 
in each of those states, Carter would still have lost the election. Instead of Reagan’s huge 
total of 489 electoral votes, he would have been reduced to a still-comfortable 310. Carter’s 
puny haul of 49 electoral votes would have risen to a respectable losing total of 228. 

No small part of the Anderson appeal was his endorsement of public funding for abortion. 
No small part of Carter’s disastrous showing was attributable to the Anderson Difference. 
And no small part of Reagan’s aura of invincibility came from that difference.

Not since Eisenhower—a five-star General of the Army—had Massachusetts’s Tip O’Neill 
seen a Republican sweep to victory in his Bay State. Reagan gained that night the kind of 
clout that counts on Capitol Hill. 
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As soon as he came to Washington, the first question Reagan was asked was about his 
party’s platform. Immediately, the capital press corps wanted to know if he would really 
stand by that most conservative platform in a generation. Reagan would not budge. He 
would govern as he campaigned. He would remain true to the principles on which he ran. 

One of those principles included the strongest pro-life plank of any party anywhere. “The 
unborn child has a right to life that cannot be infringed,” the platform said.  Moreover, it 
called for judges at every level who respect the sanctity of life and traditional family values. 

Reagan’s landslide victory over Jimmy Carter was the worst repudiation of a sitting Presi-
dent since Hoover was unceremoniously dumped by voters in 1932. Public opinion polling 
had not come into use yet, but Hoover’s defeat was widely predicted. In a widely circulated 
story, one wit sent a telegram to the Hoover White House: “Mr. President: Vote for Roos-
evelt. Make it unanimous.” 

What was so stunning about Reagan’s victory was its undetected magnitude. Like FDR, he 
carried all but six states. Unlike Roosevelt, however, Reagan did not carry into office an 
overwhelming number of House and Senate candidates. Control of the Senate did change 
hands as Republicans gained an extraordinary twelve seats. But this unexpected gain only 
served to elevate a number of liberal to moderate Republicans who shared little of Reagan’s 
resurgent conservatism. In the House, Republican gains were strong, but not sufficient to 
unseat the dominant liberals. Still, when combined with more conservative Southern and 
Western Democrats, Reagan had a chance to form a working majority in this body. 

What must be understood in any record of the 1980s is that the liberal media then domi-
nated the national airwaves and print outlets. CBS, the “Tiffany network,” NBC, ABC, and 
CNN gave most Americans their news. All were and remain reliably liberal. Washington’s 
political leaders read The New York Times, The Washington Post, and sometimes The Los 
Angeles Times or The Boston Globe. All were and are liberal. TIME and Newsweek led in 
subscribers and newsstand sales, with the slightly more conservative U.S. News & World 
Report a very distant third. There was no Internet, no talk radio, no FOX News. For busi-
ness leaders, The Wall Street Journal supplied a rare conservative perspective. This was to 
be especially significant in the rise of supply-side economics. 

“We [in the media] can’t tell you what to think,” said Roger Mudd in a candid confession, 
“but we can tell you what to think about.” Critical voices might have rejoined: A better 
definition of totalitarianism could hardly be offered. And what did the liberal media think 
of Ronald Reagan?

Michael Kinsley, editor of the influential New Republic, dismissed Reagan as “not terribly 
bright.” Nicholas von Hoffman, a columnist for The Washington Post’s well-read “Style” 
section, found it “humiliating” to find this “unlettered, self-assured bumpkin” elected as 
America’s President. Hipster William Greider, a writer for The Rolling Stone, found the 
people’s choice “a hopeless clown.” Nor were liberal Democrats alone in their cruel dis-
missal of Reagan. An unnamed state Republican chairman said Reagan’s intellect was “as 
thin as spit on slate.”
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In an effort to build some bridges with the “cliff dwellers” of the Georgetown cocktail party 
circuit, Reagan aide Mike Deaver invited the grand old man of the liberal Democratic party 
elite to meet Reagan. Clark Clifford had been a fixture of Washington’s salons since Harry 
Truman’s presidency. He had coached Truman in his upset victory over Thomas Dewey. 
Clifford was called in to extricate Lyndon Johnson from the Vietnam War in 1968 (manag-
ing in the process to extricate the Democrats from the White House). Clifford met Reagan. 
Soon, he was “dining out” on stories of how the new President was “an amiable dunce.” 
The ever-forgiving Reagan did not bounce loyal Deaver for that misjudgment.  

Not all intellectuals were so dismissive of Ronald Reagan. Dr. John Lenczowski, a Johns 
Hopkins Ph.D. and currently president of the Institute of World Politics (IWP), wrote that 
Reagan’s victory could be attributed to his “faith in the soundness and competence of the 
[American] people...[It is] the basis of his thinking on almost every policy issue. In simple 
terms, his ‘can do’ attitude stands in stark contrast to the recent sense of helplessness, fatal-
ism, or malaise that has permeated so many ideas about government.”

Lenczowski continued: “Rejecting the argument that certain social and international trends 
are historically inevitable and move in one direction only—that of increased centralized 
power—Reagan endorses the possibility and necessity of the exercise of free will. He be-
lieves that people can change things if they have the will.”

On November 4, 1980, Election Day, they had the will. 
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III. Reagan in Power: A New Beginning

At the stroke of noon, Tuesday, January 20, 1981, Ronald Reagan constitutionally became 
America’s 40th President. In Tehran, Iran, it was already 8:30 PM. Darkness had envel-
oped the 52 American hostages in Iran as they endured their 444th day of captivity. Ronald 
Reagan appeared on the Inaugural stand fit and vigorous, just two weeks short of his 70th 
birthday. 

President Reagan took the oath of office with his hand on the family Bible. It was open to 
a favorite passage: II Chronicles 7:14:  “If my people, who are called by my name, will 
humble themselves and pray and seek my face and turn from their wicked ways, then will 
I hear from heaven and will forgive their sin and will heal their land.”
The new President looked out from the West Portico of the Capitol, the first time in Ameri-
can history that an Inauguration had taken place there. Reagan quoted Dr. Joseph Warren, 
a revolutionary hero who was killed on Bunker Hill: “Our country is in danger, but not to 
be despaired of...You are to decide the important questions upon which rests the happiness 
and liberty of millions yet unborn. Act worthy of yourselves.” 

Did the scribblers in the audience note that reference to the “millions yet unborn?” They 
seemed not to. Yet it was the first time since Roe v. Wade that there had been any reference 
to Americans yet unborn in a President’s Inaugural Address. It was not an accident. 

Reagan then pointed out the National Mall and its majestic monuments, saluting Washing-
ton, Jefferson, and Lincoln. He then offered a moving tribute to the patriots who slept in 
honored glory on the hill at Arlington National Cemetery at the far end of that vista. “With 
God’s help, we can and will resolve the problems which now confront us....Why shouldn’t 
we believe that? We are Americans.”
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That afternoon, the new President made a momentous announcement. The 52 American 
hostages in Tehran had been released. They would fly immediately to an American military 
base in West Germany. Reagan chivalrously asked former President Jimmy Carter to fly to 
Germany to meet them. 

Reagan partisans had joked about the new President’s “get tough” policies toward the Ji-
hadists in Tehran. “What’s green and flat and glows on January 20th,” went one joke that 
made the rounds. “Iran” was the answer. 

Reagan would make no such jokes, but he was determined to gain the safe release of the 
52 Americans who had been subjected daily to beatings, torture, and mock executions. As 
Dr. Lenczowski notes, the Iranian Mullahs had listened to Reagan’s stern warnings during 
the campaign. They knew that Reagan regarded the kidnapping and hostage-taking as “acts 
of war” under centuries of international law. They decided not to risk armed conflict with 
a grimly determined Reagan. 

President Reagan at his first press conference pointedly declined to “grow in office.” That 
was the phrase applied to populist and conservative candidates who thrilled supporters 
on the campaign trail, but who upon crossing the Potomac began leaving their principles 
behind. 

Previous Presidents had been advised to take some military action to prove to the Soviets 
you were tough. They respect only strength, the “realist” advisers said. Reagan understood 
instead the force of words—and the Word. He would soon be heard telling hard truths 
about the Soviet regime. He increased the budgets of Radio Liberty (broadcasting to the 
U.S.S.R.), Radio Free Europe (broadcasting to the captive nations of Eastern Europe), and 
Voice of America (the United States’ worldwide voice.)

Asked by reporters about his tough, blunt comments on Soviet Communist party bosses—
going back to Lenin—Reagan stood his ground. He quoted those red rulers themselves. 
He denounced the Soviet Union for seeking world domination and declared its leaders “re-
serve unto themselves the right to commit any crime, to lie, to cheat, in order to attain that.” 
The Washington press corps was aghast. He means it, they told one another, incredulously. 
Reagan might have rejoined: They are the ones who mean it. 

Dismissed as an intellectual lightweight, Reagan did not react as the mistrustful Johnson 
and the suspicious Nixon might have reacted. His good humor seemed invincible. 

Reagan, according to the Heritage Foundation’s respected historian Lee Edwards, had 
spent many years “boning up” on history, political philosophy, and economics. As national 
spokesman for General Electric, Reagan had spent the years 1954-1962 riding the rails of 
America. 

In those days, few Americans apart from captains of industry and movie stars flew com-
mercially on a regular basis. Then, too, Michael Reagan, the President’s adopted son, re-
ported that Ronald Reagan, like millions of his fellow World War II veterans, was rather 
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superstitious about flying. Many a vet said he’d “used up” all his safe landings during the 
war. 

For whatever reason, Reagan’s long hours of train travel equipped him in several ways. He 
read and retained in his capacious memory much of what he read. He could quote verbatim 
the moving passage from Whittaker Chambers’ best-selling autobiography in which the 
famous ex-Communist described how he ceased believing in Marxist atheism. It was by 
viewing in awed wonder the delicate folds in his daughter’s ear. Reagan also subscribed to 
the small-circulation but feisty publications that inspired—and disciplined—the nation’s 
burgeoning conservative grassroots. Reagan read National Review, the scrappy magazine 
founded in 1955 by William F. Buckley, Jr., and Human Events, the populist conservative 
newsweekly that was the source of innumerable Reagan quotes on the campaign trail.

Nor was Reagan the creature of those whose writings he read, however much he respected 
them. Unlike Whittaker Chambers, Reagan would never say he had left the winning side 
(Communism) for the losing side (Liberty). And unlike William F. Buckley, Reagan never 
thought it his role to “stand astride the path of History yelling ‘Stop!’” Reagan would never 
concede that history was going anywhere but where we, inspired by faith and freedom, 
took it. 

Another great benefit of the train for Reagan was this: He never lost the common touch. Ev-
eryone who met Ronald Reagan, from the ranch hands with whom he worked and sweated 
at Rancho del Cielo to the Secret Service agents who guarded his life and “adored” him, 
from foreign heads of state, to White House operators—all of them related that Reagan re-
lated to them. Ronald Reagan was ever the democrat. No small part of his rapidly expand-
ing reputation as “the Great Communicator” was the sure sense of American values that he 
had gained from long years traveling by train, working the “chicken and mashed potatoes 
circuit,” as he called the after-dinner speaker’s routine. 

Finally, Reagan sensed America’s vastness. America cannot be fully appreciated by air. 
Flying from coast-to-coast in a few hours fails to convey America’s immensity. By auto or 
by train, one begins to understand the breadth of this continental nation. Purple mountains’ 
majesty and amber waves of grain cannot be apprehended from 30,000 feet.

Traveling across the country, one soon learns that 100 miles from the Atlantic or Pacific 
coasts, the most important figures in the federal government, after the President, are the 
Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior. You learn that America was an agricultural su-
perpower long before she was an industrial giant. She is a farming giant still. Jefferson was 
right about America being an Empire for Liberty. 

Travel through northern Minnesota and look at the endless farmland in springtime. It’s easy 
for an Easterner to mistake the scene for the aftermath of a fire. That’s how black and rich 
the soil is. It’s so black it’s blue. There’s even a Blue Earth County in Minnesota. 

Reagan was an outdoorsman and America is an outdoors country.  That openness, that 
sense of vistas and opportunities, was part of the connection Reagan enjoyed with the na-
tion.  He was a part of America’s past that fully embraced America’s future.  
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John F. Kennedy was also a beloved figure for Americans. But JFK was always a Mas-
sachusetts man; his accent tied him to “Hah-vahd Yahd” and Hyannis “Pawt.” Lyndon 
B. Johnson was forever a man of the Texas Hill Country, as Jimmy Carter was a Georgia 
peanut farmer. Reagan’s political successors would speak of Red States and Blue States, 
but all those years on the railroad made Ronald Reagan at home everywhere in America. 
Without speaking down to his audiences or pandering to local prejudices, Reagan spoke to 
Americans in the accents of America. Ronald Reagan would never have referred to any part 
of America as “flyover” country. 

Americans in small towns, in rural hamlets, felt a kinship with him. Yet his Hollywood 
years gave him social ease and style. Reagan wore cowboy gear—a well-worn, broad-
brimmed hat and jeans—whenever he was cutting brush at the ranch. But he was not the 
least embarrassed to be seen, as well, wearing jodhpurs and knee-high riding boots. His 
saddle was English. He could ride easily with a Queen, and did. 

As the oldest of our Presidents, Reagan also could invoke the past. Columnist George Will 
said it best: “He spoke to the future in the accents of the past.” Reagan, according to the 
Heritage Foundation’s Andrew Busch, cited the Founders more often than any of his four 
predecessors.
And more than any of his four successors, it might be added. 

When Ted Kennedy toasted liberal lion Averell Harriman on his 90th birthday, he could 
not resist a dig at President Reagan. “Averell, you are only half as old as Ronald Reagan’s 
ideas.”

Instead of taking offense, Reagan grinned and said: “Ted Kennedy’s right. The Constitu-
tion is nearly two hundred years old. And that’s where I get all my ideas.” Left unsaid: Ted 
Kennedy got none of his from that venerable document. 
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IV. Dodging the Bullet: The Assassination Attempt
March 30, 1981. How quickly it all happened. President Reagan, just 69 days into his term, 
was leaving Washington’s Hilton Hotel. He waved to the crowd just as a POP! POP! was 
heard. Reagan’s Secret Service Agent, Jerry Parr, threw the President into the back seat of 
the limousine and jumped on top of him to shield him. Reagan, spitting up some frothy 
blood, yelled, “I think you’ve broken my rib, Jerry, get off me!” Seeing the oxygenated 
blood, Agent Parr knew better. He ordered the driver to take the President to George Wash-
ington University Hospital. That quick decision saved Ronald Reagan’s life.

Back on the sidewalk outside the Hilton, the scene was chaos. Press Secretary Jim Brady 
was down, shot in the forehead, dead or dying. Secret Service Agent Tim McCarthy was 
shot in the throat. A Washington police officer, Thomas Delahanty, had also been shot. John 
Hinckley, the deranged young man who shot the President, was quickly subdued.  

The President was able to walk through the doors of the Emergency Room at GWU Hospi-
tal, putting on a game face, but once inside his knees buckled. He was raced into surgery. 
Only upon careful examination of his body did the surgeons discover the tiny hole under 
his armpit. A bullet had apparently ricocheted off the limousine and entered his lung, com-
ing within inches of his heart.

Reagan, conscious, managed a quip that was widely reported. To the attending physicians 
he said: “I hope you guys are all Republicans.” The doctors replied: “Mr. President, today 
we’re all Republicans.” Reagan lost a great deal of blood. Although the country did not 
know it until much later, the Reagan Presidency almost ended on that operating room table. 

Reagan was doubtless helped by his rugged constitution. Years of hard physical labor at 
the ranch had given him a powerful physique. During the race for the 1980 nomination, 
George Bush had made a point of jogging every morning, calling attention to his fitness. 
The implication, none too subtly conveyed, was that Reagan at 69 was too old and possibly 
too frail to face the physical demands of the White House. 
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In reality, Reagan was probably the fittest man in that operating theater and perhaps, too, 
in most Cabinet meetings. Surgeons cutting him open marveled. They had never seen such 
powerful pectoral muscles on a 70-year-old man. 

Back at the White House, Secretary of State Alexander Haig stepped in it. The former four-
star general and NATO commander announced: “I am in charge here.” He wasn’t. If the 
25th Amendment had been invoked, it would have been Vice President George H. W. Bush 
who was in charge. Oddly, the 25th Amendment was not invoked and the President went 
under the knife. Bush, more sure-footed at this critical moment than he had been a year 
earlier in Nashua, New Hampshire, said calmly: “We will act as if he were here.”

Soon, the nation and the world were reassured by the famous Reagan wit. That night, when 
Nancy Reagan visited him in the hospital, his words to her were: “Honey, I forgot to duck.” 
Sports buffs and older Americans recognized the line immediately. It was Heavyweight 
Jack Dempsey’s quip to his wife on being knocked out by Gene Tunney in 1926!

Reagan’s great good humor gave a worried nation a laugh of relief. And his bond with the 
American people was forged then. He had come into office with a Gallup approval rating 
of just 51%, the lowest of any newly elected President. Now Reagan’s approval ratings 
skyrocketed.

He not only used humor to soothe and reassure, he used humor to disarm opponents. It was 
his most effective political weapon.

He would need all his political strength and skill for the battles to come. When Reagan 
returned to the White House, he readied himself for the biggest fight of his Presidency, the 
legislative struggle to enact the largest tax reduction in American history.

Slashing corporate and personal income tax rates had been a central part of the Reagan 
economic strategy. He wanted to do this for many reasons. First, he wanted to revive the 
moribund U.S. economy. Jimmy Carter had left the economy in shambles. Unemployment 
was at the highest level since the Great Depression. But Carter’s unemployment rate added 
to his inflation rate produced a “Misery Index” over 20. As a candidate in 1976, Carter had 
invented the Misery Index by combining unemployment rates with inflation rates. Carter 
pummeled the hapless Jerry Ford’s Misery Index of 13. In 1980, Ronald Reagan had given 
Carter back some of his own. 

Convinced that confiscatory taxes stifled enterprise and innovation, Reagan battled to slash 
marginal rates in his major tax bill. Tip O’Neill, the powerful liberal Speaker of the House, 
vowed to resist Reagan’s “tax cuts for the rich.” O’Neill told the Old Bulls of Congress 
that Reagan hated the progressive income tax because he had resented having to fork over 
to the IRS much of his earnings during his Hollywood years.  O’Neill sneered that Reagan 
was like many a poor Irish immigrant who, once he had made his way, forgot his origins. 
O’Neill’s conflict with Reagan was not just political, it was personal. 

O’Neill and the liberal elite refused even to consider the fresh economic theories that were 
creating a new political force in the late 1970s. “Supply Side” economics – championed 
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by The Wall Street Journal -- pointed the way out of “stagflation.” Instead of concentrating 
on demand, supply-siders – led in Congress by the ever-buoyant and energetic Rep. Jack 
Kemp (R-NY) – stressed the importance of growth. Instead of seeing society as a snake-pit 
of contending “interests,” Kemp persuaded Reagan to embrace his optimistic commitment 
to lower taxes and higher productivity. 

“A rising tide lifts all boats,” said Kemp. It certainly could lift Reagan’s boat and threat-
ened to swamp Tip’s liberal skiff. 

Yet, when Reagan mounted the rostrum in the U.S. House of Representatives on April 28, 
1981, Speaker O’Neill joined in the thunderous applause. Less than one month after being 
shot, Reagan looked healthy, rosy cheeked, and confident, even cheeky.

First, however, and due to events of the past few weeks, will you permit me to digress for a 
moment from the all-important subject of why we must bring government spending under 
control and reduce tax rates. I’d like to say a few words directly to all of you and to those 
who are watching and listening tonight, because this is the only way I know to express to 
all of you on behalf of Nancy and myself our appreciation for your messages and flowers 
and, most of all, your prayers, not only for me but for those others who fell beside me.
The warmth of your words, the expression of friendship and, yes, love, meant more to 
us than you can ever know. You have given us a memory that we’ll treasure forever. And 
you’ve provided an answer to those few voices that were raised saying that what happened 
was evidence that ours is a sick society.
The society we heard from is made up of millions of compassionate Americans and their 
children, from college age to kindergarten. As a matter of fact, as evidence of that I have a 
letter with me. The letter came from Peter Sweeney. He’s in the second grade in the River-
side School in Rockville Centre, and he said, ``I hope you get well quick or you might have 
to make a speech in your pajamas.’’ [Laughter] He added a postscript. ``P.S. If you have to 
make a speech in your pajamas, I warned you.’’ [Laughter]
Well, sick societies don’t produce men like the two who recently returned from outer space. 
Sick societies don’t produce young men like Secret Service agent Tim McCarthy, who 
placed his body between mine and the man with the gun simply because he felt that’s what 
his duty called for him to do. Sick societies don’t produce dedicated police officers like 
Tom Delahanty or able and devoted public servants like Jim Brady. Sick societies don’t 
make people like us so proud to be Americans and so very proud of our fellow citizens.

Here, in a message dedicated to his landmark tax measures, Reagan spoke to the nation’s 
soul. He was the first sitting President in our history to be shot and not to die! 

Andrew Jackson was attacked by a crazed painter who fired two pistols at him, point blank. 
When they misfired, Jackson attacked his would-be assassin with his cane. Theodore Roos-
evelt, after his Presidency, was shot during his Bull Moose campaign of 1912. The folded 
speech and eyeglass case in his breast pocket slowed the bullet. But it had still entered his 
body. Undeterred, the lion-like TR gave a rousing campaign speech, and only at its conclu-
sion dramatically showed his hearers his blood-stained shirt. President-elect Franklin D. 
Roosevelt rode in an open car with Chicago Mayor Anton Cermak through the streets of 
Miami. An assassin shot at FDR, but hit Cermak. Roosevelt ordered the Secret Service to 
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drive his limousine back to the scene to pick up the dying Cermak—exposing himself to 
grave danger. It was in this context that Roosevelt would say: “The only thing we have to 
fear is fear itself!” That great Inaugural line was received just days after he had himself 
driven into danger. 

But with Reagan standing in front of us, surviving that insane young man’s fusillade of 
bullets outside a Washington hotel, it seemed that America’s “curse” had been at last lifted. 

More than that, Reagan refused to go along with the idea that had become liberal ortho-
doxy since JFK’s assassination in Dallas in 1963: that America was a violent, even “sick” 
society. Here, Reagan broke the spell. He reassured Americans about himself and, more 
importantly, about themselves. 

He had told the Cold War warriors among his followers, and the pro-lifers, too, that their 
urgent concerns had to wait while the economy was restored. In Reagan’s mind, he had 
been elected by Americans to fix the economy. If he failed in that, nothing else he could do 
would gain public support. 

Reagan argued that the economic surge his plan would spur would more than make up for 
any short-term loss in tax receipts. This “supply-side” economics would rapidly be reviled 
as “Reaganomics.” When Tip O’Neill and congressional liberals took out TV ads blasting 
Reagan for only giving $141 in tax relief to the average American family, while slashing the 
individual and corporate taxes on the rich, Americans rallied to the President’s side. First, 
people figured that $141 in tax relief was tangible and a not-to-be sneered at sum of money. 
In 1981, it might outfit several kids for school. Second, if Reagan’s promise of money back 
was being confirmed even by his liberal opponents, Americans figured that was better than 
increasing their taxes. Third, under Carter and the liberal Congresses, millions had seen 
their taxes increased as inflation pushed them into higher income tax brackets. 

Americans who were employed may have had more dollars in their paychecks, but they 
certainly didn’t feel richer. The Republicans’ most effective TV ad in 1980 had been one 
with a fat, influential man with a distinctive shock of white hair being driven about Wash-
ington in his limousine—as the auto runs out of gas.

O’Neill bitterly related to reporters, Congressmen, and their staff members his belief that 
Reagan had left his liberal roots when he started paying taxes at the 91% level when he 
began to make real money as a Hollywood actor. He never understood that Reagan’s anger 
at the tax code was not a matter of greed, or of an unwillingness to share with the less fortu-
nate. Reagan’s personal charities were legendary. Reagan thought it was morally wrong to 
take from labor the bread it had earned. Reagan learned in Hollywood that it did not make 
sense for him to make more movies in a certain tax year—even if he liked the script and 
was eager to do the film—because his earnings for the movie would be taxed away. [Not all 
of these films were classics, to be sure. Reagan himself would quip: “They don’t want them 
good, they want them Tuesday.” Still, the “oat burners” (Westerns) and comedies that made 
Reagan’s career are part of what Hollywood offered to millions of happy Americans then. 
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Reagan could translate his own Hollywood experience with the tax code to all of American 
industry. He could see that a system that discouraged invention and risk-taking depressed 
economic activity at large.

The President believed that economic recovery was necessary for American victory in the 
Cold War. Reagan knew that a buoyant American free market would be one of the things 
that convinced Third World peoples, and Europeans on both sides of the Iron Curtain, that 
freedom was the wave of the future. He believed that Communism had nothing to offer 
even in its vaunted concern for the workers. Giving up freedom for bread never made sense 
to him. Especially so, Reagan believed, when the bread itself was moldy and scarce. 

After months of cajoling and arm-twisting moderate Republicans in the House and conser-
vative, mostly Southern “boll weevil” Democrats6§, Reagan prevailed on his tax measure. 
He would sign it, symbolically, at Rancho del Cielo, his mountain home on the Pacific. 
Reagan was proud of this home and he knew Americans’ yearning to be homeowners—
and, even more importantly, to be home earners 

Completing his governorship in 1974, he bought Rancho del Cielo, which overlooked the 
Pacific. “It’s not heaven,” Reagan would tell visiting reporters, “but it’s in the same ZIP 
code.” Reagan, with the aid of some ranch hands, put in the ponds, the patios, and the 
telephone pole fence posts and worked tirelessly to clear the ever-growing brush on his 
688 acres. Getting up early and putting in long days of hard physical labor on his own land 
refreshed and strengthened Reagan. Reporters thought him lazy when he spent so much 
time at what soon became known as the Western White House. None of them ever spent a 
day with Reagan cutting back branches with chain saws. 

It was to this place that he came in August, 1981, to sign the greatest tax cut in American 
history. The morning of the signing ceremony, the President, his staff, the Secret Service, 
and the press all looked out not on the blue Pacific, but into a dense fog. Many in the media 
caught the symbolism. Even Senate Majority Leader Howard Baker, on hand for the occa-
sion, described Reagan’s move as “a riverboat gamble.” It was indeed, but as events would 
prove, it began a period of prosperity for Americans that lasted until September, 2008.

6	 § Boll weevils are insects that attack cotton, mainly in Southern states. “Boll wee-
vil” Democrats were more conservative members of the House of Representatives from 
that region. The term has largely been replaced by “Blue Dog” Democrats. The old saw 
was that people in this region would vote for a “yellow dog” if he ran as a Democrat. A 
“blue dog,” therefore, is one who tends to vote with Republicans on key issues.  
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V. “With Reagan, Words Are Deeds”
That same summer of 1981, President Reagan clashed with the Professional Air Traffic 
Controllers (PATCO). This government union was the only labor group to have endorsed 
Reagan’s presidential bid the year before. But Reagan warned them that walking off the 
job was against the law for government employees. He laid down a firm line: If you do not 
return to your control towers, you will be fired. They remained out. He fired them. Reagan 
took a huge gamble in dismissing these highly skilled workers. Had even one commercial 
or military jet crashed during the time it took to replace the controllers, Reagan’s political 
career could have gone down in flames. But few Americans noticed any disruption in air 
travel. The Soviets and the world took note. Reagan meant what he said. In fact, the Soviet 
secret police, the dreaded KGB, took this occasion to inform the Kremlin Politburo, “with 
Reagan, words are deeds.”

Reagan also warned the Libyan dictator Muammar Qaddafi that summer of 1981 not to 
cross the line with him. Qaddafi had declared the Gulf of Sidra to be Libyan territorial wa-
ters, a clear violation of international law. Reagan resolved to ignore the crazed “colonel’s” 
threats. When Libyan jets locked on to U.S. fighters operating off the carrier decks of our 
Mediterranean fleet and threatened us with death, Reagan authorized the Navy to knock the 
Libyans out of the sky. 

Recalling Ford and Carter’s elaborate Rules of Engagement which were designed to pre-
vent accidental war between the Superpowers, the Navy brass asked Reagan how far they 
could go
in pursuit of hostile Libyan jets. “All the way into their da*ned hangars,” Reagan respond-
ed. 

This new, more assertive U.S. military doctrine galvanized all who served in uniform. 
Americans took note. Jimmy Carter had ordered that no uniforms be worn by service mem-
bers stationed in the nation’s capital. Reagan wanted Americans serving in our all-volun-
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teer military to be proud of the uniform. He required that members of the military wear 
their uniforms. 

Despite his determination to cut back on what he viewed as government waste, fraud, and 
abuse, Reagan reversed the downward course of military spending. When Jimmy Carter 
had sent the Delta Force into the Iranian desert in an attempt to effect a rescue of the Ameri-
can hostages, the crash of one helicopter, the failure of several others, and the deaths of 
several military personnel seemed to symbolize not only the impotence of Carter’s foreign 
policy, but also the perils of a “hollowed-out” U.S. military. Carter had denied it funds 
even to make basic repairs of essential equipment. Carter assured the world that the U.S. 
was not falling behind the U.S.S.R., but every day seemed to provide contradiction. When 
the Carter administration said the Soviet Navy had no nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, a 
photograph of the Kiev appeared in the authoritative British defense weekly, Jane’s Fight-
ing Ships, to give the lie to Carter’s denials. 

Under President Reagan, military pay improved. His predecessor had allowed military 
compensation to slide so far that lower-ranking enlisted personnel actually qualified for 
food stamps. Reagan’s Pentagon team put an end to beer in the barracks, instituted “zero 
tolerance” for drug use, and reinstituted military discipline in the ranks. When Ronald 
Reagan as Commander-in-Chief offered a snappy salute to the Marines or other military 
personnel that greeted him as he bounded off Air Force One or into the White House, the 
soldier or sailor who saluted him back no longer had drooping mustaches or hair growing 
down to his collar. Respect was the key, down the chain of command and up. 

This military buildup was necessary, Reagan kept asserting, in order for the United States 
to effectively engage the Soviets in negotiation of verifiable arms agreements. Reagan 
shifted the focus, too, of arms control talks. Under the regime of the Strategic Arms Limita-
tion Talks (SALT) that had consumed the attention of every administration since Nixon’s, 
treaties were signed that were unenforceable. The Ford and Carter administrations winked 
at Soviet violations. No more. 

Reagan proposed a Zero Option for Europe. That is, the Soviets must remove the SS-19 
and SS-20 nuclear Intermediate Range Ballistic Missiles (IRBMs) they had put in place 
in Eastern Europe in the later Carter years. Only if the Soviets removed their threatening 
missiles would the U.S. relent and not go forward with placement of matching IRBM’s—
Cruise and Pershing class weapons. 

The Soviets were shocked at this sudden reversal in U.S. policy. They had grown used to 
muted protests from Republican and Democratic administrations in Washington. Angered 
at Reagan’s “hard line,” they walked out of arms control talks in Geneva. They expected 
thereby to rouse liberal and left-wing sentiment in the NATO countries. And they did.

Massive demonstrations took place throughout the Western democracies. Reagan was un-
moved. He pointed out that no such demonstrations were allowed in the Soviet bloc coun-
tries, which he continued to speak of as “captive nations.”
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The KGB sensed an opportunity. When Western liberals proposed a Nuclear Freeze, the 
KGB poured money into street protests in Western European capitals. The idea was that 
in response to Soviet missile deployment in Eastern Europe, the NATO countries would 
“freeze” their own deployment and invite the Soviets to match their restraint. But the Sovi-
ets had already given their answer. Communist Party boss Leonid Brezhnev had declared 
after his 1968 invasion of Czechoslovakia “what we have, we keep.” 

This crude statement was later dignified by Western “Kremlinologists” as the Brezhnev 
Doctrine. Any robber who smashed the plate glass window of a jewelry store could by this 
principle claim to be a practitioner of the Brezhnev Doctrine – instead of a smash-and-grab 
artist. 

As pressure for a Freeze mounted, liberal politicians like John Kerry, Michael Dukakis, and 
Walter Mondale hitched their wagons to the KGB-backed drive for a Freeze--this rising red 
star. More than a million people turned out in Central Park, New York, in 1982 to protest 
Reagan’s policies and to demand the Freeze.

Prof. Adam Ulam came down from Harvard to Connecticut College to debate the Freeze 
with Bill Hyland. Hyland had been a fixture of the Carter era foreign policy elite. Ulam 
was the Polish-born biographer of Josef Stalin and a foreign policy “hawk.” Hyland laid 
out an elaborate and elegant argument purporting to explain how the Soviets, in the face of 
Western restraint, in the wake of a Freeze in deployment of U.S. missiles, and in response 
to mounting world opinion, would be forced to remove their IRBMs from Eastern Europe. 
Professor Ulam, in his heavily accented response, deflated Hyland’s beautiful balloon. 
“Wot will you doo,” he asked: “iff they dun’t?”

President Reagan had some staunch allies in the drive to place IRBMs in Western Europe. 
He argued that NATO’s continued existence depended on keeping the commitments that 
had, in fact, been made by the previous Carter administration. Carter, no longer speaking 
of an inordinate fear of Communism, had responded to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan 
by promising to answer Soviet SS-19 and SS-20 missiles in Eastern Europe by placing 
American Cruise and Pershing missiles in Western Europe. Carter sought to allay the fears 
of worried NATO members.  

British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher had agreed with Reagan that Soviet threats could 
not be countenanced. They could not go unmatched. The entire structure of deterrence in 
the nuclear era depended upon the Soviets’ understanding that the democracies had not 
grown so weak or so demoralized that they would fail to meet Soviet aggression—prompt-
ly and powerfully.

At this time, the British anti-nuclear left became highly agitated. One leftist journal even 
published a satirical cover. It showed Ronald Reagan carrying Margaret Thatcher up the 
marble staircase of a mansion—a send-up of Clark Gable carrying Vivien Leigh up the 
staircase in the classic Hollywood epic, Gone with the Wind. Only the left’s version of the 
familiar movie poster had a nuclear mushroom cloud in the background. “With these two, 
we’ll all be gone with the wind,” their version said. Thatcher, not generally known for her 
wit and less for her warmth, was so entertained by this journal she brought a copy of it to 
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Reagan where they both enjoyed a huge laugh. (The movie poster remains to this day in the 
tack room of Reagan’s ranch.)

Reagan also found a stalwart friend in West Germany’s big, beefy Chancellor Helmut Kohl. 
Kohl needed American Cruise and Pershing missiles to be put in place—and quickly. The 
longer the issue dragged on, the more his new coalition government would be under siege 
from the Federal Republic’s increasingly violent leftists.

In Western Europe, the “Euro-Communists” were not satisfied with anti-government, anti-
American, and anti-NATO street demonstrations. In Italy, the underground group Brigate 
Rosse (Red Brigades) kidnapped longtime Premier Aldo Moro and murdered him. Several 
daring murders were carried out in broad daylight in West Germany by the Baader-Mein-
hof Gang. In France, Action Directe vied for attention. All of these groups were committed 
to violent overthrow of Europe’s NATO-member, democratic governments. 

Nor did President Reagan confine himself to the free side of the Iron Curtain. Reagan had 
for decades pleaded for greater attention to the “captive nations” held tightly within the So-
viet empire. Jerry Ford may have thought that Poland and Eastern Europe were “not under 
Soviet domination,” but Reagan never doubted it. 

A deeply religious man himself, Reagan appreciated, as the U.S. State Department did not, 
the force of religion in men’s lives. As a candidate, he had watched the new Polish Pope’s 
return to his homeland. As 1 million Poles chanted “WE WANT GOD!” at a vast outdoor 
Mass celebrated by John Paul II, Ronald Reagan, with tears in his eyes, said: “I want to 
work with him.”

No political motive could ever be assigned to the insane John Hinckley. He had told police 
he wanted to impress actress Jodie Foster by killing the President. This was not the case 
with Mehmet Ali Agca, the Turkish assassin who shot the Pope in Saint Peter’s Square on 
May 13, 1981. On investigation, Agca was found to be working for the Bulgarian secret 
police. That meant he was an agent of the KGB.

Grievously wounded, the Pope nearly bled to death en route to Rome’s Gemelli Hospital. 
With Karol Wojtyla, too, doctors attributed his miraculous recovery to his robust physical 
fitness. The athletic Pole had been shown early in his papacy skiing in the Italian Alps. 
Never before had newspapers headlined “Pope’s on the Slopes.” 

To Reagan and the Pope, however, their survival was an act of God. Reagan told New 
York’s Terence Cardinal Cooke that whatever time he had left on earth belonged to God. 
Similarly, the Pope attributed his survival to the intercession of the Blessed Virgin Mary, to 
whose shrine at Fatima in Portugal he made a pilgrimage upon recovering. 

When the Soviets ordered their puppets in Warsaw to crack down on the Polish labor union, 
Solidarity, Reagan worked with the Vatican and with American labor unions to make sure 
that these dissidents had photocopy machines, faxes, and other methods of communication. 
With their leaders in prison, Solidarity workers nonetheless remained defiant. 
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The Soviets’ satellite government in Poland was suppressing a free labor union, trying to 
intimidate the heroic Catholic Church in Poland, even murdering Solidarity’s chaplain, Fr. 
Jerzy Popieluszko in October 1984. When the world saw Polish workers staging unauthor-
ized strikes to demand bread, Communist propaganda was exposed as a lie. This helped 
buttress Reagan’s case for peace through strength.

In retaliation for Soviet moves against Solidarity, Reagan ordered a number of Soviet con-
sulates in the U.S. closed. He pressured Western European allies to cancel natural gas 
pipelines originating in the U.S.S.R. And he continued his controversial military buildup. 

Seeing Poland as an Archimedean fulcrum, Reagan applied mounting pressure to his end 
of the lever. He named his campaign manager, William Casey, as his Director of the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency. Casey and Judge William Clark, a longtime Reagan friend from 
California, both devout Catholics, played a key role in Reagan’s outreach to the Vatican. 

Casey and Clark met regularly in Washington at the residence of the Papal Nuncio, or am-
bassador, Pio Cardinal Laghi. Poland was always high on their list of topics. On occasion, 
Cardinal Laghi would come to the White House to meet directly with the President. Reagan 
believed that concerted action might help to “break Poland out of the Soviet orbit.”7 

Casey once told Owen Smith, his businessman son-in-law, to order 100 mimeograph ma-
chines and ship them to the Vatican. That was all he said. Dutifully, the younger man did so. 
Only years later would Lech Walesa confirm that Solidarity had indeed received a shipment 
of 100 mimeograph machines that had mysteriously turned up at a local Polish Catholic 
church. 

Previous U.S. administrations, both Republican and Democratic, had operated on the the-
ory of “containment,” letting the Kremlin rest assured that the U.S. would not “meddle” in 
affairs behind the Iron Curtain. The theory behind containment suggested that, sealed off 
from the West, the Soviets and their satellites would in time collapse because of internal 
stresses and economic pressures. In practice, however, Western governments and busi-
nesses kept rescuing the Communists from the consequences of their own disastrous poli-
cies. Loans, trade, and outright gifts enabled the Kremlin and its allies to continue crushing 
their own peoples’ yearning for freedom. Instead of bread and circuses, the Kremlin rulers 
grudgingly gave their captive peoples jeans and rock music and sports, lots of sports. 

Under Ronald Reagan, containment gave way to victory. He had told his soon-to-be Na-
tional Security Advisor, Dick Allen, “[M]y theory of U.S.-Soviet relations is simple; we 
win, they lose.” Reagan mounted a concerted campaign against Communism. 

When Reagan finally met Pope John Paul II in the Vatican on June 7, 1982, much ground-
work had already been laid. While top Reagan aides, even now, reject the term “Holy Al-
liance,” it is nonetheless the case that mutual cooperation and, especially, the sharing of 

7	  Kengor, Paul, The Crusader, Ronald Reagan and the Fall of Communism, Harp-
erCollins, New York: 2006, p. 136.
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intelligence from the Catholic Church’s excellent resources within Poland were the keys 
to success.8  

While both Reagan’s aides and the Vatican reject talk of an alliance during the 1980s, it’s 
important to note that Britain went to war in World War I on the side of France, and also in 
World War II. Britain sent millions of young fighting men into the trenches in France. And 
Britain did this without ever signing a formal treaty of alliance with France. What they had, 
instead, was an entente cordiale—a cordial understanding. That might be the best way to 
describe Ronald Reagan’s relationship with Pope John Paul II. 

Reagan moved quickly, from Rome to London. There, on June 8, 1982, Reagan became the 
first U.S. President to address the House of Commons. Ronald Reagan rarely wore striped 
ties, but this day he wore a distinctive Royal Air Force repp tie. It was his silent tribute to 
those young men who 42 summers earlier had won the Battle of Britain by knocking Hit-
ler’s Luftwaffe out of the skies over Southern England. 

As Reagan spoke, British armed forces were once again on the move. Prime Minister Mar-
garet Thatcher had responded quickly, and with ruthless force, to the Argentine military 
junta’s seizure of the Falkland Islands in the South Atlantic. Reagan spoke to the Parlia-
ment of a democracy that had been attacked. 

In an ironic sense Karl Marx was right. We are witnessing today a great revolutionary cri-
sis, a crisis where the demands of the economic order are conflicting directly with those 
of the political order. But the crisis is happening not in the free, non-Marxist West, but in 
the home of Marxist-Leninism, the Soviet Union. It is the Soviet Union that runs against 
the tide of history by denying human freedom and human dignity to its citizens. It also is 
in deep economic difficulty. The rate of growth in the national product has been steadily 
declining since the fifties and is less than half of what it was then.

The dimensions of this failure are astounding: A country which employs one-fifth of its 
population in agriculture is unable to feed its own people. Were it not for the private sector, 
the tiny private sector tolerated in Soviet agriculture, the country might be on the brink of 
famine. These private plots occupy a bare three percent of the arable land but account for 
nearly one-quarter of Soviet farm output and nearly one-third of meat products and vege-
tables. Overcentralized, with little or no incentives, year after year the Soviet system pours 
its best resource into the making of instruments of destruction. The constant shrinkage of 
economic growth combined with the growth of military production is putting a heavy strain 
on the Soviet people. What we see here is a political structure that no longer corresponds 
to its economic base, a society where productive forces are hampered by political ones.

The decay of the Soviet experiment should come as no surprise to us. Wherever the com-
parisons have been made between free and closed societies -- West Germany and East Ger-
many, Austria and Czechoslovakia, Malaysia and Vietnam -- it is the democratic countries 
that are prosperous and responsive to the needs of their people. And one of the simple but 
overwhelming facts of our time is this: Of all the millions of refugees we’ve seen in the 
modern world, their flight is always away from, not toward the Communist world. Today 

8	  Kengor, Crusader, p. 140.
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on the NATO line, our military forces face east to prevent a possible invasion. On the other 
side of the line, the Soviet forces also face east to prevent their people from leaving.

The hard evidence of totalitarian rule has caused in mankind an uprising of the intellect 
and will. Whether it is the growth of the new schools of economics in America or England 
or the appearance of the so-called new philosophers in France, there is one unifying thread 
running through the intellectual work of these groups -- rejection of the arbitrary power of 
the state, the refusal to subordinate the rights of the individual to the superstate, the realiza-
tion that collectivism stifles all the best human impulses.

Many Members of Parliament—including even some Labourites who had not joined their 
leftwing colleagues in a boycott of the speech—were astonished at Reagan’s almost flaw-
less delivery of his speech. They had not yet seen the new technology that permitted a 
speaker using a teleprompter to look directly at his audience while reading the lines of a 
prepared text. 

They were also surprised at the complex and comprehensive case Reagan laid out against 
communism. Western statesmen had for decades failed to make the case for democracy. It 
must have stung some of the Marxist Members to hear Reagan quoting the author of Das 
Kapital, but turning his quote on its head: It was communism, not liberty, that was soon to 
be consigned to “the ash heap of history.” 

Whether they agreed with Reagan or not, British intellectuals came to realize they were 
not in the presence of an amiable dunce. Ally or adversary, they recognized Reagan as a 
formidable figure. 

At home, people like Yale-educated Dick Cavett paraded their contempt for the unintellec-
tual Reagan. When Cavett interviewed former British Prime Minister Harold MacMillan 
on his syndicated television show, he asked the distinguished Englishman if the British 
people were not embarrassed that their allies in America had elected a former actor. 

“Not really,” the unflappable MacMillan responded, reminding the supercilious Yalie that 
both Prime Ministers Benjamin Disraeli and Winston Churchill were known for their flair 
for the dramatic.  

Margaret Thatcher would soon be returned to office in Britain by an overwhelming majority 
following her brilliant military victory over Argentine aggression. Prime Minister Thatcher 
gave indispensable support to President Reagan. However much leftwing Americans tried 
to dismiss Reagan as unserious, no one ever thought that of Thatcher. And the fact that 
Mrs. Thatcher—no one dared to Ms her—took Ronald Reagan so seriously unquestionably 
added to Reagan’s stature. 

Despite this newfound respect in Britain, Ronald Reagan continued to be dismissed by the 
dominant news media at home. Washington Post reporter Lou Cannon, who had chronicled 
Reagan from his California days, noted at the time that American journalists dismissed 
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this Westminster Address as “wishful thinking, bordering on delusional.”9 At least, Reagan 
might have responded, the borders on my thinking are not manned by machine guns. 

Despite Reagan’s staunch anti-communism and his eloquent defense of liberty, his hold on 
the White House was by no means secure. In 1982, the economy was still in the doldrums. 
Unemployment rose to 10%. Inflation was being wrung out of the economy, true, but the 
pain was real to millions of Americans. Every night, the television anchors hammered 
away at “Reaganomics,” emphasizing the hardships of everyday Americans. Many of Rea-
gan’s blue-collar voters began to doubt their 1980 choice. Republicans, especially, feared 
the mid-term elections. They pleaded with Reagan to relax his grip on spending and called 
for increased taxes to help out hard-hit areas. Reagan was immovable. As with the PATCO 
strikers, he took a grave risk.

9	  Kengor, Crusader, p. 143.
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VI. Reagan Opposes “The Slaughter of Innocents”
Meanwhile, Reagan’s social conservative supporters grew restive. Unhappy at Reagan’s 
nomination of Justice Sandra Day O’Connor on July 7, 1981 (and her subsequent confir-
mation by a Senate vote of 99-0), Reagan’s grassroots supporters clamored for action.

One hard-won victory cheered these supporters. Mrs. Phyllis Schlafly and her legions of 
politically engaged conservative women were able to celebrate the defeat of the so-called 
Equal Rights Amendment. The ERA initially had been supported by strong majorities in 
both Houses of Congress, by both party platforms, and by virtually every elite organiza-
tion in the country. The media, academia, Hollywood, all pumped for ERA. Jimmy and 
Rosalynn Carter used the White House as a bully pulpit for ratification of ERA.  Congress 
appropriated $5 million to fund a series of International Women’s Year conferences that 
constituted a thinly disguised campaign for ratification of the amendment. 

Gradually, however, it became clear that ERA would mean abortion-on-demand would be 
locked into the Constitution, and fully funded by federal and state governments. It would 
also mean the end of true marriage, subjecting women to military conscription, and a host 
of as-yet-unimagined policies that to conservatives (as well as to millions of women who 
did not consider themselves conservative or even political) would be anathema. 

With 35 states having ratified ERA by 1977, and with only 38 required, Mrs. Schlafly’s 
goal-line stance amazed and thrilled social conservatives. She became to millions of Amer-
icans what Mrs. Thatcher was to her strongest British supporters—an Iron Lady.  The battle 
extended into the first two years of Reagan’s term as a result of the dubious extension of the 
seven-year ratification period by a simple majority of Congress in 1978, as the ratification 
drive had faltered. 

What Mrs. Schlafly demonstrated in the fight over ERA is that any constitutional amend-
ment may be fought and stopped if a determined and principled minority mobilizes and 
applies single-minded pressure to move against it in a small number of state legislative 
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houses. There are 99 state houses (Nebraska has the only unicameral state legislature). 
Seventy-six of these must act affirmatively to ratify. 

Ratification of a proposed amendment to the U.S. Constitution requires approval by three-
quarters of the states—that’s currently 38 of our 50 states. An amendment can therefore be 
blocked by concentrating on just 13 states. and prevailing in only one of their legislative 
chambers. Action in these houses can be prevented by procedural votes as well as by votes 
on the substance of the amendment. State legislators who sit on crucial committees can 
table ratification votes. In many part-time state legislatures, the clock is an invaluable ally 
in running out the time on a proposed amendment.  

Reagan could not fairly claim credit for Mrs. Schlafly’s lonely crusade. But he had taken 
political heat for dropping the GOP’s historic support for an ERA from the 1980 party plat-
form. When pressed to speak on ERA, Reagan typically would stress his support for “the 
E and the R, but not the A.” He would often invite his socially liberal daughter Maureen 
to share the microphone with him. Maureen would obligingly make her pitch for the ERA 
while agreeing to disagree with her father. 

Pressed on abortion and ERA in the 1980 campaign, Reagan sought to deflect criticism by 
promising to name the first woman to the Supreme Court. It was to prove one of his worst 
decisions. Still, Sandra Day O’Connor was the Arizona protégé of a conservative icon, 
Sen. Barry Goldwater, and the Stanford Law School classmate of the reliably conservative 
Associate (later Chief) Justice William Rehnquist. Rehnquist had cast one of two votes 
against Roe v. Wade as a member of the court in 1973. When she was interviewed by 
Reagan, she took pains to tell him how “abhorrent” she personally found abortion. Reagan 
could not ask her directly how she would vote on the constitutionality of the Roe decision. 
Such would have been a violation of long-standing ethical norms for judicial selection. 

During the Reagan years, Justice O’Connor never voted to correct Roe v. Wade, but she 
continued to offer tantalizing hints. In one opinion, she noted that the Roe framework of 
different rules for different “trimesters” of pregnancy was “on a collision course with it-
self.”
Pro-lifers took great heart from this, but their hopes would in time be dashed. Only after 
Reagan’s departure from the White House would this judicial Salome shed the last of her 
many veils and reveal her desire to preserve legal abortion. 

President Reagan made a regular practice of visiting with pro-life leaders on the January 
22 anniversary of the Roe v. Wade ruling. Activist Nellie Gray had in 1974 organized the 
first of what was to become an annual ritual, the March for Life. Tens of thousands of 
protesters, many representing entire Catholic parishes and parochial schools, but soon to 
include thousands of Evangelicals, Lutherans and Jews, came together in typically forbid-
ding weather to protest the Roe fiat.  Nellie succeeded in bringing a focus to the pro-life 
movement’s yearly efforts. She had campaigned in New Hampshire for Reagan in what 
was seen as the pivotal victory for his nomination. But she was unyielding. At one of these 
Oval Office meetings, the fearless Miss Gray bluntly attacked Reagan for his signature of a 
District of Columbia appropriations bill that included funding for abortion. She was right. 
But her bearding Reagan in his own den put the President off. 
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If personnel is policy, as the Heritage Foundation often says, then Reagan’s appointees 
were critical to accomplishing pro-life goals. In Reagan’s inner circle, only Edwin Meese 
III could be counted upon to carry the pro-life flag. James A. Baker III, a skilled insider 
who transitioned effortlessly from the Bush campaign, kept the Reagan White House run-
ning smoothly. He brought business experience and managerial efficiency to daily opera-
tions. The Carter White House had seemed to many—even among its liberal allies—a cha-
otic scene. Jimmy Carter had notoriously involved himself in such trivial matters as who 
would play tennis at which times on the White House tennis courts. Reagan would husband 
his energies. Baker helped him do it. And Baker was strongly pro-choice.

Reagan’s first Secretary of Health and Human Services was Richard Schweiker. The for-
mer Pennsylvania senator attempted to rein in Planned Parenthood by imposing regulations 
that required HHS grantees merely to inform parents that their minor children had received 
birth control information and devices from a federally funded agency. This seemingly com-
monsense requirement was bitterly fought by Planned Parenthood and others in their coali-
tion. 

Battling in court and in the sympathetic media, Planned Parenthood labeled the Schweiker 
regulation “the squeal rule.” Trading on the traditional American aversion for tale-bearers, 
Planned Parenthood was able to block implementation of the rule. Lost in the welter of 
media hype was the simple notion that American parents had a right to know when some-
one whose salaries they paid was encouraging their minor children to have sex outside of 
marriage. 

“You never had a chance in the media on that ‘squeal rule’ controversy,” CNN’s Jeff Green-
field told pro-life lobbyists on Capitol Hill. “The press was entirely against you. But I have 
a 16-year old daughter and I would want to know.” What parent would not want to know?

In the Reagan White House, great efforts were made to go over, under, and around the lib-
eral media. The Office of Public Liaison (OPL) and the Presidential Correspondence Unit 
(PCU) were keepers of the Reagan flame. Morton Blackwell and Carl Anderson used OPL 
to reach out to countless supportive groups and organizations. 

To overcome the liberal media, Ronald Reagan revitalized the ceremonial and stately as-
pect of the Presidency. Jimmy Carter had deliberately played down his role as ceremonial 
Chief of State. Reagan played it up.

Hardly a Boy Scout jamboree or Future Farmers of America event took place without a 
timely video message from the President. In these early days of video technology, to have 
an address by the nation’s Chief Executive gave tens of thousands of conference and con-
vention attendees a sense of connection with the President. Reagan was the master of the 
camera and used his communications skills to the maximum. 

No trip to the nation’s capital was complete without a White House briefing. Although 
these briefings generally took place in Room 450, the auditorium of the Old Executive Of-
fice Building, and not in the White House proper, this location was nonetheless considered 
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part of the Executive Office of the President. Attendees could return to Keokuk or Baton 
Rouge to tell admiring friends and relatives about their access to the Reagan White House.

Alexis de Tocqueville was the first political scientist and the first to point to Americans’ 
genius for voluntary association. The Reagan White House specialized in a Tocquevillian 
strategy of outreach to thousands of civic and community organizations. 

Anne Higgins, a respected leader of the pro-life movement, headed the PCU.  Anne had 
worked with pro-life groups during the crucial period in the 1980 campaign when it ap-
peared that the Reagan candidacy was faltering and social conservative support was essen-
tial to his success.  She had been a personal secretary to Richard Nixon when he practiced 
law in New York City and accompanied him to Washington.  Her political savvy and White 
House experience made her uniquely qualified to represent the pro-life constituency in the 
Reagan years, which she did with a constant fidelity that served both the movement and 
Reagan well.
 
Mrs. Higgins worked closely with her deputy, Chuck Donovan.  He had come to Washing-
ton after years of volunteer service in the pro-life cause and had been the chief lobbyist for 
the National Right to Life Committee. Donovan was one of many Reagan appointees who 
held posts that, if not highly visible, were nonetheless crucial. For many young Americans, 
so the media said, the 1970s were a “Me Decade.” For Donovan, one of 10 children from a 
devout Catholic family from Cincinnati, the ‘70s were a “Thee Decade.” He spent the best 
years of his youth working tirelessly for others, especially the unborn. Together with Anne, 
Chuck made sure that pro-lifers’ anguish was shared with their President. 

Tens of thousands of letters came into the Presidential Correspondence Unit (PCU) each 
month. Each received a quick, polite acknowledgment. The vast majority of the replies 
were pre-printed postcards or letters signed by autopen. But Reagan requested and relished 
50 or 60 letters a week on a representative sample of topics culled from the flood of in-
coming mail. The President would typically take these selected letters with him when he 
flew off to Camp David for a weekend or to Rancho del Cielo for longer stays, or even on 
foreign trips. Through these letters, Reagan got what Lincoln sought with his innumerable 
visitors—“a public opinion bath,” as well as fodder for many speeches and meetings with 
his staff and the public.

ABC’s White House Correspondent, Sam Donaldson, told viewers that after he was shot, 
Reagan never again had contact with regular Americans. Perhaps Donaldson was not him-
self a man of letters, but the Reagan correspondence unit gave the President a sensitive 
finger on the pulse of the American people. 

As with Abraham Lincoln, Ronald Reagan used his writing to frame and flesh out his own 
thinking. Liberal professor Douglas Brinkley, chosen by Nancy Reagan to edit the Reagan 
diaries for publication, would decades later marvel at the depth and breadth of Reagan’s 
thinking—all carefully recorded in his own hand. 

Those who worked in the PCU would not be so surprised. Unlike many offices on Capitol 
Hill, and unlike most elite institutions where pro-choice sentiment is the only “respectable” 
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view, the PCU made sure the President heard from his avid pro-life supporters. Many of 
their letters were heartfelt appeals for action to stop the daily toll that reached more than 
4,000 unborn children killed.

Reagan would often share with these correspondents his own frustration with the courts, 
the interest groups, and the media. But he would hold out hope and give encouragement, 
too. Frequently, Reagan in these personal letters would refer to the killing of the unborn as 
“a slaughter of innocents.” By invoking the words of Scripture, he formed a bond with his 
correspondents. At least they had one friend, limited though he might be to change things, 
who understood, who agreed, and who shared their deepest commitments. 

Reagan used his budgets, a powerful presidential tool, to recommend zero funding for 
the Title X family planning program, which provided billions of taxpayer dollars to fuel 
Planned Parenthood’s outreach to adolescents. Planned Parenthood has been, since 1970, 
the largest organization to profit from this gusher of federal dollars. 
They go around parents, teachers, and clergy to reach youth with a value-free sex education 
message. They employ teen “peer educators” to get at the kids, most often without parental 
knowledge or consent. 

For eight years of his Presidency, Reagan continued to “zero out” millions of tax dollars 
for Planned Parenthood and their cohorts. This was the important first step. It was, and 
remains, the necessary but not sufficient condition for restoring the right to life for unborn 
children and protecting the integrity of the family. Where Reagan failed was in his unwill-
ingness to veto any federal appropriation that included money for this so-called family 
planning program aimed at teens.

What Planned Parenthood and others mean by family planning is actually family destruc-
tion. Mountains of social science evidence show that the more promiscuous young people 
are before marriage, the more likely they are to cohabit or, if they marry, to divorce. Plan-
ning parenthood by encouraging and facilitating out-of-wedlock sexual activity actually 
works against parenthood, against families, against children. Not only are the young people 
who are lured into Planned Parenthood’s web more likely to engage in illicit sex, they are 
more likely than their abstinent peers to suffer sexually transmitted diseases, to give birth 
to children out-of-wedlock, and to be consigned to lives of poverty. No wonder Jeff Green-
field spoke for parents everywhere when he said, “I’d want to know.”

The U.S. Justice Department during Ronald Reagan’s tenure broke with its predecessors, 
both Democratic and Republican, in disputing the constitutionality of Roe v. Wade. Most 
in the mass media reacted with incredulity to such a stand, but a number of liberal consti-
tutional lawyers, while agreeing with abortion-on-demand, nonetheless dissented from the 
Roe ruling. In a widely read book, The Brethren, famed Watergate reporter Bob Woodward 
quotes Supreme Court clerks as being so dismissive of Justice Harry Blackmun’s tortured 
reasoning that they referred to his Roe opinion as “Harry’s abortion.” Stanford Law School 
dean John Hart Ely, in a Yale Law Journal article titled “The Wages of Crying Wolf,” 
condemned the ruling, saying it “is not constitutional law and gives almost no sense of an 
obligation to try to be.” 
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Harvard Law Professor Archibald Cox had thrilled the media as the relentless pursuer of 
Richard Nixon’s wrongdoing. But Cox, a Kennedy family friend who was fired by Nixon 
in what journalists called the Saturday Night Massacre, was scathing in his denunciation 
of Roe. 

[Blackmun’s opinion] fails even to consider what I would suppose to be the most impor-
tant compelling interest of the State in prohibiting abortion: the interest in maintaining that 
respect for the paramount sanctity of human life which has always been at the centre of 
Western civilization, not merely by guarding life itself, however defined, but by safeguard-
ing the penumbra, whether at the beginning, through some overwhelming disability of 
mind or body, or at death.

Continuing to blast Roe, Cox wrote: 

The failure to confront the issue in principled terms leaves the opinion to read like a set 
of hospital rules and regulations, whose validity is good enough this week but will be 
destroyed with new statistics upon the medical risks of child-birth and abortion or new 
advances in providing for the separate existence of a foetus. . . . Neither historian, nor lay-
man, nor lawyer will be persuaded that all the prescriptions of Justice Blackmun are part 
of the Constitution.

When the President of the United States, through a formal statement by the Justice Depart-
ment, conveyed by the Solicitor General, addresses the Supreme Court  to protest against a 
high court ruling, it is a major departure. This important action was Reagan’s doing. 

Reagan’s view of abortion stood in direct contrast to that of Lawrence Lader, founder of the 
National Association for the Repeal of Abortion Laws (NARAL). Lader spoke for many 
when he said: “Abortion is central to everything in life and how we want to live it.”

Reagan certainly believed the right to life, endowed by our Creator, was central to every-
thing in life and how we ought to live it. He resorted to his role as Chief of State to issue 
Presidential Proclamations for Sanctity of Human Life Sunday beginning in 1984.  

Proclamation 5147 -- National Sanctity of Human Life Day, 1984

January 13, 1984

By the President of the United States of America

A Proclamation
The values and freedoms we cherish as Americans rest on our fundamental commitment to 
the sanctity of human life. The first of the ̀ `unalienable rights’’ affirmed by our Declaration 
of Independence is the right to life itself, a right the Declaration states has been endowed 
by our Creator on all human beings -- whether young or old, weak or strong, healthy or 
handicapped.
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Since 1973, however, more than 15 million unborn children have died in legalized abor-
tions -- a tragedy of stunning dimensions that stands in sad contrast to our belief that each 
life is sacred. These children, over tenfold the number of Americans lost in all our Nation’s 
wars, will never laugh, never sing, never experience the joy of human love; nor will they 
strive to heal the sick, or feed the poor, or make peace among nations. Abortion has denied 
them the first and most basic of human rights, and we are infinitely poorer for their loss.

We are poorer not simply for lives not led and for contributions not made, but also for the 
erosion of our sense of the worth and dignity of every individual. To diminish the value of 
one category of human life is to diminish us all. Slavery, which treated Blacks as something 
less than human, to be bought and sold if convenient, cheapened human life and mocked 
our dedication to the freedom and equality of all men and women. Can we say that abor-
tion -- which treats the unborn as something less than human, to be destroyed if convenient 
-- will be less corrosive to the values we hold dear?

We have been given the precious gift of human life, made more precious still by our births 
in or pilgrimages to a land of freedom. It is fitting, then, on the anniversary of the Supreme 
Court decision in Roe v. Wade that struck down State anti-abortion laws, that we reflect 
anew on these blessings, and on our corresponding responsibility to guard with care the 
lives and freedoms of even the weakest of our fellow human beings.

Now, Therefore, I, Ronald Reagan, President of the United States of America, do hereby 
proclaim Sunday, January 22, 1984, as National Sanctity of Human Life Day. I call upon 
the citizens of this blessed land to gather on that day in homes and places of worship to 
give thanks for the gift of life, and to reaffirm our commitment to the dignity of every human 
being and the sanctity of each human life.

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand this 13th day of January, in the year of 
our Lord nineteen hundred and eighty-four, and of the Independence of the United States of 
America the two hundred and eighth.

Ronald Reagan

[Filed with the Office of the Federal Register, 10:24 a.m., January 16, 1984]

Reagan would thenceforth annually issue a Proclamation designating a Sanctity of Human 
Life Day. These proclamations themselves came to be valued. They were eagerly antici-
pated, shared with friends, and often read aloud to appreciative church congregations. They 
were posted on church bulletin boards and reprinted in church publications. It was another 
example of Reagan going over the heads of the media. 

Reagan went further. In 1984, he wrote a book titled Abortion and the Conscience of a 
Nation. He thus became the first President in American history to publish a book while in 
office. In that book, he continued and expanded upon the theme he cited in his Proclama-
tion—that the right to life was found in the Declaration, that it was foundational, that the 
right to life of unborn children was as important to the life of the country as the struggle 
against slavery and segregation.
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No President before or since used the Bully Pulpit of the White House so frequently, so 
insistently, as Ronald Reagan did for the right to life. 

Occasionally, Reagan’s pro-life advocacy threatened other important Reagan administra-
tion goals. For example, when impassioned California pro-lifers came upon a horrific dis-
covery, they sought President Reagan’s help. These California pro-lifers sought to have the 
remains of 17,000 unborn children found on a property owned by one Melvin R. Weisberg 
given a proper burial. 

At first, the California pro-lifers demanded that Reagan allow their interment at Arlington 
National Cemetery. As strongly as Reagan felt about the horror of discovering so many 
human lives wantonly destroyed, their decaying bodies callously thrown into a dumpster, 
he could never agree to make the nation’s hallowed ground of Arlington a battleground in 
a renewed civil war. 

When the White House sent a presidential letter to the California pro-life organization 
deploring the atrocity that had been uncovered in California, the group placed the letter in 
the center of a photo montage that showed gruesome photographs of the aborted children’s 
mangled bodies. The group labeled the poster “American Holocaust,” and distributed it 
widely. The photograph of one poor infant cruelly dismembered is a stock image—contro-
versial even within the ranks of committed pro-lifers—of protest marches to this day. 

The fact that Roe supporters indignantly resisted even giving a decent burial to these 
17,000 undeniably human beings shows how fiercely they had to deny reality. The right to 
choose was always on their lips. What is chosen when innocents are slaughtered is never 
acknowledged. 

As important to his Presidency as the right to life was, Reagan knew he could accomplish 
nothing for this cause, or any other cherished cause, if he failed to be re-elected. He had to 
shore up his base, he knew. Facing the unremitting hostility of the national media, Reagan 
reached out to such groups as the Knights of Columbus and the National Association of 
Evangelicals. 

He addressed the Knights, America’s leading Catholic men’s group, in New Haven in 1982. 
At a time when the economy was still in the doldrums, Reagan knew that many of the men 
in this organization were Democrats. After speaking of his commitment to the right to life, 
and of his support for tuition tax credits for parents who chose religious schools for their 
children, Reagan spoke lightly of his Hollywood days.

“I’m often criticized for having been in the movies. I never minded. I was always proud of 
having been in the movies…in those days, there was a lot to be proud of.”

The Knights roared with laughter. It was vintage Reagan. No podium pounding. No denun-
ciation of Tinseltown’s increasingly nihilistic products. They got it. Reagan was skilled at 
limning the mountain tops—without dragging his listeners foot by foot to the heights. He 
continued with his movie theme. 



50

“When Neal and I were teenagers, our town was excited by a movie. Everyone was going 
to see it. We couldn’t wait. But our father came to us and said: ‘That movie glorifies the 
Ku Klux Klan. They’re not heroes; they’re terrorists and murderers and we’re not going.’” 

Many in the vast hall were familiar with the story of Reagan’s father, Jack. He was a devout 
Roman Catholic. He also suffered from the disease of alcoholism. The President continued:

“I know that “Birth of a Nation” was a trendsetter for movies. But it is one movie I’ve 
never seen, and I never will.”

The emotional response was explosive. Here was the President of the United States, lift-
ing up his beloved Catholic father before hundreds of laymen, bishops and archbishops. 
The Knights cheered and cheered. The Republican Party might be in trouble in Catholic 
precincts, but Ronald Reagan would be a power to contend with there. 
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VII. Confronting an Evil Empire
Reagan’s appeal was not limited to Catholics. He was formidable as well among his fellow 
Evangelicals.  Reagan followed up his address to the Knights of Columbus in early 1983 
with a widely noted speech to the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE). Meeting 
for their convention in Orlando, Florida, these fervent believers heard the President defend 
unborn life, call for a constitutional amendment to permit voluntary prayer in schools, and 
lay out his case against a growing tendency in some Catholic and Protestant churches to 
embrace the Nuclear Freeze. 

Many liberal religious writers had denounced Reagan’s military buildup as a threat to world 
peace. In Catholic circles, the argument was made by Chicago’s Joseph Cardinal Bernardin 
and others that pro-life means “a seamless garment” that embraced opposition to abor-
tion, capital punishment, and nuclear weapons. By that calculus, the fiery Denise Neary, 
a Pennsylvania pro-life leader said as she confronted the pacifist prelate, pro-life stalwart 
Congressman Henry Hyde would get a score of 33% while the relentlessly pro-choice Sen. 
Ted Kennedy would rate a robust 67%.

To the NAE delegates, Reagan linked the right to life to the Founders’ belief that, in the 
words of Thomas Jefferson, “the God who gave us life gave us liberty at the same time.” 
He also urged Christians not to be taken in by the plausible platitudes of the Freeze move-
ment. He would be happy to join the Soviets in a Freeze, he said, if only they would freeze 
their aggressive moves. Reagan often said the Soviets liked the arms race better when they 
were the only ones in it. Unlike earlier Cold Warriors, however, Reagan prayed for the 
victims of communism. 

Yes, let us pray for the salvation of all of those who live in that totalitarian darkness -- pray 
they will discover the joy of knowing God. But until they do, let us be aware that while 
they preach the supremacy of the state, declare its omnipotence over individual man, and 
predict its eventual domination of all peoples on the Earth, they are the focus of evil in the 
modern world.



52

It was C. S. Lewis who, in his unforgettable ``Screwtape Letters,’’ wrote: ``The greatest 
evil is not done now in those sordid `dens of crime’ that Dickens loved to paint. It is not 
even done in concentration camps and labor camps. In those we see its final result. But 
it is conceived and ordered (moved, seconded, carried and minuted) in clean, carpeted, 
warmed, and well-lighted offices, by quiet men with white collars and cut fingernails and 
smooth-shaven cheeks who do not need to raise their voice.’’
Well, because these ``quiet men’’ do not ``raise their voices,’’ because they sometimes 
speak in soothing tones of brotherhood and peace, because, like other dictators before 
them, they’re always making ``their final territorial demand,’’ some would have us accept 
them at their word and accommodate ourselves to their aggressive impulses. But if history 
teaches anything, it teaches that simple-minded appeasement or wishful thinking about our 
adversaries is folly. It means the betrayal of our past, the squandering of our freedom.
So, I urge you to speak out against those who would place the United States in a position 
of military and moral inferiority. You know, I’ve always believed that old Screwtape re-
served his best efforts for those of you in the church. So, in your discussions of the nuclear 
freeze proposals, I urge you to beware the temptation of pride -- the temptation of blithely 
declaring yourselves above it all and label both sides equally at fault, to ignore the facts of 
history and the aggressive impulses of an evil empire, to simply call the arms race a giant 
misunderstanding and thereby remove yourself from the struggle between right and wrong 
and good and evil.

There, he had said it. Although it was only two words—evil empire—and although he nev-
er repeated them, they echoed around the world. The New York Times thought those words 
dangerous and provocative. So, not surprisingly, did First Lady Nancy Reagan and peren-
nial trimmer David Gergen, one of her favorite confidants. In an intimate White House 
dinner, they tried to persuade Reagan not to use those words again. 
In the Kremlin, the Soviets reacted with a roar of rage. Denouncing Reagan in Pravda, their 
official journal, they only served to circulate his words throughout their evil empire. Deep 
in the bowels of the Gulag, Natan Sharansky and other political prisoners recorded hearing 
those words tapped out on the prison plumbing pipes. Reagan was familiar with the pas-
sage in Isaiah:

I will keep you and will make you to be a covenant for the people and a light for the 
Gentiles, to open eyes that are blind, to free captives from prison and to release from the 
dungeon those who sit in darkness.

Reagan did not yet have good news of release for these captives, but his courageous words 
gave them heart. And he would carry thick files on political prisoners with him as he met 
with the new Soviet ruler. An old Russian proverb says “one word of truth can move the 
world.” So it was with Reagan’s evil empire speech.

A close examination of the speech shows that it is not a prideful attempt to say that the U.S. 
is without sin. Reagan specifically condemned racism, anti-Catholicism, and anti-Semitism 
that had marred American history. Reputable historians have long since revealed that the 
quote Reagan attributes to Alexis de Tocqueville in this speech and others—to the effect 
that America is great because she is good—is erroneous. The perceptive Frenchman never 
said it. 
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Despite that single mistaken attribution, however, the speech was a turning point. Two 
words—evil empire—thrilled hundreds of millions behind the Iron Curtain. At last, captive 
people thought, America has a leader who understands. Among millions of Americans—
especially those of Eastern European descent like the Poles, Czechs, Slovaks, Hungarians, 
and even those whose families hailed from the Soviet “inner empire”—Ukraine and the 
Baltic States of Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia—Reagan’s Evil Empire speech to the Evan-
gelicals came to be broadly known and deeply appreciated. 

Reagan was at the Western White House on September 1, 1983 when the Soviets shot down 
an unarmed Korean civilian jet. KAL-007 had strayed over Soviet East Asian territory. The 
MiGs that were scrambled to intercept the passenger plane were in no doubt that it was no 
threat, but on orders from Moscow, they launched their air-to-air missiles and murdered 
hundreds of men, women, and children. One of their victims was U.S. Representative Lar-
ry McDonald (D-Ga.).

Secret Service Agent John Barletta, who often rode with the President at his ranch, wrote 
that he had never seen Reagan so angry. But in public, Reagan’s reaction was remarkably 
restrained. The Soviet bear had shown his fangs and his claws. Now, the world saw brutal 
confirmation of what Reagan had so long been saying. The Reagan administration quietly 
used this occasion to tighten the economic and diplomatic screws on the U.S.S.R.

October, 1983. Ronald Reagan’s re-election to a second term was by no means assured. The 
New York Times, anticipating his defeat with some relish, said the Reagan administration 
had about it “the stench of failure.”  Reagan’s appeals to nervous Republicans in the mid-
term elections to “stay the course” had yielded only spotty results. Mid-term losses for the 
GOP were about average, but Reagan’s strength had always been that he was not average.

Reagan had been unable to interest his fellow Americans in the specter of communism in 
Central America. Liberals in Congress had been able largely to frustrate Reagan’s efforts to 
succor anti-communist guerrillas in Nicaragua. While some senior Democrats were writing 
“Dear Comandante” letters to the communist rulers of Nicaragua—the Sandinistas—Rea-
gan had to beg and borrow funds to keep the armed opposition – the Contras—alive and 
in the field. 

Suddenly, on a fly-speck island in the Caribbean, an opportunity opened up. The com-
munist rulers of tiny Grenada had quarreled among themselves. Marxist Prime Minister 
Maurice Bishop was not moving fast enough. He was ousted and murdered by his fellow 
Communists, with the assistance of Castro Cuban “volunteers.” These Cubans were also 
building a landing strip that could serve Soviet bombers. 

The President moved quickly to enlist the other Caribbean mini-states in a lightning strike 
against the Communists in Grenada. Reagan characterized his invasion as a liberation and 
pointed to the 600 U.S. medical students whom he said were endangered by the Commu-
nists’ civil war. Again, it was a tremendous risk. But, fortunately for Reagan, the American 
students were shown kissing the ground when they landed in the U.S.

U.S. forces made short work of their invasion. They soon overwhelmed the Cubans, who 
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loudly protested they were merely “construction workers.” Happily, too, for Reagan, the 
100,000 people of the mostly black island nation cheered the Americans as liberators. 
Liberals on Capitol Hill denounced the invasion. The respected Sen. Daniel Patrick Moyni-
han (D-N.Y.), normally one of the more hawkish members of his caucus, called the inva-
sion a gross violation of international law. Many editorialists sneered at the idea that a 
micro-nation whose land area was but 1/39 that of Rhode Island could ever pose a threat 
to the U.S. 

Reagan’s timing was excellent. With the Soviets bogged down in Afghanistan, with U.S. 
military forces newly resurgent, the quick and almost bloodless victory echoed Reagan’s 
theme: America is back. In the Kremlin, Communist Party boss Yuri Andropov was clearly 
ailing. The brilliant ex-KGB head had succeeded the mindless Leonid Brezhnev less than a 
year before, but was widely thought to be terminally ill. The Soviet bear growled, but could 
do nothing about Grenada.

Reagan understood that, though small, Grenada could have a big impact. Bethlehem is 
also small. So are Concord and Lexington. From October, 1917, until October, 1983, the 
red tide of Communism surged. From October, 1983, until its collapse less than a decade 
later, that tide ebbed. Communism desperately needed the idea that its world triumph was 
a matter of “historical inevitability.” The Brezhnev Doctrine had said: What we have, we 
hold. Except on America’s doorstep. Reagan had begun the great rollback. And he had not 
gotten us into a nuclear war.

Grenada was a profound shock to the Kremlin and to the hundreds of millions held in 
bondage by the gun, the knout, and even dogs. Reagan’s actions were broadcast to captive 
peoples by U.S.-sponsored radio transmitters. Reagan’s budget had approved a whopping 
$2.5 billion increase recommended by John Lenczowski, now a trusted member of Rea-
gan’s National Security Council. 

Reagan knew that the Soviet rulers needed uninterrupted successes in advancing their ide-
ology throughout the world. Dissident Russian writer Vladimir Bukovsky, when he was fi-
nally released, explained how foreign conquest was necessary to prop up the Communists’ 
shaky rule at home. “Look, peoples of the Communist world,” Bukovsky described the 
Kremlin’s propagandists, “we can invade Afghanistan...deliver arms to Nicaragua under 
the nose of Uncle Sam and not even the greatest imperialist power on earth can resist us. 
So how can you people even contemplate resisting us?”

Any failure—and Grenada was surely that—threatened the idea of Communism’s irresist-
ible power. Marxism-Leninism rested on a foundation of “historical inevitability.” Even 
when the Soviet Communists withdrew, or seemed to, as with the Austrian Treaty of 1955, 
it was only to advance elsewhere. Stalin’s formula of “one step back, two steps forward” 
was their watchword. 

But if Grenada could be snatched out of the Kremlin’s grasp, might others with courage 
and boldness challenge their rulers? Throughout Eastern Europe, but especially in faithful 
Poland, the forces of freedom were stirring. 
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Was it another of Lukacs’s spiritual puns that the U.S. economy—upon which Reagan’s 
political survival depended—also began to turnabout? Employment picked up. Inflation 
was subdued. All indicators began to point to a recovery. For Reagan’s political hopes, it 
was not a minute too soon. As the recovery began to look robust, even like a boom, Reagan 
joked that you could tell his policies were working because “they don’t call it ‘Reaganom-
ics’ any more.” He also had a barb for the intellectuals who had denounced his economic 
plans not only as wrong but as lunacy. Reagan told of a friend who’d been invited to a Hal-
loween Party that year. Without a costume, he could just “put egg on his face and go as a 
liberal economist.”
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VIII. Morning--and Mourning--in America
For pro-lifers, however, 1983 was a sorrowful season. A deep split had occurred within 
their movement. Supporters of Sen. Jesse Helms’ (R-N.C.) Human Life Bill clashed with 
backers of the Human Life Amendment to the Constitution being promoted by Utah’s Orrin 
Hatch (R). The divisions were real and sometimes bitter. 

President Reagan hoped to bridge the gap, offering to back either or both measures, which-
ever could command greater support in Congress. Reagan was frustrated at the lack of 
progress. Some in the pro-life movement blamed the President, saying he never intended 
to do anything substantial for the right to life. One of these critics, in a widely circulated 
Washington insider’s memo, wrote that “the President of the United States [was] all too 
willing to seize on pro-life disunity as a cause for inaction.”

A top Reagan administration official, in an internal memo, denounced this cynicism. “I 
warned you earlier that [these] people cannot be trusted, cannot be worked with, cannot be 
placated.” Terming the critic’s memo a “piece of slander,” this official noted the memo said 
nothing about the Administration’s strenuous efforts to bring an end to debate on the Senate 
floor so that pro-life measures could be voted on.

Reagan himself deplored the lawyers’ dispute over which means to use to fight abortion—
constitutional amendment or congressional statute. He often quoted Thomas Jefferson, 
who was himself an excellent lawyer: “On every question the lawyers are about equally 
divided, and were we to act but in cases where no contrary opinion of a lawyer may be had, 
we should never act.” As it happened, the lawyers checkmated each other and the unborn 
children lost. 

Also stalled, it seemed, were Reagan’s efforts to restore voluntary school prayer, provide 
parents with tuition tax credits, and make progress in disestablishing the wasteful and 
intrusive U.S. Department of Education. On all these social issues, liberal Republicans in 
Congress regularly aligned themselves with liberal Democrats in an anti-Reagan bloc. 
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To close out 1983, TIME Magazine named both Ronald Reagan and Yuri Andropov as their 
“Men of the Year.” They were depicted on newsstands throughout the world back to back. 
In fact they had never met. And would never meet. TIME’s above-the-fray stance seemed to 
exhibit the very kind of moral relativism that Reagan had warned about in his address to the 
NAE. “In the beginning were the words…” TIME wrote, in a parody of the Gospel of John, 
as it contrasted Reagan’s calling the Soviet Union “the focus of evil in the modern world” 
with Andropov’s stern dismissal of Americans: “They violate every norm of decency.” 
Even as they acknowledged Andropov’s probable personal involvement in the attempt to 
murder the Pope, even as they noted the shooting down of an unarmed civilian jet, TIME’s 
theme could have been paraphrased: Why can’t we all just get along?

Reagan’s other major initiative of 1983 was his announcement of the Strategic Defense 
Initiative (SDI). Reagan sought a means to defend the U.S. from a nuclear missile attack. 
Reagan had never agreed with the moral worth of the then-regnant doctrine of Mutual As-
sured Destruction (MAD). Reagan reasoned: “Isn’t it better to defend lives than to avenge 
them?” Liberal opponents jumped. They sneered at SDI, calling it impossible, dubbing it 
“Star Wars.” Sen. Ted Kennedy, ignoring the fact that SDI would, if it could be developed 
and deployed, destroy hostile missiles in space, charged Reagan with wanting to see “how 
high he could make the rubble bounce.”

Reagan argued that there had never been an offensive weapons system that did not spur a 
defensive system. He said the mere certainty that the U.S. was so defended would prevent 
the Soviets or, more likely, some rogue state from attacking us with nuclear missiles. To 
prove his pacific intentions, Reagan even offered to share the technology, when it was de-
veloped, with the Soviets. 

Former Vice President Walter Mondale was having none of this. He sought the 1984 nomi-
nation of the Democratic Party opposing any and all accommodation with Reaganism. 
“Fritz” Mondale had been a fixture on the left wing of the Democratic Party. Unlike the 
hapless Jimmy Carter, in whose administration he served, Mondale would not allow a ques-
tion like federal funding for abortion to dim his prospects. There would be no “Anderson 
Difference” in 1984. Fritz Mondale was for full federal funding of abortion-on-demand. He 
acted early to enlist the support of NARAL, Planned Parenthood, the National Organiza-
tion for Women (NOW) and the entire galaxy of left-liberal groups. 

Mondale faced opposition for the Democratic nomination, including Ohio’s Sen. John 
Glenn, the famous astronaut, and the newcomer, Sen. Gary Hart (Colo.). But Mondale’s 
years in the liberal vineyard had given him unparalleled access to the party’s movers and 
shakers and, just as important, its donors. When Gary Hart momentarily rose in the polls 
and did “better than expected” in the New Hampshire primary, Mondale cut him down in 
a debate with a line from a too-familiar TV ad: “Where’s the beef?” Spoken on TV by a 
grandmother angered at being served a shriveled hamburger at a fast-food joint, the ad was 
obnoxious in its repetition. But for Mondale, it was his only memorable line of the primary 
campaign. It was also a double entendre. It pointed to the thin resume and lack of substance 
of the Hart campaign, which simply stressed the fact that he was “new.” But it was also 
a sly dig, a wink to party insiders to think carefully before nominating a man with a wide 
reputation as a philanderer. 
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The only one who could seriously challenge Mondale was the one who often put his toe in 
the presidential waters, but who never jumped in: New York’s Gov. Mario Cuomo. Cuomo 
thrilled delegates at the party’s San Francisco Convention on July 16, 1984 with his “Two 
Americas” keynote address.

Contrasting the rising employment, the booming economy, and the rebounding morale of 
the American people, Cuomo eloquently spoke of those left behind, the forgotten ones still 
languishing in poverty. Democratic delegates swooned for Mario even as they had wept 
with Ted Kennedy four years earlier. But their mood seemed out of joint with the times. 
Cuomo did not help his party’s standard bearer, Mondale, when he related a story of his 
mother’s reaction to the plodding, stolid Minnesotan. “He’s a polenta,” said Mama Cuomo, 
comparing the former Vice President to the bland Italian dish, “filling but not thrilling.” 

Mondale did thrill delegates, however, and the liberal media with his selection of Rep. 
Geraldine Ferraro of Queens as his vice presidential running mate. The pert, smart, sassy 
Ferraro gave a lift to the Mondale ticket and provided great interest as the first woman in 
American history on a major party ticket. Mondale and Ferraro were compared to the fa-
mous Hollywood dance team of Fred Astaire and Ginger Rogers. She gave him sex appeal 
and he gave her class. 

But when Ferraro ventured to lecture her fellow Catholics on the liceity (moral permissibil-
ity) of supporting abortion-on-demand, with full federal funding, New York’s John Cardi-
nal O’Connor publicly rebuked her. She was free to say whatever she wanted to say, the 
Cardinal replied, but she could not recast Catholic doctrine on the sanctity of human life. 

Meanwhile, President Reagan’s campaign adopted the theme “Morning in America.” Tak-
ing advantage of the rebounding economy and of Reagan’s restoration of America’s mili-
tary strength, the campaign was long on patriotism and short on policy specifics. Privately, 
Mondale complained about the difficulty of campaigning against a mood, likening his ef-
fort to scaling a solid wall of ice. Minnesota has many solid walls of ice. 

While Mondale had been battling for his party’s nomination, the President had gone to 
Normandy for the 40th Anniversary of D-Day. On a cliff overlooking the English Channel, 
Reagan delivered one of his greatest speeches. He praised the grizzled WWII Army Rang-
ers seated before him, saying “these are the boys of Pointe du Hoc.”

Behind me is a memorial that symbolizes the Ranger daggers that were thrust into the top 
of these cliffs. And before me are the men who put them there.

These are the boys of Pointe du Hoc. These are the men who took the cliffs. These are the 
champions who helped free a continent. These are the heroes who helped end a war.

Gentlemen, I look at you and I think of the words of Stephen Spender’s poem. You are men 
who in your ``lives fought for life . . . and left the vivid air signed with your honor.’’

Years later, historian Douglas Brinkley would credit Ronald Reagan with the restoration of 
American patriotism. Brinkley noted that by choosing a small group—Army Rangers—to 
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represent the tens of thousands who stormed ashore on D-Day, President Reagan made it 
once again possible for Americans to see and understand the great national story. 

For all his eloquence that day, June 6, 1984, Reagan had another serious political purpose 
in mind: he wanted to enlist citizens of the Western democracies in the still-unfinished 
work of resisting Soviet imperialism. He wanted to remind his listeners that the great work 
of liberation so far nobly advanced by the boys of Pointe du Hoc would never be complete 
until the hundreds of millions behind the Iron Curtain could also breathe free.

Also in 1984, the Reagan administration responded to the challenge of a U.N.-sponsored 
conference on population. So-called “non-governmental organizations”—NGOs for 
short—wielded vast power in the U.N. because their budgets were often underwritten by 
wealthy Western governments. The International Planned Parenthood Federation (IPPF) 
was one of the most powerful of these NGOs. IPPF had the power to threaten small Latin 
American, African, or Asian governments. These governments are fragile by nature. And 
they are forever in need of foreign aid. IPPF could persuade Scandinavian or Japanese 
governments to withhold development assistance to any Third World government that put 
up barriers to Planned Parenthood population control objectives. 

Carl Anderson, a key Reagan administration official, obtained a 1983 internal memo from 
IPPF outlining its determination to push its program of abortion and contraception regard-
less of national laws against it. “Family Planning associations and other NGOs should not 
use the absence of law or the existence of an unfavourable law [emphasis added] as an 
excuse for inaction. Action outside the law, and even in violation of it, is part of the process 
of stimulating change.” This lawless memo provided documentary proof that IPPF was an 
international outlaw organization. 

The Reagan administration determined to use the UN’s Mexico City conference on popu-
lation to announce a sharp change in U.S. policy. The Reagan doctrine—later to become 
known as the Mexico City Policy—stated clearly that the United States regarded human 
life as a blessing, not a curse. The United States welcomed people as the basis for economic 
development. Human genius and human innovation are the source of all wealth. In short, 
people are not the problem. Tyranny is the problem. 

A necessary corollary of this Mexico City Policy was that the U.S. taxpayer would no 
longer pay for population programs that pushed abortion or coercive sterilization. China’s 
one-child policy had led to tens of millions of forced abortions. In India, the government of 
Indira Gandhi had actually pressed down on the people a coercive sterilization program in 
which even teenage boys—many of them illiterate-- had been pressured into getting vasec-
tomies. Not only was Planned Parenthood de-funded, so was the United Nations Fund for 
Population Activities (UNFPA), which had been shown to be complicit in the atrocities of 
the Chinese Communist regime. 

Liberals howled, but were impotent to stop the President’s policy from being implemented. 
Unlike the frustrations he continually suffered at home, the constant roadblocks thrown 
in his path by liberal Democrats and liberal Republicans, Ronald Reagan could make his 
policy in this foreign realm stick, and he did. This is the Mexico City Policy that was con-
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tinued by Presidents George H.W. Bush and George W. Bush and dramatically revoked by 
Presidents Bill Clinton and Barack Obama.  

Fritz Mondale was determined to take the fight to his opponent. In their first debate, on 
October 7, 1984, in Louisville, Kentucky, Mondale chivalrously saluted the President for 
doing so much to restore American patriotism. (Mondale-Ferraro bumper stickers were 
red-white-and-blue. It was the first time in a dozen years that Democrats felt like sporting 
the nation’s colors.)

Then, Mondale proceeded to pummel the Reagan record. At times, the 73-year-old Presi-
dent seemed unsure of his facts, unsteady in his replies. Suddenly, he seemed beatable. 
Mondale was judged the winner of the debate. He was the first politician ever judged to 
have bested Reagan in debate. Supporters gave the un-athletic Fritz a baseball bat, a “Lou-
isville Slugger.” 

The Reagan campaign struck back with a powerful TV ad, some say the most powerful 
ad since the notorious “countdown ad” of the 1964 LBJ campaign. Unlike that vicious ad, 
which aired only once and told Americans that Barry Goldwater would bring down nuclear 
bombs on a little girl plucking a flower, the Reagan ad was all art.

Opening in a dense wood, the viewer hears grunts, a rustling of branches and leaves. The 
announcer talks of “a bear.” Some think there’s a bear in the woods, he says. Some think 
there is no bear, or if there is, he is friendly. As the camera pans out, the viewer at last 
sees a large, powerful grizzly bear. The expression on the face of the bear cannot be read. 
Friendly? Ready to attack? At the close of the commercial, the bear stands in the open and 
an unarmed man stands before him. “Isn’t it better to be ready, if there is a bear?”

There, in a 30-second political ad, was the wisdom of ages, the policy of Reagan. Few 
could doubt what it meant. It attacked no one. It demeaned no opponent. It simply invited 
voters to think. 

The opinion pages of the nation’s newspapers, however, blossomed with columns raising 
the “age issue.” Was Reagan really too old? Did his “detached” management style actually 
reflect his limited physical stamina? Why did he have to spend so much time at Rancho del 
Cielo? And, darkly, was Reagan’s mind going?

Jack Germond, the veteran Baltimore Sun political columnist and reporter, worked behind 
the scenes with the Sun’s man on the panel for the second presidential debate, slated for Oc-
tober 21, 1984 in Kansas City. Germond would later relate in his witty memoirs, Fat Man 
in the Middle Seat, how he and that panelist, Henry Trewhitt, labored to craft the perfect 
question on the “age issue.” You wouldn’t want to be rude, or disrespectful to the dear old 
gentleman. That would elicit sympathy and possibly a voter backlash. But you wanted to 
make sure that the question was a fast pitch—preferably with a little spit on it.  This would 
be no Roger Mudd softball to Ted Kennedy, thrown so slow “you could read the laces” on 
it. 

Germond writes that he watched the TV monitor off to the side of the debate stage. His 
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heart sank as he saw a slight smile come over the President’s face when Trewhitt lobbed the 
question: “Oh s___! He’s going to hit it out of the park,” Germond wrote. 

Reagan did. “I will not make age an issue of this campaign. I am not going to exploit, for 
political purposes, my opponent’s youth and inexperience.” The panel laughed. The audi-
ence laughed. The country laughed.

Fritz Mondale laughed—even as his only hope for election went up in smoke. Two weeks 
later, Mondale became the second man in history to lose every state save one. He managed 
to carry Minnesota by barely 3,100 votes (there are 3,200 precincts in Minnesota). Unsatis-
fied, Mondale would come out of retirement in 2002 to make an unsuccessful run for his 
old Senate seat. He thus became the only man in American history to lose a statewide race 
in all 50 states. 

Reagan’s 49-state sweep was buoyed by public good feeling. His 59% of the vote far 
exceeded his 1980 victory, but because it had been so widely anticipated, and because he 
proved to have no coattails, liberals chalked up their defeat to their lackluster candidate. 
Ferraro, who had so excited the media and the party activists, could not help the ticket 
much. She didn’t budge the numbers among women, Catholics, or even Italian-Americans. 
Mondale-Ferraro even lost the Congresswoman’s  Queens  district.  But vice presidential 
candidates are not expected to carry elections. They are only supposed to unite and excite 
the party loyalists, and that Ferraro did. Reagan won 96% of Republicans and 24% of 
Democrats. It was a big tent before they spoke of big tents. 

President Reagan in 1985 badly misstepped in foreign policy. Invited to visit a German 
military cemetery by his close friend and invaluable ally, Chancellor Helmut Kohl, the 
President and the nation learned that a dozen bodies from the dreaded Nazi SS had been 
buried at Bitburg. Advance man Mike Deaver would later claim that the burial ground was 
snow-covered when he first visited, that he would not have made such an error. But the 
error was in having the President of the United States pay an official visit to any military 
cemetery that bore the bodies of soldiers who had killed American GIs. Kohl deserved 
support, to be sure. He had risked his political career if not his life in opposing the militant 
German leftists. There should have been many other locations for Reagan to demonstrate 
U.S. appreciation.

Finally, in 1985, Reagan was able to meet a Soviet party leader with whom he could ne-
gotiate. Yuri Andropov had died in early 1984 of a liver ailment. He was succeeded by the 
equally moribund Konstantin Chernenko, who lived barely a year. Reagan was able to fend 
off liberal criticisms during the campaign that he was the first President since Hoover not to 
have met with his Soviet counterpart. Reagan, of course, would say that the democratically 
elected and re-elected leader of a free people had no “Soviet counterpart.” But, typically, 
he resorted to a quip. “How can I meet with them when they keep dying on me?” In fact, 
no other American President had had even two Soviet dictators die during his term, much 
less three. 

Margaret Thatcher had met Mikhail Gorbachev when the Communist party up-and-comer 
had visited No. 10 Downing Street. She pronounced him “a man with whom we can do 
business.”
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President Reagan agreed to meet this younger Soviet party boss in Geneva. Their first 
meeting achieved little of substance, but it dispelled the idea that Reagan was an embittered 
old man unwilling to make any move for peace. Reagan attempted to break the ice by invit-
ing “Mike” to call him “Ron.” Of course, being Russian, Gorbachev would have preferred 
to be called “Mikhail Sergeivich” or even “Misha” if he had wanted to be chummy with 
Reagan. 

Tensions visibly eased when the two men at last met for talks. Reagan had an ambitious 
second-term agenda and did not want a foreign crisis to distract from achieving his goals.
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IX Recharging Second-Term Batteries
Domestically, Reagan sought welfare reform and “enterprise zones”—conservative Con-
gressman Jack Kemp’s favorite idea for revitalizing the inner cities. 

Unable to persuade liberal Senate Republicans to join him in disestablishing the U.S. De-
partment of Education, Reagan sought to give vouchers to parents of inner-city children—
to give them an escape ladder out of failing schools. Reagan appointed the outspoken Bill 
Bennett as his second-term Secretary of Education. If Congress would not oblige him by 
getting rid of Jimmy Carter’s gift to the NEA, Reagan determined to staff it with committed 
conservatives. Journalists soon dubbed the Education Department “Fort Reagan.” 

The President also pumped for such innovations as constitutional amendments to require 
a balanced budget and to give the Chief Executive a line-item veto. Also, interestingly, 
Reagan at 74, spoke out against the 22nd Amendment, the two-term limit for Presidents. 
Reagan had no intention of running himself, of course, but he recognized that the amend-
ment actually limited the American people and that, without a similar term limit on federal 
judges and Members of Congress, the amendment unreasonably limited the powers of the 
President. 

No one could reasonably believe that Reagan was a “lame duck.” But that did not stop 
many of Reagan’s opponents from saying it. The wish was father to the thought. 

Aside from the Inauguration of the President, the State of the Union Address is the repub-
lic’s greatest state occasion. President Reagan had initiated the practice of inviting heroic 
or exemplary Americans to join his family in the House of Representatives’ Visitors Gal-
lery during his State of the Union Address. In this way, he was able to point them out, invite 
them to take a bow, and showcase their achievement before a national audience. 

It was also a way to mask the fact that his own children—specifically daughter Patti Da-
vis and son Ron Reagan—were avoiding Dad’s big moment. They may not have been 
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estranged, but there were certainly tensions in the First Family. Patti had made a name for 
herself with her loud backing of the anti-nuclear left. Ron was less public in his opposition 
to his father’s policies, although he made no effort to show any support. 

The 1986 State of the Union Address was delayed a week because of the terrible Chal-
lenger Space Shuttle explosion. The President calmed the nation’s nerves, and provided 
reassurance to millions of schoolchildren who had watched as teacher-astronaut Christa 
McAuliffe and the entire mission crew met their deaths on national television on a cold 
January day. “We will never forget them,” Reagan said, “or how they looked as they left 
us this morning.” And he added soothingly, quoting from a poem called “High Flight,” that 
they had “slipped the surly bonds of earth . . . and touched the face of God.”

When he finally addressed the nation from the well of the House, however, Reagan did not 
dwell on the Challenger tragedy. He delivered his expected message and then said some-
thing no other President had said:

We are a nation of idealists, yet today there is a wound in our national conscience. America 
will never be whole as long as the right to life granted by our Creator is denied to the un-
born. For the rest of my time, I shall do what I can to see that this wound is one day healed.
In speaking thus before the world, Reagan reminded us all that a public cause demands a 
public defense. Reagan would go on to include an appeal for the lives of unborn children in 
each of his State of the Union Addresses. So far, he is the only President to do so. 

Typically, ABC’s Sam Donaldson or some such talking head would intone that Reagan had 
no chance of getting legislation against abortion in this Congress as the TV cameras panned 
the chamber to show glum-faced opposition lawmakers sitting on their hands. 

President Reagan knew he was not just speaking to the legislators, the Supreme Court, and 
the foreign diplomatic corps. His administration had shown each group unambiguously 
where he stood. Ronald Reagan knew he was speaking to the people of the United States, 
to the people of the world, and to God. Not a bad audience, that.

Ronald Reagan also knew that when he raised the plight of unborn children on these august 
occasions, he was forming a bond between himself and millions of Americans. Many of 
these pro-life Americans were Democrats, but in his consistent and unembarrassed advo-
cacy, he gave voice to the voiceless. He forged an unbreakable alliance with these Reagan 
Democrats.

Like the millions in bondage behind the Iron Curtain, including thousands who wore actual 
chains in the Gulag, unborn children could not cry out. Ronald Reagan was their voice.  

It was in 1986 that President Reagan enjoyed his only success with the Supreme Court. 
With the resignation of Chief Justice Warren Burger, one of the seven votes for Roe v. 
Wade, the President was able to make not one but two Supreme Court nominations. He 
elevated anti-Roe Associate Justice William Rehnquist to be Chief Justice and tapped An-
tonin “Nino” Scalia—a brilliant conservative appellate court judge—to fill the Rehnquist 
vacancy. Both nominees faced a mostly friendly Senate Judiciary Committee. Rehnquist 
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had the rougher time as liberals on the committee tried to paint him as a racist. It would 
become their standard line of attack. 

Americans congratulated themselves on the passage of the great Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
and on the century-late enforcement of equal voting rights. Now, liberals claimed that our 
country had banished vicious bigots in white sheets only to find them  only to find them 
sitting on the nation’s courts,  wearing black robes. Grateful pro-lifers began to hope for 
movement in the nation’s courts to correct the historic wrong of Roe v. Wade.  

Later in 1986, Party Secretary Gorbachev issued a snap invitation to Reagan to meet him 
at another summit. The President accepted. Given the choice of London or Reykjavik, 
Iceland, Reagan chose Iceland. He could hardly go to Mrs. Thatcher’s capital and hold a 
summit conference without her.

In choosing Reykjavik, Reagan selected an unusual location. Iceland’s capital presents an 
almost lunar study in black and white. Hofde House, where the men would conduct their 
negotiations, was white with a black roof. In its front yard were neither shrubs nor a mani-
cured lawn, but dark volcanic ash. Gorbachev arrived wearing a black Homburg and black 
overcoat. Reagan, hatless, wore a light-colored raincoat. 
Talks moved quickly, almost too quickly for nervous military and defense aides. Very soon, 
Gorbachev and Reagan were putting whole classes of nuclear weapons on the table. All 
could be scrapped, the two men agreed. 

Then, at what the Americans thought was the near conclusion of the talks, Gorbachev noted 
that all of these agreed-upon weapons cuts were, of course, conditional. As breathtaking 
as were the concessions on both sides, no final document could be inked unless Reagan 
agreed to forego his program of research, development, and deployment of the strategic 
defense initiative. Irritated, Reagan said, “Nothing doing.” Gorbachev gambled that the 
lame-duck President, facing a difficult mid-term election, would feel pressured to concede. 
Reagan, Gorbachev reasoned, would not want to go back to Washington “empty-handed.” 
Reagan was a study in controlled fury. “You could have said ‘Yes,’” he told Gorbachev, 
tight-lipped. 

Outside, journalists expressed their incredulity that Reagan would let such a remarkable 
deal slip away—just for the sake of his precious SDI. They never believed in “Star Wars” 
anyway, and this stubborn old man had allowed genuine arms control to be lost. Within 
Reagan’s own team, many could not believe they had come all this way to achieve nothing. 
Reykjavik, we now know, achieved everything. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, 
Gorbachev himself said Reykjavik was the turning point. A number of memoirs by highly 
placed officials of the former Soviet Union concurred.

President Reagan reported to the American people. He spoke of great progress made at 
Reykjavik, but restated his unwillingness to bargain away a system he thought necessary 
for the defense of the American people. His opponents were dismayed when pollsters re-
corded that the people once again rallied behind their President. 
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For years, Ronald Reagan had been attacked in print and on TV for seeing the world in 
woefully unrealistic terms of black and white. Reagan had been in Hollywood when it 
moved from black and white to Technicolor. He knew something about lighting, about set-
ting a scene. In choosing Reykjavik, perhaps instinctively he chose a stage on which this 
climactic summit meeting would be played out—in the starkest black and white.  

TIME Magazine could hardly believe Reagan’s luck. In a cover story about the President 
and the people, including Reagan’s presiding over the restoration of the Brooklyn Bridge, 
the liberal weekly’s writers marveled that there seemed to be almost a mystical bond be-
tween Reagan and the American people. There was. He loved them. They returned that 
love.

Reagan speechwriter Peter Robinson tells a story that illustrates this love. Richard Nixon 
once shared his view of politics with a friendly reporter riding with him on Air Force One. 
The hard thing in politics, Nixon said, is not making the big, difficult decisions. He was 
used to that. Nor was it the endless round of campaigning, scrambling for support. He had 
done that for decades. The hard thing is “getting the b-----ds to vote for you.” Nixon and 
the friendly reporter—perhaps his only friend in the press pool—must have shared a bitter 
laugh over that one. 

Nothing could be more alien to Ronald Reagan, says Robinson. He would never say such a 
thing. He would never even think such a thing. It wasn’t Teflon, as unhappy liberal report-
ers claimed, that protected Ronald Reagan’s political fortunes. It was love, freely given, 
freely returned. 

And then, the floor fell in. Republicans lost control of the Senate in the mid-term elections 
of 1986 and Attorney General Ed Meese announced that a possibly illegal money-launder-
ing scheme had been uncovered involving top figures in Reagan’s own National Security 
Council. Soon, Marine Lt. Col. Oliver North was out. So was Navy Admiral John Poin-
dexter. And National Security Advisor Bud McFarlane, too. The Iran-Contra Scandal, as 
it came to be known, was a complicated, four-continent gambit. Selling arms to supposed 
“moderates” within the Iranian regime, skimming off the profits to fund the anti-Commu-
nist guerillas, the Nicaraguan Contras, and seeking the release of American hostages being 
held by terrorists in Beirut—all of these elements were in play. It was a kaleidoscope of 
corruption and, depending on the way one looked at it, could result in criminal convictions 
and might even—so some liberals on Capitol Hill and in the media hoped—result in Rea-
gan’s impeachment and removal from office.

For months, the media obsessed on Iran-Contra. For the first time in years, the President’s 
approval ratings took a nose-dive. He avoided press conferences. His answers to shouted 
questions revealed a confused, irritated, defensive man. A man, in short, not like himself.
Reagan hated to get rid of staffers. He usually let his Chief of Staff do that unpleasant task. 
But in this case, it was Reagan’s abrasive Chief of Staff, Donald Regan, who was the one 
who had to be let go. Regan, whose management style was not far removed from the Ma-
rine barracks, did not go quietly. 
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X. Love--and the Sign of the Cross
After months of investigations and media speculation, Reagan looked forward to another 
foreign trip. Presidents in trouble long to go on pilgrimages. He attended an economic 
summit in Venice. His standing among allied leaders was considerably higher than it had 
been at the start of his administration. Now, in June 1987, a general prosperity buoyed up 
Reagan’s standing among the allies. 
After the Venice meeting, Reagan would once again head for Germany. This time, he would 
speak at the Brandenburg Gate. He was going there to help West Berliners celebrate the 
city’s 750th year. 
Peter Robinson, making an advance trip to the divided city, was briefed by the senior U.S. 
diplomat in West Berlin. John Kornblum told the President’s speechwriter, whatever you 
do, don’t mention the Wall. West Berliners are sophisticated, worldly, and leftwing, Korn-
blum said. And besides, they’ve gotten used to it. 
That night, Peter Robinson visited with German friends. Frau Ingeborg Etz and her hus-
band Dieter threw a party for him. Emboldened by the camaraderie, Robinson asked the 
dinner guests if what he’d been told was true, had West Berliners really gotten used to the 
Wall? To a hushed room, a German man said: “My sister lives on the other side of the Wall. 
I have not seen her in more than two decades. Do you think I can get used to that?” [Ben-
nett, LBH, v. 2, p. 320.]
Robinson went back to Washington. He drafted the President’s address. In it, Reagan 
would call for General Secretary Gorbachev to “tear down this Wall!” In the White House, 
Reagan liked that line. The State Department didn’t like it. The National Security Council 
didn’t like it. Once, twice, repeatedly, the drafts of the Brandenburg Gate speech came back 
with the four-word line crossed out. Grimly, Reagan put it back in. 

Recovering from his political “flu”—the Iran-Contra scandal--President Reagan was keen-
ly aware that Mikhail Gorbachev had captured the imaginations—and, yes, the hearts—of 
many in the West. Gorbachev promised a restructuring of Communism—perestroika—and 
he had already loosened the iron grip of the party on information. Openness, or glasnost, 
was the Russian word on every tongue. 
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Reagan had his own ideas about openness:

There is one sign the Soviets can make that would be unmistakable, that would advance 
dramatically the cause of freedom and peace. General Secretary Gorbachev, if you seek 
peace, if you seek prosperity for the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, if you seek liberal-
ization: Come here to this gate! Mr. Gorbachev, open this gate! Mr. Gorbachev, tear down 
this wall!

Tear Down This wall!  TIME Magazine’s Romesh Ratnesar would later compare these 
short, sharp English words to hammer blows. Who could not understand this simple batter-
ing-ram message? Reagan went on to praise the Berliners’ “defiant courage,” but said there 
was more to their stubborn stand for freedom:

I believe there’s something deeper, something that involves Berlin’s whole look and feel and 
way of life--not mere sentiment. No one could live long in Berlin without being completely 
disabused of illusions. Something instead, that has seen the difficulties of life in Berlin 
but chose to accept them, that continues to build this good and proud city in contrast to a 
surrounding totalitarian presence that refuses to release human energies or aspirations. 
Something that speaks with a powerful voice of affirmation, that says yes to this city, yes to 
the future, yes to freedom. 

Freedom, to be sure, kept Berliners in Berlin, but the President said there was something 
more, something without which even freedom rings hollow:

I would submit that what keeps you in Berlin is love--love both profound and abiding.  
Perhaps this gets to the root of the matter, to the most fundamental distinction of all be-
tween East and West. The totalitarian world produces backwardness because it does such 
violence to the spirit, thwarting the human impulse to create, to enjoy, to worship. 

For President Ronald Reagan, this love was expressed in an ancient symbol, the sign that 
had made European civilization, the sign that brought waves of explorers and immigrants 
to America’s shores. 

The totalitarian world finds even symbols of love and of worship an affront. Years ago, 
before the East Germans began rebuilding their churches, they erected a secular structure: 
the television tower at Alexander Platz. Virtually ever since, the authorities have been 
working to correct what they view as the tower’s one major flaw, treating the glass sphere 
at the top with paints and chemicals of every kind. Yet even today when the Sun strikes that 
sphere--that sphere that towers over all Berlin--the light makes the sign of the cross. There 
in Berlin, like the city itself, symbols of love, symbols of worship, cannot be suppressed.

Has any other American President, or any other world leader in the modern era, spoken so 
passionately of love—under the sign of the cross?
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XI. Reagan’s “Bully Pulpit”
Ronald Reagan fully believed that the White House was, in Theodore Roosevelt’s colorful 
phrase, a “bully pulpit.” Throughout his Presidency, he used this platform as a way to reach 
out to the nation and the world. In 1985, he welcomed Mother Teresa. He called the Nobel 
Peace Prize winner “the saint of the gutters.” Reagan awarded the Presidential Medal of 
Freedom to the woman famous throughout the world for her work among the poor and dy-
ing of Calcutta. Mother Teresa was then the world’s best known pro-life woman. She had 
said, most firmly, abortion “is murder in the womb ... A child is a gift of God. If you do not 
want him, give him to me.” 

Also in 1985, the President welcomed Dr. Bernard Nathanson to the White House. Dr. 
Nathanson had been a co-founder of NARAL—an organization dedicated to abortion-on-
demand. Nathanson had actually acknowledged superintending 60,000 abortions in New 
York. But soon, the evidence from ultrasound technology began to haunt his conscience. 
He turned first against abortion and recorded a film of the killing of an unborn child by 
vacuum suction curettage. The film, titled “The Silent Scream,” was widely distributed to 
pro-life groups. President Reagan arranged for a showing of the film at the White House 
and directed that copies of the video be sent to every Member of Congress.

In July 1987, President Reagan addressed a gathering of pro-life leaders at the White 
House. He saluted Rep. Henry Hyde (R-Ill.) in the front row, the author of the amendment 
that continues to ban federal funding of abortions. Reagan started—as he so often did—
with a self-deprecating joke. “When I first got involved in politics in California, some folks 
told my ex-boss Jack Warner [of Warner Brothers movies] that I was running for governor. 
‘No,’ said Warner, ‘Jimmy Stewart for governor; Reagan for best friend.’” 

Hailed as “the most visible pro-life champion in America,” the President thanked Pat Fun-
derburk Ware, of the Department of Health and Human Services, Jean Garton of Lutherans 
for Life, and Virgil Dechant, Supreme Knight of the Knights of Columbus. “Many of you 
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never dreamed of getting involved in politics, either,” he said, “but conviction impelled 
you.” 

Reagan, in a video statement that continues to circulate on the Internet today, asked:
“What single issue is of greater significance than the sanctity of human life? And what 
single issue says more about a society’s values than the degree of respect shown for human 
life at its most vulnerable, when it is yet unborn?”

At this gathering, Reagan announced his pro-life bill, an attempt to make permanent the 
funding restrictions embodied in the annually passed Hyde Amendment. The President 
would also soon announce regulations to force recipients of Title X funding from the fed-
eral government to separate so-called family planning facilities from abortion centers. This 
effort, strongly pushed by Reagan’s second term Domestic Policy Adviser, Gary Bauer, 
was an attempt to end the practice of “co-location” that enabled groups like Planned Par-
enthood to maintain the cynical fiction that they were using federal monies only for family 
planning. In truth, they operated revolving doors: Young people went out one side with 
their batteries of free birth control devices and came back in the other side for abortions 
that resulted all too often from contraceptive failures. In neither of these initiatives was 
Reagan successful, but they both remain on the public agenda of unfinished business in 
building a culture of life. It was Reagan who first pointed the way. 

Never before and never since has a President so publicly challenged the conscience of the 
nation on the question of human life. By such efforts, Ronald Reagan also solidified his 
own political support in thousands of American communities. 
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XII. “They Know What This President Stands For”
Nightline, September 8, 1987. Sen. Gary Hart had agreed to come on the top-rated televi-
sion news and interview show. Anchor Ted Koppel was widely viewed as one of the most 
perceptive and serious of all journalists. His program began during the Iranian hostage cri-
sis and ran for two decades. If you wanted to speak to thoughtful Americans in those days, 
you spoke to Ted Koppel. 

Sen. Hart had dropped out early from the 1988 Presidential race. He had dared inquiring 
reporters to follow him if they doubted his marital fidelity. They did. And soon discovered 
he had spent the night in his Washington, D.C. townhouse with an attractive young woman 
not his wife. Now Hart joined Koppel for a most painful interview, knowing the ground 
rules. Koppel would ask and Hart would not avoid answering the painful question: “Have 
you been unfaithful to your wife?”

At 32:47 into the hour-long broadcast, Koppel poses a question about substance. It was a 
question that had haunted the lanky, handsome Coloradan since his first days in Presiden-
tial politics. In the intro to that question, Koppel said this:

If there is one thing that can be said about President Reagan, it is that you can stop 50 
people at random on the street and [ask] what is the President for, what is he against? 
They can tell you. He’s pro-life, against the Communists, for bigger defense spending. They 
know what this President stands for.

As Koppel spoke those words, Gary Hart nodded in accord. He had opposed all of Rea-
gan’s initiatives. He wanted to be the nominee in 1984 who would eject Reagan from the 
White House. He had hoped to be the candidate in 1988 who would go on to win and repeal 
the Reagan revolution. And yet, even this man, this insubstantial man, nodded his assent. 
That was Reagan. 

No one in Reagan’s time was in doubt where he stood. Only in subsequent years have the 
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spin doctors tried to erase the nation’s memory. Only with the passage of time has it be-
come possible for mendacious men like Chris Matthews—once a top aide to Tip O’Neill—
to cast doubt on Reagan’s commitment to the right to life. 

In Reagan’s own day, everyone knew—friends, foes, those 50 hypothetical Americans 
quizzed at random on any city street, reporters. All knew. What we see today is a form 
of that same desinformatsia—“disinformation”—that the KGB specialized in. It is a con-
certed effort by the relentless repetition of untruth to strip away Reagan’s legacy, to deny 
his moral constitution. It is grave robbing. 

The year 1987 closed with yet another summit conference, this one in Washington. Mikhail 
Gorbachev’s attempt to bring “Communism with a human face” to the U.S.S.R. was fail-
ing, and failing badly. This time, it was the darling of the Western media who sought for-
eign successes to balance his domestic failures. With some fanfare, Gorbachev signed the 
Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF). 

The media hailed Gorbachev’s bold move for peace. Few in the press pointed out that Gor-
bachev had been brought to the table by Reagan’s firm diplomacy. INF was nothing more 
than a codification of Reagan’s much-derided “Zero Option” of six years earlier. Reagan 
had stayed the course when millions marched and chanted for a Freeze. Reagan had faced 
down the Democratic Party, the media, academia, and many in his own party who wor-
shipped at the altar of arms control. 

The INF Treaty was the most significant cut in nuclear weapons since the invention of the 
atomic bomb. It might not have secured Reagan a Nobel Peace Prize, but it surely was his 
noble peace prize. 

Not everyone agreed. Columnist George Will criticized Reagan. That was like L’Osservatore 
Romano criticizing the Pope. Conservative activist Howard Phillips issued a stinging re-
buke:
He called Reagan “a useful idiot,” employing Lenin’s term for Western bourgeois who 
helped the Communist revolution. 

Reagan knew better. He knew the U.S.S.R. was rapidly spinning out of control. His daily 
CIA briefings told him the internal pressures were causing the evil empire to split apart at 
the seams. 
On the surface, Reagan launched a charm offensive. Below the surface, Reagan told Radio 
Free Europe and the Voice of America to step up the pressure. 

Gorbachev, in a bid to discredit his “hard-line” Communist opponents, opened up KGB 
records that had been sealed for generations. He admitted to the world what the U.S.S.R. 
had been denying for 43 years—that it was the Soviets, not the Nazis, who had murdered 
22,000 Polish Army officers in 1939 and hurriedly buried their bodies in the Katyn Forest. 
Gorbachev went further. He admitted that the 450,000 bodies exhumed from the killing 
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fields of Kiev were the work of the NKVD—the predecessor of the KGB. Each victim’s 
skull had a single hole in the back—the signature of the KGB.10

 
If Gorbachev thought that these revelations would discredit his Communist Party oppo-
nents, he was right. But they also discredited all Communists, including himself. As soon 
as the people of Russia could speak, they did speak. And they yelled for freedom. 

10	 It should not surprise us that Reagan viewed the Soviet Union as an Evil Empire. 
The single gunshot wound in the skull was the “signature” of the NKVD, later the KGB. 
It should be noted that this is the same wound made by Planned Parenthood’s partial-birth 
abortionists.
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XIII. A Spiritual Revolutionary
The pace of East-West contacts sped up. Barely six months after Gorbachev’s visit to Wash-
ington, President Reagan was in Moscow. He made a point of visiting monasteries—long 
closed by the atheist Communist regime. He met with dissidents at the U.S. Embassy—
Spaso House. Spaso House takes its very name from a nearby Russian Orthodox Church—
the Church of the Salvation on the Sands. Sands would figure in Reagan’s unprecedented 
address to the children of the Soviet ruling class—the favored members of the Communist 
Party nomenklatura to whom he spoke in late May 1988. 

Standing before a huge and glowering bust of Lenin, Reagan calmly proceeded to tell these 
young Russians why Marxism-Leninism had failed. He couched his words in diplomatic 
language, to be sure, but his meaning could not have been clearer to these bright young 
people: Communism is a crock.  

Like a chrysalis, we’re emerging from the economy of the Industrial Revolution -- an econo-
my confined to and limited by the Earth’s physical resources -- into, as one economist titled 
his book, “The Economy in Mind,” in which there are no bounds on human imagination 
and the freedom to create is the most precious natural resource. Think of that little comput-
er chip. Its value isn’t in the sand from which it is made but in the microscopic architecture 
designed into it by ingenious human minds. Or take the example of the satellite relaying 
this broadcast around the world, which replaces thousands of tons of copper mined from 
the Earth and molded into wire. In the new economy, human invention increasingly makes 
physical resources obsolete. We’re breaking through the material conditions of existence to 
a world where man creates his own destiny. Even as we explore the most advanced reaches 
of science, we’re returning to the age-old wisdom of our culture, a wisdom contained in the 
book of Genesis in the Bible: In the beginning was the spirit and it was from this spirit that 
the material abundance of creation issued forth.

But progress is not foreordained. The key is freedom -- freedom of thought, freedom of 
information, freedom of communication. The renowned scientist, scholar, and founding fa-



75

ther of this university, Mikhail Lomonosov, knew that. “It is common knowledge,” he said, 
“that the achievements of science are considerable and rapid, particularly once the yoke 
of slavery is cast off and replaced by the freedom of philosophy.” You know, one of the first 
contacts between your country and mine took place between Russian and American explor-
ers. The Americans were members of Cook’s last voyage on an expedition searching for an 
Arctic passage; on the island of Unalaska, they came upon the Russians, who took them in, 
and together with the native inhabitants, held a prayer service on the ice.
 
A prayer service on the ice. Not with an ice axe, like the one Stalin ordered to be put 
into Trotsky’s brain. Not with the heat of a nuclear exchange. Reagan melted the ice with 
warmth, with talk of a prayer service. Ronald Reagan was a spiritual revolutionary. 

Lenin had said any religious sentiment, however slight, was unutterably vile. Now Reagan 
the believer, Reagan the lover, had come to Moscow to pronounce Marxism-Leninism 
dead. 

In the Kremlin’s Saint Catherine’s Hall, amidst the assembled dignitaries Reagan finished 
what seemed to many mere perfunctory remarks, pleasantries. The Western journalists 
were all too familiar and all too bored with Reagan’s stock closing—God bless you. 

But when he invoked the name of God in Saint Catherine’s Hall, the Russian interpreter 
looked nervous. God’s name had not been pronounced in this atheist inner sanctum for 70 
years.
The crystal chandeliers tinkled merrily. The gilt-edged mirrors shone more brightly. It was 
the ending of winter in Narnia. 

Reagan had pressed Gorbachev again to tear down the Berlin Wall. He even held out a 
promise of relaxing his own trade restrictions if the Communist Party’s General Secretary 
would just open the Brandenburg Gate. This time, it was Gorbachev’s chance to say noth-
ing doing.

For all the easing of tensions, for all the thawing in East-West relations, Gorbachev could 
not budge on the Berlin Wall. If he did, he knew, the people who lived in his Worker’s Para-
dise might run out to embrace the hell of capitalism and not come back. He had to protect 
them from such a fate. 

Reagan’s influence would be felt in his party at home, too. Vice President George H.W. 
Bush had loyally served at Reagan’s side for eight years. There was no other Presidential 
contender who had as much experience or as much claim to having been a part of the 
Reagan team. Bush had long since made his peace with the party’s pro-lifers. His opera-
tives—the pro-choice James Baker chief among them—knew that the Republicans could 
not nominate a candidate who rejected the Reagan pro-life plank of the party’s platform. It 
may have been a marriage of convenience, but it was at least a marriage. 

Besides, the Democrats’ candidate, Massachusetts Gov. Michael Dukakis, had been an avid 
proponent of liberal abortion since his days as a state legislator. Many a Democrat—es-
pecially Catholics like Mario Cuomo and Geraldine Ferraro—had adopted a “personally 
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opposed, but” stance. Dukakis never expressed the least reservation about abortion at any 
time for any reason.

President Reagan touched the future in his many meetings with young people. This oldest 
of our presidents had a special bond with the youngest of Americans. This was shown in 
summer 1988, when 10,000 Youth for Christ participants came to the Washington Con-
vention Center. White House staffer Mariam Bell reports the president spoke of sexual 
abstinence in his characteristically poetic way. “All of you, I’m sure, are hoping for that 
special someone to whom you can be faithful for all your life. Well, why not start being true 
to your spouse right now?” Reagan’s press secretary, Marlin Fitzwater, seemed to expect 
push back from the teens. And ABC’s White House correspondent Sam Donaldson may 
have expected a chorus of boos. But both men’s jaws dropped when the Youth for Christ 
responded to the President’s words with thunderous applause. 

Bush went on to win a thumping victory over the bloodless Dukakis. He accentuated the 
differences between himself and his opponent. He emphasized Dukakis’s liberalism more 
than his own conservatism. Americans by then knew what liberalism meant. Asked by 
Gallup in an open-ended question, respondents said liberal means pro-choice on abortion.

At the end of 1988, Gorbachev was back in America. Desperate to save his crumbling em-
pire and his dissolving Communist Party, the General Secretary addressed the U.N. Gen-
eral Assembly. There, in New York City, on December 6, 1988, came the end of the Cold 
War if one seeks a date. Gorbachev announced massive cutbacks in Soviet conventional 
weapons. 

The Western press had been little interested in Soviet conventional weapons. The millions 
of soldiers, tens of thousands of tanks, and thousands of artillery pieces that had fastened 
Communist rule on Eastern Europe were the core reason why NATO and the U.S. had re-
sorted to the “nuclear umbrella” in the first place. 

Liberals would have been content to achieve nuclear disarmament. Reagan would never 
abandon America’s allies. He would never be separated from his devoted friend, Margaret 
Thatcher. He would stand with West Germany’s Helmut Kohl, and even with France’s frac-
tious Francois Mitterrand. Reagan would remain faithful to his NATO allies, even as surely 
as Ted Kennedy had led the Democratic Congress to abandon desperate South Vietnam, 
even as Republican Richard Nixon had abandoned loyal Taiwan. Reagan would remain 
true.

It wasn’t as dramatic as the Japanese surrender aboard the USS Missouri in Tokyo Bay. 
But Mikhail Gorbachev’s short hop to Governors Island in New York Harbor—aboard a 
humble Coast Guard ferry—was a symbolic surrender nonetheless. He would meet there, 
in plain sight of the Statue of Liberty, under the looming World Trade Center towers, with 
President Reagan and President-elect Bush. 

The meeting was cut short, however, by a crisis at home. In Soviet Armenia, an earthquake 
claimed 60,000 lives. Gorbachev had to rush back to Moscow. Adoring journalists never 
required him to explain why it was that Soviet earthquakes always seemed to claim thou-
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sands of lives. Could it have been the shoddy construction of Soviet apartment houses, 
bridges and tunnels, where workers and managers conspired to throw up anything--how-
ever rickety--that would hold together long enough to pass muster with party inspectors, 
anything to meet the demands of the latest Five-Year Plan?  

Ronald Reagan said farewell to the White House and the nation in a televised address on 
January 11, 1989. He spoke of the Vietnamese boat people who had encountered a U.S. 
Navy carrier on the high seas. “Hello, American sailor,” one of the huddled masses called 
out, “hello, Freedom Man!” That’s what Reagan’s military buildup had been for. That’s 
what restoring pride to those who wore the uniform was all about. 

He continued:

[T]here is a great tradition of warnings in Presidential farewells, and I’ve got one that’s 
been on my mind for some time. But oddly enough it starts with one of the things I’m proud-
est of in the past eight years: the resurgence of national pride that I called the new patrio-
tism. This national feeling is good, but it won’t count for much, and it won’t last unless it’s 
grounded in thoughtfulness and knowledge.
 
An informed patriotism is what we want. And are we doing a good enough job teaching our 
children what America is and what she represents in the long history of the world? Those 
of us who are over 35 or so years of age grew up in a different America. We were taught, 
very directly, what it means to be an American. And we absorbed, almost in the air, a love 
of country and an appreciation of its institutions. If you didn’t get these things from your 
family you got them from the neighborhood, from the father down the street who fought in 
Korea or the family who lost someone at Anzio. Or you could get a sense of patriotism from 
school. And if all else failed you could get a sense of patriotism from the popular culture. 
The movies celebrated democratic values and implicitly reinforced the idea that America 
was special. TV was like that, too, through the mid-‘60s.
 
But now, we’re about to enter the ‘90s, and some things have changed. Younger parents 
aren’t sure that an unambivalent appreciation of America is the right thing to teach mod-
ern children. And as for those who create the popular culture, well-grounded patriotism 
is no longer the style. Our spirit is back, but we haven’t reinstitutionalized it. We’ve got to 
do a better job of getting across that America is freedom -- freedom of speech, freedom of 
religion, freedom of enterprise. And freedom is special and rare. It’s fragile; it needs pro-
duction [protection].
 
So, we’ve got to teach history based not on what’s in fashion but what’s important -- why 
the Pilgrims came here, who Jimmy Doolittle was, and what those 30 seconds over Tokyo 
meant. You know, four years ago on the 40th anniversary of D- day, I read a letter from a 
young woman writing to her late father, who’d fought on Omaha Beach. Her name was 
Lisa Zanatta Henn, and she said, “We will always remember, we will never forget what the 
boys of Normandy did.”’ Well, let’s help her keep her word. If we forget what we did, we 
won’t know who we are. I’m warning of an eradication of the American memory that could 
result, ultimately, in an erosion of the American spirit. Let’s start with some basics: more 
attention to American history and a greater emphasis on civic ritual.
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And let me offer lesson number one about America: All great change in America begins at 
the dinner table. So, tomorrow night in the kitchen I hope the talking begins. And children, 
if your parents haven’t been teaching you what it means to be an American, let ‘em know 
and nail ‘em on it. That would be a very American thing to do.
 
And that’s about all I have to say tonight, except for one thing. The past few days when 
I’ve been at that window upstairs, I’ve thought a bit of the “shining city upon a hill.”’ The 
phrase comes from John Winthrop, who wrote it to describe the America he imagined. 
What he imagined was important because he was an early Pilgrim, an early freedom man. 
He journeyed here on what today we’d call a little wooden boat; and like the other Pil-
grims, he was looking for a home that would be free.
 
I’ve spoken of the shining city all my political life, but I don’t know if I ever quite com-
municated what I saw when I said it. But in my mind it was a tall, proud city built on rocks 
stronger than oceans, wind-swept, God-blessed, and teeming with people of all kinds living 
in harmony and peace; a city with free ports that hummed with commerce and creativity. 
And if there had to be city walls, the walls had doors and the doors were open to anyone 
with the will and the heart to get here. That’s how I saw it, and see it still.
 
And how stands the city on this winter night? More prosperous, more secure, and happier 
than it was eight years ago. But more than that: After 200 years, two centuries, she still 
stands strong and true on the granite ridge, and her glow has held steady no matter what 
storm. And she’s still a beacon, still a magnet for all who must have freedom, for all the 
pilgrims from all the lost places who are hurtling through the darkness, toward home.
 
A buoyant economy, a booming prosperity, a more secure world. These were parts of Rea-
gan’s legacy to the nation, to be sure. What he had not achieved was an abatement of the 
killing of the unborn. The pro-life movement in a real sense made Ronald Reagan Presi-
dent. We were the foot soldiers who trudged through New Hampshire in 1980 when pro-
choice George Bush had the “Big Mo.” We were the ones who fanned out in thousands of 
Catholic and Evangelical churches to spread the Gospel of Life. We were the ones who 
helped make those blue-collar Democrats Reagan Democrats.

But if we pro-lifers made Reagan President, he made us a presence. Before Reagan, the 
pro-life movement was as effectively suppressed as Solidarity was in Poland. An Iron Cur-
tain media stifled our voices. Reagan brought our concerns to the heart of the nation’s busi-
ness. Ronald Reagan spoke for us even as we cheered for him. 

Reagan’s pro-life convictions were an inextricable part of who he was. Loving God, lov-
ing his family, loving his people, Reagan could never see his Shining City on a Hill pock-
marked by Planned Parenthood’s thousands of tophets. Those killing centers, misnamed 
as clinics, are where unborn children are sacrificed, where dreams go to die, where only 
regrets are born. 

The bodies of those 17,000 murdered unborn children uncovered in Reagan’s sunny Cali-
fornia haunt his vision of the Shining City on a Hill. Their murder—and he used this strong 
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word in his letters--desecrates America’s alabaster cities. They should be undimmed by hu-
man tears. The Weisberg Hecatomb belongs instead to the monuments of man’s inhuman-
ity to man. This horrible discovery claims a cruel kinship with Auschwitz, with the slave 
ships of the Middle Passage, with the Katyn Forest, and with the killing fields in Kiev and 
Cambodia. 

Reagan taught us how to be American again. And he taught us how to be pro-life. He was 
a man defined by love, life, and liberty. We shall not see his like again. 

If you go to the Reagan Library, you will see no obvious mention of abortion. You will see 
that document that says the right to life is endowed by our Creator. You will see another 
that promises the blessings of liberty to ourselves and our posterity.  You will see the words 
inscribed on Reagan’s tomb, “I know in my heart that man is good, that what is right will 
always eventually triumph, and there is purpose and worth to each and every life.” It’s 
enough for those who have vision. And without vision, as we know, the people perish. 

“My ministry included taking instruments to Christians in East Germany,” says contempo-
rary Christian singer Scott Wesley Brown, in an article by Warren Cole Smith in a recent 
issue of World magazine. Brown built a recording studio in East Berlin because it was 
easier to do that than to smuggle his music across the Iron Curtain. Brown recalls the 
night the Brandenburg Gate opened, November 9, 1989. “It was Hartmut Steigler, the pas-
tor I had been working with. He was crying and saying, ‘We’re free!’’’ Television was not 
reporting what the Germans--Ossies and Wessies, from both sides of the Wall--were doing. 
Pastor Steigler filled in the rest of the story: “We’re singing hymns. We’re singing Luther 
together.”

Looking back to those heady days, Scott Wesley Brown told World’s Smith: 

“The East German church was beaten down and couldn’t speak out politically, but there 
was vigorous prayer that the Wall would come down. They were always praying, always 
advocating freedom. When Reagan came, the Germans knew he was a Christian and it 
was a great encouragement. It was as if finally someone understood what they were going 
through.”

In November 2009 the Newseum in Washington, D.C. presented a joint lecture by PBS’s 
Robin MacNeil and NBC’s Tom Brokaw. Before the lecture, Newseum docents took at-
tendees on a tour of the Newseum’s display. It includes a 46-foot-tall guard tower from the 
Berlin Wall. Docents described how traffic had to be halted on Pennsylvania Avenue to 
bring the huge, ugly, concrete structure into place, how the newly opened Newseum build-
ing was essentially built around it.

Also on display is what docents informed visitors is the largest section of the Berlin Wall 
anywhere. Graffiti appears on one side only, the Western side. Docents told how bold the 
graffiti artists must have been, since the Wall actually stood on East German territory. 
Those graffiti artists must have been heroic. The only discernible writing on the Wall is 
from ACT-UP, the signature of an American radical homosexual group. 
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As the group shuffled out, the image of President Reagan speaking at the Brandenburg Gate 
in 1987 flickered briefly on the Newseum TV monitors. The sound had been turned off. 

Well-dressed, well-fed Washingtonians politely turned off their cell phones and pagers and 
settled in for the hour-and-a-half lecture. Robin MacNeil had been a young reporter in East 
Berlin the day in 1961 the Wall first went up. Tom Brokaw, the NBC News anchorman, 
happened to be there the day the Brandenburg Gate opened and the Wall came down in 
1989. 

MacNeil spoke movingly of an East German woman he had seen staring out of her apart-
ment house as it was being incorporated into the Wall, its West-facing windows bricked up 
by VoPos--East German volkspolizei. She seemed to be trying to say something. A little 
while later, MacNeil reported, he saw her body on the ground. She had jumped fatally to-
ward freedom. Patrick Henry would have understood what she wanted to say.

Tom Brokaw spoke of Guenther Schabowski, the harried, confused East German Commu-
nist Party politburo member who had called a press conference to announce some relaxed 
travel restrictions. Schabowski had intended merely to announce a new, more liberalized 
procedure for East Germans to get temporary freedom to visit the Federal Republic of Ger-
many, the West. Asked by reporters when these new rules of openness would go into effect, 
Schabowski shuffled his papers nervously and then said: Immediately.

The dam burst. East Berliners massed and flowed through the open gates. Here was glas-
nost without a vengeance. People danced on the top of the Wall, they took picks to it. But 
on this night of nights, no one died. 

Tom Brokaw related how he searched for an iconic figure, a single German who could be 
the symbol of these historic events for a watching world. He sent his production crew over 
to bring back one bold young man in a black leather jacket. The young man was defiantly 
letting the Vopos11¨ hose him down with their water cannons. Could he be the cover boy 
for liberation? Could he be the representative—another Wang Wei Lin, the young Chinese 
who had heroically faced down a column of tanks in Tiananmen Square earlier that fateful 
year?

Brokaw’s German aides came running back. Black leather bold wouldn’t do. He was a 
local drunk who hadn’t had a bath in weeks and was getting a wash down courtesy of the 
VoPos.

It was the chance nature of the event—Schabowski’s mumbled, fumbled now answer-- that 
most impressed Tom Brokaw. Part of the world views of liberals is chance, or randomness. 
If you view the origins of life itself as the product of “an accidental collocation of atoms,” 
as anti-war philosopher Lord Bertrand Russell has written, then you are forever looking for 
that odd, quirky event that seems to trigger larger, but yet random events. 

11	 Vopo is short for Volkspolizei (People’s Police), the border guards of the East Ger-
man Communist regime. 
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One might read the ending of the Civil War as almost an accident, too. In his best-selling 
history, April 1865, Jay Winik shows how Gen. Robert E. Lee was forced to surrender 
because some unknown official in the Confederate War Department sent him a trainload 
of ammunition. Lee’s starving Army of Northern Virginia had plenty of ammunition; what 
they needed was food.

It would be possible to look at that bureaucratic snafu and conclude that Lee’s surrender 
was also a chance event.

Jay Winik does not think so, however. Lee was driven to Appomattox by Gen. Ulysses S. 
Grant and the hotly pursuing U.S. Army of the Potomac. Similarly, Guenther Schabowski 
did not make his decision in isolation, at random. He and the Soviet bloc had been driven 
to it. 

Ronald Reagan was our Grant. He was one of the most powerful of the drivers. He would 
never have claimed sole credit. He often said there is no telling how much good can be 
done if you don’t care who gets the credit, and a plaque with those words could be found 
on his Oval Office desk throughout his entire term.

But it is curious, is it not, that Tom Brokaw could speak for an hour-and-a-half 20 years 
after that night and not mention Ronald Reagan? Robin MacNeil dissented, mildly, from 
Brokaw’s “Western Media Brought Down the Wall” theme of the evening. MacNeil men-
tioned, almost off-handedly, that the media had largely ignored the Wall during most of 
its 28-year existence. Oh, occasionally, they would cover some bold escape attempt there. 
Seventeen-year old Peter Fechter’s run for freedom ended in a hail of bullets in 1962. He 
lay crying for help as he bled to death, with would-be rescuers prevented from giving aid 
by VoPo sharpshooters. Young Peter Fechter’s dying had been broadcast on network TV 
news. It left an indelible impression on millions, including Ronald Reagan, who often 
spoke of Fechter’s fate. 

The free press had largely forgotten the Wall unless forced to pay attention by a President 
John F. Kennedy, by a President Ronald Reagan. Tom Brokaw also noted that he had not 
gone to East Berlin to cover world-shattering events at all, but merely on the chance some-
thing interesting might occur there. By chance, Brokaw was there.

Brokaw’s Newseum lecture also made no mention of the Gulag, the KGB, or an evil em-
pire.
He managed to omit reference to Margaret Thatcher, Pope John Paul the Great, Helmut 
Kohl, Solidarity, Lech Walesa, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, Andrei Sakharov, Yelena Bonner, 
Natan Sharansky, and all the rest who made that day possible.

Ronald Reagan was the first to credit others. It was in his nature. When he went to Nor-
mandy in 1984, Peter Robinson relates, he was embarrassed when aides came to him to say 
the French wanted to award him the Croix de Guerre. Reagan said he could not possibly 
accept. That medal is for bravery in combat, he had only flown a desk in World War II. But, 
you will offend our hosts, he was told, you can’t refuse. It will get in the papers. It will 
wreck your moment. It will spill over into the campaign. 
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Reagan sent a higher-ranking aide to speak with the French. All were relieved when he 
returned. It was the Legion d’Honneur that the French wanted to bestow on the visiting 
American President—for his statesmanship. Reagan grinned, straightened his tie, and said: 
“I can play that role.” Indeed, he could. 

Hearing Tom Brokaw stage Hamlet without the Prince, and give the starring role to Laertes 
(Gorbachev), one is reminded of Gandhi. Asked by reporters what he thought of Western 
civilization, the little man in the dhoti said: “I think it would be a good idea.” 

We think a free press would be a good idea, too. So did Ronald Reagan. That’s why his ap-
pointees to the Federal Communications Commission junked the so-called Fairness Doc-
trine. 
Under that 50-year rule, liberal media managers acted as gate-keepers for the nation’s 
political debate. They made sure that all discussion took place between the 45-yard lines 
of political football. “We [in the media] can’t tell you what to think,” CBS’ Roger Mudd 
famously said, but we can tell you what to think about.”

Reagan was determined to get rid of that rule that enabled liberal gatekeepers to control po-
litical dialogue in America. The Establishment view of “balance” was Gergen and Shields, 
liberal Republicans and very liberal Democrats. 

To counter the world presided over by Walter (“That’s the way it is”) Cronkite and Tom 
Brokaw, talk radio sprang up. It came on the scene just as Reagan was leaving office, 
sparked by Rush Limbaugh.

Limbaugh lampooned Big Media’s infatuation with Gorbachev. They never said they felt 
“a thrill going up and down their legs” when the last Communist dictator of the Kremlin 
spoke, but it was close. Limbaugh was a great fan of Reagan, calling him “Ronaldus Mag-
nus.” It was only half in jest. 

Reagan did not stint in his praise of Gorbachev’s role. Privately, he agreed with his over-
eager aides when they gushed that Gorbachev was different from all other Soviet party 
bosses. “I know he’s different,” Reagan said puckishly, “he’s the first one who weighs more 
than his wife.” But Reagan knew, like Mrs. Thatcher, that he could work with Gorbachev. 
It’s a tribute to Reagan’s generosity of spirit that there is a Gorbachev Auditorium at the 
Reagan Library.  

Those East Germans who embraced their West German compatriots when the Wall actually 
came down would not recognize the events as described by Tom Brokaw and the Main-
stream Media. But they would recognize the phenomenon. Martin Luther dismissed the 
unbelieving intelligentsia of his own day. They could dismiss the wonders of God, he said, 
because their world view did not encompass His Grace. “They stare at these wonders like 
a cow staring at a new door,” the Reformer said. 

Not all liberals dismiss and disrespect Ronald Reagan. Barack Obama told Democratic 
primary voters in 2008 that Ronald Reagan was a “transformative President” in a way 
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Nixon and Clinton were not. The left-handed compliment evoked howls of rage from the 
Clintons. How dare you say anything good about Reagan? But Obama’s faint praise in-
cluded an implied promise to his own supporters: I will be your Reagan. I will bring back 
the liberal agenda. 

Obama was even willing to concede that Reagan might have had something to do with the 
fall of the Berlin Wall: “[W]hen the Berlin Wall came down, I had to give the old man his 
due, even if I never gave him my vote.”

Obama’s respect for Reagan’s legacy takes the unusual form of repealing all of it as quickly 
as possible. It is no accident, as this young President’s Marxist friends would say, that his 
first official act was to revoke Reagan’s Mexico City policy. Henceforth, the United States 
of America would lock arms with UNFPA, Planned Parenthood, and the one-world popu-
lation controllers. Global warming, we are already being told by groups like the U.K.’s 
Optimum Population Trust, can only be abated by forcibly reducing the numbers of warm 
bodies. And warm hearts. 

When Ronald Reagan died, the tributes poured forth. Many recognized then, if only briefly, 
that he had restored not only American pride and purpose, but even the Presidency. The 
American ship of state when Reagan took the helm was threatened by waves of doubt, de-
pression, and danger. Reagan, George Will wrote, “calmed the passengers. And the seas.” 



84

Afterword

“We will act as if he were here.”
George H.W. Bush, March 30, 1981

In every obituary of Alexander Haig, his clumsy words at the time of the assassination 
attempt on President Reagan featured prominently. “I’m in charge here,” said the hapless 
Haig. He wasn’t. And he never really recovered from that blunder. 

Vice President George Bush was the one who kept his head and his reputation that fate-
ful day. Asked what the White House would do in the aftermath of the President Reagan’s 
near-fatal shooting, Bush quietly answered: “We will act as if he were here.”

This book has not been an exercise in nostalgia. My colleague Bob Morrison served in 
Ronald Reagan’s administration. In this short book, Bob has sought to bring forward im-
portant lessons from the Reagan years. We are not seeking to resurrect Ronald Reagan. We 
share Reagan’s faith in the One who can raise the dead. We believe what Reagan believed. 
In standing firmly on the wisdom of the past, Reagan spoke to Americans of today. As 
George Will said: “Reagan spoke to the future in the accents of the past.”

We can look to Reagan’s timeless principles and to his legacy of action as a guide for us 
in our own time. 

First, as this work shows, Ronald Reagan believed firmly in the liberating power of free 
peoples and free markets. Free enterprise was, for him, the right way to live. He hated 
Marxism because he thought it tyrannically robbed people of the bread they had earned. 
Reagan knew that socialism and communism were twins. He exposed the false promises 
of “peace, land, and bread” that produced nothing but conflict, privation, and hunger. He 
knew that unless he freed American families from the crushing burdens of taxation, infla-
tion, and unemployment, then he could not succeed in his other great tasks.

Second, Reagan knew it would take courage to face down dictators. He not only challenged 
the moral authority--or, as he viewed it, immoral authority--of despots abroad, he chal-
lenged the cherished notions of the opinion elites in this country and throughout the West. 
They thought he was an “amiable dunce.” With good nature, he laughed at these foolish 
wise men. They acted as if they were present at the Creation. Reagan was more interested 
in the Creator. Reagan would certainly have agreed with George Orwell’s famous quote: 
“The man must be an intellectual. No one else could be such a fool.” Ronald Reagan spoke 
of the mortal contest between the United States and the Soviet Union not as an “East-West 
conflict” or as a “Super Power struggle” That’s the way the Cold War was described in our 
media then. Reagan saw it as a morally consequential conflict between good and evil. By 
the time Reagan left office, dictators were toppled or toppling in Moscow, Managua, War-
saw, Seoul, and Manila. 
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Third, Reagan believed in the God-given right to life. In his private letters, he constantly 
referred to the killing of unborn children as “the slaughter of innocents.” Well, isn’t it? 
He knew it was unjust. He never condemned any political opponent. He would never do 
what Lincoln never did-- “play the Pharisee.” Nevertheless, he was unyielding on the basic 
proposition that we are all created equal. He believed what Jefferson believed: “The God 
who gave us life gave us liberty at the same time.” For Ronald Reagan, liberty could never 
be defended while destroying innocent human life. For it is only when we are welcomed in 
life and protected in law that we can enjoy the blessings of liberty. 

With these principles established, we can derive practical policies that conform with these 
principles:

First: President Reagan spoke about the plight of unborn children, publicly, personally, and 
eloquently. He did not cover up with euphemisms. No one doubted what he meant when 
he addressed “the wound in our nation’s soul--abortion.” He spoke about the unborn and 
the right to life in both Inaugural Addresses and in his State of the Union Addresses. These 
are the highest state occasions in this Great Republic. Their lives are worthy of the notice 
of our highest elected leaders. No President before and no President after Reagan has done 
this. We and they are poorer for it.

Second: President Reagan urged Congress to de-fund federal efforts at family planning. 
He zeroed out Title X in his budgets. He did this for eight years in a row. He was, we can-
didly admit, never able to persuade the dominant liberal majority in Congress to follow 
his budget recommendations. But he pointed the way. Since the federal government began 
this unconstitutional and destructive intrusion into family life, we have reaped a harvest of 
sorrow. Not only have we suffered 53 million abortions, we have seen Americans contract 
65 million Sexually Transmitted Diseases, and endure a 41% out-of-wedlock birthrate. 
By any measure--constitutional, fiscal, social, moral, spiritual, the federal effort at family 
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planning has been an abject failure. Reagan understood that. And he was not the only one. 
A decade before we commenced this misbegotten government program, President Eisen-
hower was asked what he thought about federal funding for family planning “clinics.” Ike 
replied without hesitation: “I cannot imagine an activity more inappropriate for the federal 
government.” We need to heed the wisdom of two of our most beloved Presidents. States-
men in war and peace, they are right about this, too. We must end federal family planning. 

Third: President Reagan tore down the Jolly Roger and ran up the Stars and Stripes around 
the world. By that I mean he rejected any taxpayer money for Planned Parenthood’s traf-
ficking in abortion abroad or for the notorious UN Fund for Population Activities (UNFPA). 
Those peoples who live in what President Kennedy called “the huts and villages of half the 
world” knew they had a friend in Ronald Reagan. They may be poor, but they are not stu-
pid. They know when the United States pays for aborting their unborn children, when we 
try to limit their families, that American elites are making a statement about the worthiness 
of their lives. These non-white peoples know when their human dignity is being assaulted. 
With a stroke of his presidential pen, Reagan put a stop to this infamous activity abroad. 

President Reagan embraced the future in words of faith, hope and charity. He believed in 
human ingenuity and creativity. He did not accept the gloomy portents about the “limits 
of growth” from the Club of Rome crowd. He pointed to the latest technological break-
throughs of his time--especially new ultra-sound techniques. He brought the unborn child 
into our national life--not as a horribly mangled victim, but as a beating human heart, a 
moving, endearing being, filled with life and spirit. This oldest of our Presidents formed 
a deep and personal bond with the youngest of Americans. No wonder he was loved. We 
love him still. 

More than any President before or since, Ronald Reagan understood the media of radio, 
television, movies, and even the Internet. He was a Great Communicator for the Ages. With 
this book, we hope he will communicate with you. 

So today and tomorrow. let us all act “as if he were here.”
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