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?Vightstick uses
psychology

" It’s only ir recent years that most of
us have become aware thai police night-
§ticks have names.

; In the old days, the nightstick was
known to everybody as a billy or a
B:Ilyclub

- The billyclub, a simple piece of police
equipment, is to the modern nightstick
@s the abacus is to a compnter.

- Among the new sticks are the Prose-
cutur and Soutce. They're so technologi-
¢ally advanced that perhaps they
‘geserve names. But do the pames have
to sound so ominous?

: And who names these things, anyway?
What kind of qualifications does an
employee have to establish to get the
-assignment of naming a nightstick?

: According to Holyoke police, the
‘Prosecutor is designated technically as
-PR-24. That sounds like a catalogue
;order number, and it's likely that the
‘jechnical designation was nothing more
‘than a handy derivation of the name the
:hightstick namer applied to the stick.

.- The Holyoke departinent is the latest
‘in Western Massachusetts to acquire the
:Prosecutor, a plastic nighistick said to
:‘resemhle a martial-arts baton.

Holyoke Chief Harold Skelton
ﬂoﬁcnbes the Prosecutor, which is also
*part of the Springfield Police Depart-
ment equipment, this way: “Thete is the
:power draw and the swing in a semi-cir-
~¢iilar motion. The stick rotates and gen-
-gpates a sound in the air that has got to
:generate a psychological effect on a

n.”
:» ‘What person? The person fo be sub-
.xiued or the person doing the subduing?

The point to keep in mind abeut the
.-new generations of nightstick ig that
“athey do something in addifion te what
the o old-fashioned billyclub does.

2 There used to be a saying about night-
stick-happy police officers — “They let
“'{heir clubs do their talking for them” —
“and now, thanks to Prosecutor’s sound-
_ -generating capability, the old saying has
“been endowed with a kind of retmachve
‘accuracy.
- Each Prosecutor costs the police $27.
~That’s not expensive for a psychological
nmse«producmg nightstick, and Proseco-
‘tot~is' clearly not in the same class with
- Source, which cests $130 each.

. Source is designed for zapping, and

I zapping costs money. This stick, disturb-

- ingly reminiscent of a cattle prod, emits
~an electrical charge that momentarily

;-stans the target person.

;. Police science marches on.

Church-state
issue argued

;" The Justice Department has inter-
-jected iiself into an issue that is too
often mistakenly considered a tinselly,
~frivoious matter; government involve-
-Xnentm(.‘hnstmas

A department brief urges Supreme
“Court reversal of lower conrt rulings
“that government sponsership of nativity
~-scenes is anconstitutional

- Framers of the Constitution did not
-envmon “a conirived exclusion of reli-
. ogion from our public lfe” and did not
seek “to disable the state from acknow-
lédging that religion is-an important
part of our hentage,” the brief said.

'Fur millions of Amencans but not for
--all Americans, religion is indeed an
cimportant part of their heritage and

LA ey
] (e}

::tllelr everyday lives. The government .

~canoot avoid acknowledging that, but it
~:should not overlook the circumstance
s:that these millions of citizens are not all
,,served by the same religion.

i
e

% -The issme is whether government
' ;'shou]d put its official stamp of approval
i-oh any religion by spending taxpayers’

;f‘money for displays symbolizing a spe-

_ *cific religion and whether government
ispould permit the use of tax-supported
“public property for such dlsplay&

€;‘ We say it shouldn’t.
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KONDRACKE

‘Debategate’ must be probed

By MORTON KONDRACKE

There are two good ways to insure
that there are no more repetitions of the
“Dehategate” affair — the bucketing of
briefing documents from the Carter
White House to the Reagan campaign in
1980. One is te have a theroughgoing
investigation of Debategate. The other
is not to have any more presidential
éehates,

President Reagan, House Speaker Tip
O’'Neill, House Majority Leader Jim
Wright and many other poiiticians are
pook-poohing the debate affair. The
president says that even if some Carter
papers did get transferred to his cam-
paign organization, they were not
important, and their receipt was not
unethical. i

He has asked the Justice Department
t0 “moebitor” the case hut, so far, no
full-scale investigation is under way
that tnight lead to the appointment of a
special prosecutor.

onoo

Meanwhile, Rep. Don Albosta, D-
Mich., has been allowed to lanach a
“low-key” congressional investigation,
but # has only cool support from Demo-

attacks he would level against Reagan.
Stockman bragged in a speech on the
very day of the debate that he knew just
how things would ga. Reagan indeed
was able to parry every Carter thrust

8o, these documents were valuable
property. They were taken from their
owner and given to someone else —
secretly. That is clese to the tegal defi-
nition of theft. The material was
accepted and used. That is cloze to the
definition of receiving stolen property.

At first, it appeared that this was a
one-shot, low-level filch. But as the
Reaganites searched their files, it
appears they got documents from three
separate dexnains in the Carter White
Hense:  the domestie  council, the
national security counei? and the vice
president’s office. Carterites gay that ro
low-level employees had aceess to all
three.

That suggesis two possibilities: a
bigh-level spy, which is possible but
unlikely, or z metwork of low-level
moles. Either way, somebody in the
Reagan entourage was running a signif-
icant espionage cperation.

There is a third pessibility: that so

cratic leaders Wright and O'Neill, who
never mach liked Junmy Carter.

‘Well, there’s more to this than that.

In the first place, some history. Ron-
ald Reagan ultimately won the 1980
election by a landslide, but as the candi-
dates .prepared to debate, all public
polls showed the race tighteming up
patiopaily and in the key states. Rea-
gam's pollster, Richard Wirthlin, was
showing his man abead by 43 percent to
37, but also found that 11 pereent were
undecided.

In other words, at the time Reagan's
staff members prepared him to debate,
they had every reason to be tense — and
to be tempted when Carter documenis
came their way.

We will never know whether his prep-
ping by David Stockman, Jeane Kirkpa-
trick and columnist George Will caused
Reagan t¢ win the debate and the elec-
tion. But it certainly did no karm to the
Heagan side to know in detail what

Mark Russell

The scoitiebut in Washington is
that Reagan's 1980 campaign
manager William Casey had deli-
vered a book cootzining Jimmy
Carter’s secret election strategy.
Which is why Mr. Casey is now
head of the CIA ard not secretary
of Agricnlture -

gnoao

Having that beok could very
well have helped Reagan win the
debate with Carter and go op to
win the eleciior — a case of the
actor memorizing the other
player’s script.

[n [ wig)

Mr. Casey recollects none of it
and some suggest that a- “mole”
ferreted the hook out of the Carter
White House. I wonder if the mole
was related to the killer rabbit?

points Carter plaaned to make and what

EVANS

Jane

‘By M. STANTON EVANS

WASHINGTON — Rep. Joan McCain, R-.

Ariz., was noderstandably upset the osther
day when be found that movie star Jane
Fonda agd spouse Tom Hayden had been
official guests at the launching of the Chal-
lenger space shutfle.

McCain, afier all, was a prisoner of war
in North Vietnam
when Fonda
showed np'there in
1972 to deliver
propaganda bread-
casts for the Com-
munisis. He well
remembers  that
while he and other
POWs (including
Sen. Jeremiah
Denton) were suf-

feritg  unspeak- EVANS

able tortures rather than feed Hanms'

propaganda milis, Fonda gave the Commu-
nis{s exaetly what they wanted op a s:lver
platter.

Faithfully mouthing the Marxist line,
Fonda told American pilots their leaders
were criminals whose motives and orders
should be questioned For reasons yet to be
satisfactorily explained, she was never
charged with treason for doing this, though
there were plenty of people {including me}

who thought she shuuld have been, and st:]l_

do.
Instead, Ms. Fonda is happﬂy making
movies, selling exercise books, and being

many sepatate people in Carter’s White
House were so disgusted with his
administration that they were voluntar-
ily committing political treason.

Yet, it's also possible, as Carter poll-
ster Patrick Caddell insinuates, that the
debate papers are “just the tail” of a
very big rat — that is, that a large-scale
political spy operation was mnounted
against the Carter White House to
obtain all sorts of campaign and gov-
ernment intelligence.

It is a Fact that the Reapan forces
feared an “Cctober surprise” — possi-
bly, Iran’s release of the U.S. hostages
— that would furn ths election to
Carter. Were zpies really after Iran
material, and got debate books in the
process?

i all ought to be investigated,

At the same time, assuming that only
debate mzterials are iovolved, this
counéry-could do itse¥ a great favor by
not having the presidential election
hinge on the outcome of a televised
debate — certainly, oot a single debate
late in the campaign.

onoo

TV debaies basically are TV shows.
They reward glibness, stage presence
and superficiality, not wisdom, depth
and judgment. Gerald Ford may have
lost the presidency in 1976 hecause he
made a verbat stumhble in a debate with
Jimmy Carter over whether Poland is
free. Does anybody seriously think Ford
didn’t know who runs Poland? Does any-
body think Ford's slip had azvihing te
do with his ability {or Carfer’s) to be a
good president?

If we have to have debates at all,
there should be several, but a better test
of the candidates wouid be to give them
each three free balf-hours of airtime to
fill'up as they choose. How they do it —
what they say and how they say it —
would be a better test of governing ahik-
ity than the present system.

Debates are like war, and people are
$o0 anxious ta wit, they soraetimes think
that ‘anyihing’s fair. Politicians were
suppesed to have learned scme ethical
lessons from Watergate, bui it seamns
some of them forgot. We need a new
investigation to remind them.

WILL
Bad check,

bad decision

By GEORGE F. WILL

WASHINGTON — A Sguth Dakota law and a
fraudulent check bave led to a Supreme Court
ruling with this interesting aspect: The theory on
which the majority opinion rests — a theory
about objective criteria — is refuted by the fact
that four justices vigorously dissent from it.

When .Ie"y Helrn was arrested for writing a
“no aceount” check for
$100 he had six felony
convictions — three for
burglary, one for obtain-
ing money under false

pretenses, one for a
third-offense driving
while intoxicated, one

for graod larceny. South
Dakota’s recidivist law
authorizes a judge ta
impase a sentence of life
imprisonment  without
parole on an offender with three previous felony
convictions. The judge in the bad-check case sen-
tenced Helm to life without parele.

The Eighth Areendment proseribes “cruel and
unpsual pupishments.”” Ustil last Tuesday the
Supreme Court had never held that a prison gen-
tence alone was, because of its duration, cruel
and unusual. But last Teesday a bitterly divided
court held that the sentence given Helm was
unconstitutionally disproportionate.

oaoano

Justice Powell, joired by Justices Brennan,
Marshall, Blackmun and Stevens, held that the
principle of proportionality has always been
implicit in the Eighth Amendment and applicable
t> all punishments.

The court’s majority seems complacent zhout
the flood of appeals now certain t¢ rush toward
the judiciary. The majority says appeals of
prison sentences should be disposed of by apply-
ing three “gbjective criteria” They are:

Is the barshness of the punishment reasonably
related to the gravity of the offense? Are more
serious erimes subject to the same or lighter
puniskments? Do other jurisdictions impose the
same puniskment for the same erime?

Five justices consider these criteria “ebjec-
tive.,” Four justices cansider the eriteria an invi-
tation to the judiciary to make many subjective

Chief Justice Burger, joined in dissent by Jus-
tices White, Rehnnuist, and 0'Connor, says the
majority has undermined the rule of law by dis-
regarding 2 decision rendered just two terms
ago. In a 1988 case the court heid that a life
senténce (with possibility of parole} imposed
after three nopviolent felony convictions was not
cruel and unuseal punishment. Now the court
says that life without parole (but with commuta-
tion hy the governor still possible) is cruet and
unosual.

Four-ninths of the court hotly dispute five-
ninths of the court concerning even the serious-
ness of Helm's crimes, and the right of states
io identify habitual criminals and remove them
from eirculation.

Five justices minimize the seriousness of
Helm’s record, referring to his crimes as “non-
violent.” Four justices say that four of the crimes
{the three burglaries and the third offense, driv-
ing while intoxicated) “had harsh potentialities
for violence.” Four justices ask: I the majority
says that life without parole is disproportionate
for seven felonies, how about for eight? Twelve?
By what other “objective criteria® will courts
0w second-guess state legislatures?

-Burger says that the most accepted doctrine is
that the “cruel and umisual” clause was intended
fo prohibit the kind of torture mefed out during
the reign of the Stuarts.

Even if if is humane to conelude that Helm’'s
sentence is unjustly severe, it is impermissible to
corclude that therefore the sentepce is naconsti-
{utional. The Constituiion enumerates, allocates
and — the chaos of illimitable jodicial interven-
tien in society — regulates government powers.
Chaos results if the Constitution is read as a

guarantee that every use of power shall be just. .

That is why jistices often have a vocational duty
to make their heads averrnie their hearts. Five
seem to have failed to do that in this case. *

Fonda and U.S. government now an ‘item’

treated as a VIP guest of the American
government. Why she was invited o the
shattie lannching is a bit of a mystery, one
explanation being that female astronaut
Saﬂlede,thestarofth:sspaceoutmg
had been a resident nf Hayden's Assemnbly
district.

A more plausible theory is that inviting
Fonda, along with Gloria Steinem, was an
inept attempt hy somehody in the Reagan
administration to appeal to radical femi-
nists. This view is supported by the fawn-
ing statement of 2 NASA spokesman who
said that, “T'm particuiarly pleased that
Jane Fopda is comiog. She's considered to
beamlemodelhyalotofyoung
women."

Thmxsqmteatnbute to a shameless and
o far unrepentent propagandist for Hanoi.
In one broadcast for the Vietnam commau-
nists, for instance, Jane told our pilots that
“the men who are ordering you to use
thwe Weapons are war criminals accord-
fing to international law and in the past, in
Germany and Japan, men who were guilty
nfthesehndsofcr[mweretriedand
execn

In snmlar eloquent vein, Fooda told

American flyers, “The people back home -

are crying for you. We are afraid of what
must be happening to you as human beings.
For it isn't posaible to destroy, to receive
salary for pushing butions and pulling

levers that are dropping illegal bombs on -

innocent people, without having that dam-
age your own soul.”
WhmsomeofthePOngotoutofV‘let—

nam and came home with tales of torture
Fonda dismissed them as “hypocrites and
liars.” She says she herself had talked to
POWs in Vietnam, and everything was

fine. “They assured me they were in good

health,” she said. “When I asked them if
they were brainwashed, they all laughed.
Without exception, they all expressed
shame at what they had done.” .

These preposterous denials have Iong
since been vefuted by the gruesomne testi-
mony of the survivors. (For ihose who
doubt the terrible agony inflicted by the
Vietham corainunists, John Hubbell's
excellent study, POW, is recommended.}
In fact, one retummg POW, William
Benge, saiff he was tortured precisely
because he refused to sing the praises of
Jane Fonda -

Other Fonoda opinions on the war
included the statement that “ali of the

‘slayghter and all of the killings that are

happening in Vietnam on all sides are the
responsibility of the United States .
The Vietnamese would not be ﬁghting if

. the United States were not bombing their '

couniry to keep a Saigon dictator in
power.” This, too, was unadulterated Com-
munist propaganda, utierly refuted by
events, )

As for communism itseif, Fonda is on

"record as saying: “I wouid think that if yon

wirderstood what communism was, yom
would hope, you would pray on your knees
that we would someday become Commi:-
nist.” (Slightly different versions of this
statement by Fonda were reprodoced
twice a decade ago in 32 House investiga-
tion of her activities, and a third time last
year by Richard Grenier in an article for
“Commentary.”) )

Activities and statements of this kind
are bardly the stuff of reipectable liberal
politics in the United States, muech less of
anything that might be considered conser-
vative or moderate. Why then was Jane
Fonda a guest of the Reagan government
at Cape Capaveral, -and why was she
described by an official spokesman as a
“role model” for young women?
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