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Who Wants a Big Tent Anyway?

When was the last time you heard
someone use the term “Big Tent” out-
side the confines of the Ripon Forum. 1
will bet it’s been a long time. Oh sure,
Speaker Newt Gingrich was
Ringmaster Newt Gingrich when the
circus came to town, but
even then the elephants
paraded on the front lawn
of the Capitol and not
under a big tent. It seems
that the luster has been
lost on one of the guiding
passages from the late Lee
Atwater. A wunderkind of
the GOP until his untime-
ly death in 1991, Harvey
Lee Atwater spoke pas-

sionately for a “Big Tent” Republican
party, an inclusive Grand Old Party
that would replace the New Deal
Democrat coalition and thrust the GOP
into the next century as the major
political force.

Well, under the “Big Dome” at
the end of July, 51 centrist Republicans
separated themselves from the leader-
ship and struck the 17 provisions
restricting Environmental Protection
Agency enforcement of clean air and
water rules from the EPA funding bill.
[See related article on page 7.] They
were not lauded as good soldiers who
had an honest disagreement; instead
they were attacked; and three days
later— with the GOP leadership claim-
ing their right to vote again on the
same amendment—the restrictions
were restored on a 210-210 roll call
vote. (Since the centrists were not able
to supply a majority on the reconsider-
ation, their amendment failed.)

No “Big Tent” was in evidence
on the House floor. To add insult to
injury, the Wall Street Journal reports
the GOP centrists were privately dis-
missed by the anti-green forces as
“bedwetters” and “remnants of a
‘country-club” era out of sync with the

Lee Atwater

harder-edged philosophy of the new
GOP maijority.”

Until such rhetoric in the
ranks of the Republican leadership is
set aside—and until Armey, DelLay &
Company understand that their more
moderate brethren hold the key
to continued GOP electoral suc-
cess—we may be handing
Clinton and the Democrat Party
an opportunity they so richly
do not deserve: to snatch victo-
ry from the jaws of defeat.

The Ripon Society is dedicated
to creating a permanent
Republican majority, defeating
Bill Clinton and the Democrats

in 1996 and attracling disaffected
independents to the GOP. But it makes
our job that much tougher when our
congressional leadership turns its back
on over 20 percent of its own members.

“Big Tent” in Action

The Mayflower Hotel in Washington
was the site of the 3rd annual
Conference for a Republican Majority
in July; with the help of Conference
Chairman and former Senator Charles
Percy, the Ripon Society, Committee
for Responsible Government, Log
Cabin Republicans, Mainstream,
Republican Coalition for Choice,
Republicans for Choice, Republicans
for All Americans and WISH List it
was an overwhelming success. Over
250 people participated in the three
days of lunches, speeches and break-
out sessions. Conversations and
debate centered around a single
topic—how to attract more Americans
to the Republican Party.

A particularly salient point
was made by newly acquired GOP
Cong. Greg Laughlin (R-TX) at a
lunch that featured Ripon Chairman
Senator Nancy Landon Kassebaum,
Cong./former Ripon Chairman Jim

Leach (R-IA) and New York Lt
Governor Betsy McCaughey (pro-
nounced McCoy). Laughlin spoke of a
Democrat leadership in the House so
controlled by the liberal elements of
the party, it would not allow voices
from the more centrist members to be
heard. “I did not leave the Democrat
party; the Democrat Party which I had
known left me.”

We at Ripon hope that our
House leadership will take Cong.
Laughlin’s words of caution to heart.

WISH to Washington

The WISH List, a political action com-
mittee which supports Republican
women for election to the House and
Senate, recently moved their head-
quarters from Tinton Falls, NJ to
Washington, DC. The PAC has tapped
Francine Levinson as its new
Executive Director. Francine succeeds
Lynn Shapiro, who's staying in New
Jersey to run a political consulting
firm. Anyone wishing to contact
WISH may call (202) 342-9111 or send a
written note to: 3205 N Street, NW,
Washington, DC 20007.

A Washington Wish List

Over the next few issues of the Ripon
Forum we will be investigating how
Republican public policy can trans-
form America’s cities. As a control we
will use Washington, DC, our national
model of “ a city in trouble.” Due to
severe economic tribulations, its politi-
cal upheavals and the ultimate super-
vision that a Republican-controlled
Congress can put on our national
Capital, the District’s public practices
are ripe for review, If you have any
thoughts on solutions or areas we
should investigate, please give us a call
at our new offices. (Address change
and numbers on page two.)
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In Search of a Boogieman

s the budgetary process proceeds
Ain the brave, new Congress,

Republican leaders calling the
tune are in perfect harmony with the
majority of voters in most departments,
but unnervingly dissonant when it comes
to Defense. Polls show the American peo-
ple can’t understand why our military
expenditures should increase in the wake
of our Cold War victory, with no per-
ceived foe on the horizon more ominous
than North Korea. And who can blame
them?

We currently spend over five per-
cent of GNP on the military; the highest
such proportion among the other major
post-industrial nations is registered by
France and the United Kingdom, with
about four percent each. Were we to cut
our military expenditures to the same
proportion, we would still have a defense
budget five times larger than any other
nation. Why should we spend more?

The main reason for our contin-
ued high investments in Defense stems
from the “Two-Front” grand strategy now
governing the martial thinking of
Congress. This theory insists that we
should maintain the capability of fighting
two major wars in two theaters simulta-
neously, with clear superiority in material
over any perceived threat. Much of our
retired military establishment contests
this notion, saying that capacity for one
full-fledged war in one theater—while
fighting a holding action in another—is
plenty readiness enough in the New
World Order.

Even that more reasonable assess-
ment is suspect. We only need such fire-
power—far beyond the capacity of any
other nation in the world—if we have one
of two intentions, one immoral and the
other egotistically and foolishly indul-
gent: We can either lord it over the rest of
the world in the fashion of ancient Rome,
ruling for our own benefit through extor-
tion and intimidation, or (more altruisti-
cally) become the world’s police depart-
ment. That is, of course, if we have inten-
tions at all for our massive arsenal. If we
do not, then let us suggest building

bridges, highways and mass transit as a
comparable government make-work
alternative that actually addresses a criti-
cal national need.

Assuming our tremendous mili-
tary outlays have a moral objective, why
should it be up to America to keep the
peace of the world? That is a completely
presumptuous notion that will eventually
breed only contempt for us in the world
community. Of our several military
adventures since World War 11, only the
action in the Persian Gulf had sustained
majority support among the American
people, and for good reason: it was the
only one in which our critical national
interests were clearly at stake.

If there is to be an international
police force, it should be under the aegis
of the United Nations, with all countries
contributing the same portion of their
economies to the effort. The disposition of
those forces should be determined by a
two-thirds majority vote of the Security
Council, with the represented nations
casting ballots that are weighted, accord-
ing to the size of their respective contribu-
tions and populations. Unless such an
arrangement can be made, the business of
each nation should be its own.

With the national debt spiraling
to heights that will enslave our children,
there can be no reasonable defense of our
current levels of military expenditure.
Beyond that, we are spending it in waste-
fully short-sighted ways, heavily favoring
short-term readiness when the significant
threat (if there is one) is only long-term.
The effect of our current spending pat-
terns will be to draw us into numerous
actions of little consequence other than
their cost in blood and treasure. Once we
have paid to defend against the illusive
boogieman of our nightmares, we will
find him behind every bush. To do other-
wise would be an admission of our stu-

pidity.
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CaPilloL COM IX

PRISONER WU!
YOU'LL BE ASSIGNED
TO MACHINE 309 on
AISLE NINE ! AND

STEPON IT —A BIG
RUSH ORDER JUST
CAME IN.

HANT TOSEE
- ﬂ%ﬂﬂ RECGRRS.\
%mm'fgggﬂ " THIS IS AN
9 OVERRUNIT!(  QUTRAGE! ITs
N oo UN-AMERICAN!

BUT YOU GOTTA
ADMIRE THEIR
TECHNIQUE ...

TIME TO BREAK.OUT
THE TIN CUPS AND
THE BIG BIRD OUTFITS

Mearwhile at
FORT C LINTON:
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“ At first blush, it sounds good...until the potential costs are
considered...Even some Republicans aren’t happy with this
section of the GOP’s Contract With America
after reading the fine print.”

—~Gainesville [FL] Sun, February 29, 1995



nlike its salience in the 92

presidential cycle, the issue of

environmental protection sel-
dom arose in the ‘94 mid-term election
campaigns. Read a copy of the
Contract with America; the word
“environment” is never mentioned.
And with good reason: The
Republican leadership’s quest to roll
back environmental regulations is at
odds with public opinion. Now
“green” groups are vowing to raise
voter awareness of that fact in 1996
with a mega-million dollar media
offensive.

While Americans are not

quite as concerned about the envi-
ronment as they were three years
ago—an April 17 Gallup poll
showed a five-point drop—they still
overwhelmingly believe the govern- §
ment is not doing enough to combat
air and water pollution (see table).
Republican or Democrat, no one rel-
ishes contaminated water or carbon
monoxide.
True, most everyone agrees proper-
ty rights need protecting too; but ask
someone about federal and state
regulatory takings, and their eyes
almost invariably glaze over.

As the GOP gained control
of Congress last Fall with a platform of
reducing the federal government’s
regulatory reach, a takings measure
was tucked away in a Contract provi-
sion entitled the Job Creation and
Wage Enhancement Act.
Environmentalists claim that propos-
al—repackaged and passed March 3 as
H.R. 925, the “Private Property
Protection Act”—will void a genera-
tion of progress in environmental pro-
tection. They are also bitterly critical of
17 riders the GOP House leadership
attached to an appropriations bill in
July which would gut funding for reg-
ulatory activities by the
Environmental Protection Agency.

Although the apparent prod-
uct of the November ‘94 mandate for
change, the anti-green initiatives
could well prove to be a political mis-
cue; some GOP strategists fear those
who support them could alienate key
swing segments of the electorate. Such
assessments helped convince 51

House Republicans to buck their party
on the appropriations riders, which
went down to defeat on July 28. The
leadership managed to restore them
on a tied reconsideration vote three
days later, but not one of the defectors
returned to the fold.

Taking the Fifth

Tacked on the tail of the U.S.
Constitution’s Fifth Amendment—
commonly invoked against legal self
incrimination—trails the “Takings

‘During...1995..5
140 property

rights bills were
introduced in 48
states.”

Clause,” to wit: “Private property
[shall not] be taken for public use
without just compensation.” This text
bite is simple in its premise regarding
the physical occupation of private land
by a government entity, commonly
referred to as “eminent domain.”
However, over the course of this cen-
tury the Clause has been interpreted—
through a series of toothless U.S.
Supreme Court decisions and Reagan-
era regulatory shufflings—as requir-
ing compensation when a government
regulation inhibits a private owner’s

free use of their property, thereby ren-
dering the property without value.

The concept of regulatory tak-
ings was first recognized by the U.S.
Supreme Court in Pennsylvania Coal
v. Mahon (1922). After 70 years of occa-
sional revisitations, takings were final-
ly codified by the Reagan
Administration as Executive Order
12630, which requires all agencies to
assess the impacts of their regulations
on property owners. The Reagan
Order (largely unenforced) has ironi-
cally never been rescinded by the
Clinton Administration.

In a recent, definitive interpre-
tation of the Takings Clause, the U.S.
Supreme Court held in Lucas w.
South Carolina Coastal Council
(1992) that a regulatory taking
occurred only after a total economic
loss. Writing for the majority, Justice
Antonin Scalia defined a taking as
the situation where “the owner of
real property has been called upon to
sacrifice all economically beneficial
uses in the name of the common
good.” This decision was viewed by
environmentalists as a setback to
recognition of the takings concept,
and by property rights activists as a
serious shortcoming,.

The Court revisited the issue
again this year in its June 29 decision
Babbitt v. Sweet Home Chapter of
Communities for a Great Oregon,
where it upheld a government regula-
tion of private land as “habitat” under
the Endangered Species Act.

Though the Sweet Home deci-
sion was marked as a victory by envi-
ronmentalists, the House had already
set in motion its effort codify the
Reagan executive order. Essentially,
regulatory takings can be codified in
one of two ways: 1) require a takings

Can’t Be Too Clean
Do you think environmental laws and regulations for—
~ Gonmetoofar  Notfarenough  Right balance
Fighting air pollution 10% 61% 26%
Fighting water pollution 5 70 21

1,003 adults nationwide 3/23-4/4, 1995.
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assessment analysis by all government
agencies involved in the project, or 2)
require compensation to be paid to a
property owner for any reduction in
value caused by an agency action. The
latter, considered by most environ-
mentalists as the more egregious, was
the route taken by the House.

As authored by the House
Judiciary Committee, H.R. 925 applies
broadly to federal law, requiring com-
pensation for land devalued by a fifth
or more. A substitute version offered
by Cong. Billy Tauzin (D-LA)—which
specifically targets the Endangered
Species Act, wetlands protections of
the Clean Water Act, and federal ripar-
ian laws in the west—passed by a vote
of 301 to 128. The final package (H.R.
9) combined H.R. 925 with H.R. 1022—
a codification of the takings assess-

ment philosophy.
Even though the H.R. 9
passed, a cadre of moderate

Republicans broke ranks, insisting
the bill went too far and would
undermine the federal govern-
ment’s ability to regulate and
enforce basic standards for health
and safety that the public had
come to expect.

In a February 14 letter to
Judiciary Chair Henry Hyde (R-
IL), fifteen GOP Members led by
John Porter (IL) and Sherwood
Boehlert (NY) applauded the effort
at reducing the regulatory burden
on small property owners, but
declared H.R. 9 would effectively
create an entitlement program that
would increase federal bureaucra-
cy and increase civil litigation.
Above all, they warned of: “severe
and unintended consequences [of
H.R. 9] which could potentially |
harm, rather than help, the average
American....if this legislation were
to become law, the federal govern-
ment could be required to compen-
sate a landowner who is denied a
permit to site a hazardous waste
facility over an aquifer that sup-
plies drinking water to a nearby
community.”

Republican  opposition
surfaced at committee hearings

from state officials as well.
Representing the National Conference
of State Legislatures, New Hampshire
state Sen. Richard L. Russman (R)
declared, “As a fiscal conservative and
believer in limited government, com-
pensation-type ‘takings’ bills represent
expensive ‘budget-busters.”” Russman
also testified that “...the federal gov-
ernment, through H.R. 9, will find
itself in the unenviable position of pay-
ing polluters not to pollute and paying
individuals not to engage in conduct
that could damage the health, safety or
property values of others.”

In the Senate, where a takings
bill offered by Phil Gramm (R-TX) is
still in committee, several Republicans
have stood up to oppose any bill that
contains a compensatory requirement.
Among those speaking out are Maine
Senators Bill Cohen and Olympia
Snowe, John Chafee (RI), Mark

Hatfield (OR), Jim Jeffords (VT), Ben

Campbell (CO), and presidential hope-
fuls Arlen Specter (PA) and Richard
Lugar (IN). The Senate version (S. 605,
“The Omnibus Property Rights Act”)

requires compensation when property
is devalued by a third or more.

State Ballot Acid Tests

While the takings movement went
nowhere in Congress until this year
(Tauzin’s previous repeated efforts
never made it out of committee), such
bills have been surfacing in state legis-
latures in increasing numbers since
1990, as the presence of the property
rights movement has been felt to some
degree in nearly every state legisla-
ture. During the 1995 state legislative
season alone, 140 property rights bills
were introduced in 48 states, Georgia
and Kentucky taking exception. In this
atmosphere, one might conclude there
is a strong public demand for these
bills. But looking at state ballot pro-
_ posals for property rights laws,
one discovers broad-based oppo-
sition to takings measures of the
type now before Congress.

According to Roy Morgan—
president of Americans for the
Environment, advocates for envi-
ronmental protection through the
state initiative and referendum
process—ballot proposition cam-
paigns are providing a window
on public sentiment regarding
takings measures. “Of all the con-
servative initiatives at the state
level,” says Morgan, “takings is
the acid test which has measured
public opposition to environmen-
tal law rollbacks. Although tak-
ings proponents have introduced
near 200 property rights bills in
the various... legislatures, their
win record has been held at 10
percent,” including states where
citizens cannot strike down a
“bad” law through a statewide
vote.

As far back as 1986, a measure
narrowing the takings clause in
the Rhode Island state constitu-
tion—nearly identical to the one
in the federal constitution—was
approved by Ocean State voters

July 1995



Takings Legislation in the States

21 states have passed property rights legislation.
48 states have introduced over 140 property rights bills in 1995.

updated 65/19/95
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Reprinted with permission from Defenders of Property Rights, Washington, DC.

by more than 2:1, the largest majority
out of fourteen ballot questions offered
that year,

The most widely noted state
battle on the takings front was waged
last cycle in arid Arizona, where voters
nullified a takings assessment law
(presented on the ballot as Proposition
300) by a 3:2 margin. Introduced in
1992 by state Rep. Mark Killian (R) and
subsequently signed by Gov. Fyfe
Symington (R), the law had implica-
tions for interests beyond the tradi-
tional scope of environmental con-
cerns.

Property rights are a hot issue
in Arizona, where only 13 percent of
all land is privately owned; but the
anti-Prop 300 campaign—Iled by local
environmental organizations, includ-
ing a wing of the Sierra Club—cap-
tured the mainstream of the electorate
by emphasizing the havoc the measure
created for the regulation of land use
and health hazards. Presented with
this threat, several neighborhood asso-
ciations joined the effort to defeat 300
(see cover photo), and the measure
drew editorial fire from nearly every
Arizona newspaper. Even normally
conservative sportsmen'’s groups came
out in opposition when it was discov-
ered that wildlife conservation funds
were threatened by the enormous

costs of the takings measure. Ironically,
the issues that sent 300 to defeat were
conservative in tone: no more govern-
ment spending, no new taxes, no new
litigation.

Another takings referendum
facing Washington State voters this
November is already starting to draw
the same broad-based opposition.
Unlike the Arizona version,
Washington’s Initiative 164 is nearly
identical to the federal takings bill in
the Senate, and may provide a reading
on public sentiment on the issue.

Vote margins in these state
ballot campaigns are not the only indi-
cation of political liability in the
Contract’'s  takings  philosophy.
Grassroots opposition to the federal
takings measure is beginning to sur-
face at field hearings beyond the
Beltway. According to Daniel ]. Weiss,
political director of the Sierra Club,
“Field hearings in places where the
proponents of these takings measures
feel there is strong support are being
overwhelmed by opponents.” One
hearing in Phoenix, Arizona, chaired
by freshman John Shadeg (R-4th),
drew an estimated 300 opponents of
H.R. 9. A similar meeting held recently
in Annapolis, MD, drew another 400

people.

—

Beware the Green Wave

Though numerous mainstream
groups are now actively combating
efforts to hamstring enviromental
regulations, the “green” communi-
ty is still at the vanguard of public
education on the issue. Because
polls still show strong support for
environmental protection, major
conservation organizations are
planning to devote substantial
resources to the ‘96 congressional
campaigns, bringing chickens home
to roost for those who voted for
H.R, 9 and the appropriations rid-
ers.

According to the League of
Conservation Voters president Jim
Maddy, LCV has set aside a large,
yet undisclosed sum to target such
Members. “Several million dollars
will be spent on TV and radio time
to highlight incumbents who voted
to curtail regulations on food and
water safety,” Maddy promises,
though he remains cagey about nam-
ing names. Totalling both directly
political and educational outlays,
Maddy expects the environmental
community to spend over a billion dol-
lars this cycle to educate voters on the
issue of environmental protection.

“Though we are facing a
tough road in ‘96, we are going to sup-
port what friends we have,” says
Chuck McGrady, a political operative
for the Sierra Club. McGrady—a
Georgian who formerly worked for
House Speaker Newt Gingrich—
insists  that  Republicans  and
Democrats alike are making a big mis-
take writing off the environmental
vote. “We are not concerned with
party affiliation,” he says. “We just
want a pro-environment majority in
the House.”

Cong. Sherwood Boehlert
agrees that the issue needn’t be a loser
for the GOP, telling the Washington
Post, “Republicans will be in power if
they do two things: soften some of the
hard edges and don’t turn their backs
on the environment.”

Andrew Branan reports on state bal-
lot initiative campaigns for Campaigns
& Elections magazine,
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THE PULSE-STIR
Golden State Gloom

CNN/USA Today: 801 nat’l adults surveyed 7/7-9; by Gallup; margin of error +/-3.5%. 326 CA adults surveyed 7/7-9; +/-6%.
Subsamples: 389 nat'l GOPers, +/-5%; 153 CA GOPers; +/-9% (CNN release, 7/11).

National CA

Clinton Job

Approve 48% 47 %

Disapprove 42 45
Congress Job

Approve 35% 32%

Disapprove 55 58
The way things are going in your state

Satisfied 50% 27%

Dissatisfied 46 69

GOP Presidential Primary (GOPers Only)

National CA
Now 6/95 Now

Bob Dole 499, 51% 47%
Pete Wilson 8 6 19
Phil Gramm 7 13 6
Pat Buchanan 6 7 6
Lamar Alexander 4 2 3
Richard Lugar 3 2 1
Arlen Specter 3 4 2
Alan Keyes 2 1 2
Bob Dornan 1 2 s}
DK /other 17 12 12
u.s. CA
‘96 Cong. Elections
Dem candidate 46% 42%
GOP candidate 46 49

Dole
Clinton

Clinton
Wilson

What the GOP in Congress is doing
Is politics as usual 68% 62%
Represents real change 27 33

General Election Matchups

LL.S. CA
48% 46%
47 48
50% 56%
38 38

In dealing w/tough choices involved both in cutting pro-
grams to reduce the deficit and still maintaining Fed.
programs, which party’s approach do you prefer?

u.s. CA
Republicans 44% 47 %
Democrats 43 42

Should the U.S. establish normal relations with
Vietman?

LS. CA
Yes 61% 70%
No 29 23

Whose approach to affirmative action do you prefer?

U.S. CA
GOP in Congress 429, 39%
Clinton 38 37

Constitutional amendment to allow government to
make flag burning illegal

u.s. CA
Favor 62% 58%
Oppose 36 39

Cong. GOP’s Whitewater hearings are mostly...

us. ca
An attempt to hurt Clinton politically 63%  66%
A legitimate attempt to learn the truth 24 24
Concerning Clinton’s Whitewater Role:

u.s.
He is hiding something 51%
Not hiding something 41
Clinton is...

u.s. CA

New kind of Dem 449 44%
Same as past Dems 51 51

Continued on page 12
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7
GOP Alternatives

EPIC/MRA-MITCHELL: 1000 registered voters surveyed 6/21-26; marign of error +/-3.0%. Subsample: 442 GOPers; +/-4.5%
(release, 7/6).

Should the Nat’l Republican Party keep the pro-life plank in their platform, or should it be removed?

All GOP  Pro-life Born Again Conservatives

Remove Plank 62%  52%  30% 47% 49%
Keep Plank 28 38 59 i 41
Change it (VOL) 2 2 2 2 2
Pro-choice (VOL) 1 0 0 1 0
DK 8 7 8 6 8
No group or individual should receive preferential treat- General Election Matchups

ment today because of past discrimination _
Dole 41%  Clinton  44%

Agree 75% Clinton 38 Gingrich 29
Disagree 20 Perot 15 Perot 17

Gov't is too big and inefficient and should have less

influence in our daily lives ar :
§ Should Newt Gingrich run for the GOP nomina-

Agree 799 tion for President?

Disagree 17 Yes 18% No 68% Undecided 14%

1995 Elections: Lousiana Governor

LOUISIANA GOV, ROEMER NOW LEADS IN RUNOFF MATCHUPS Shreveport Times poll, conducted by Mason-Dixon, sur-
veyed 826 re. LA voters 7/6-8; margin of error +/-3.5%(release, 7/11).

ALL  BLACK Runoff Matchups

Ex-Governor Buddy Roemer (R) 24% 6% Roemer (R) 46%
Treasurer Mary Landrieu (D) 13 9 Schwegmann(D) 40
LG Melinda Schwegmann(D) 12 5 Undecided 14
Congressman Cleo Fields (D) 11 44
Jefferson Parish Sheriff Harry Lee (D) 10 2 Roemer (R) 43%
Ex. State Representative David Duke (R) 5 * Landrieu (D) 38
Ex.-Governor David Treen (R) 4 i Undecided 19
State Senator Mike Foster (D) 3 1
Congressman Bill Jefferson (D) 2 8 Roemer (R) 59%
State Representative Quentin Dastugue(R) 2 4 Fields(D) 24
Undecided 12 25 Undecided 17
Not tested: ex-LA Education Superintendent Tom Clausen (D) and state Roemer (R) 53%
Senator Don Kelly (D). Lee (D) 27

Undecided 20

PR L R T P 2.~ W |
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THE ANALYST

he unexpected rout of
Communism in the late 1980’s

brought profound changes to
the former Soviet Union and other
eastern European countries, but this
dramatic re-ordering also created a
worldview shift for Americans, the
ramifications of which are now strong-
ly evident.

In political terms, Republicans
lost one of their defining principles:
support for a strong military to
counter the communist threat.
Americans were no longer unified
against one great enemy, but were
threatened by many forces much more
amorphous, and perhaps, therefore,
more unsettling.

When things were simpler,
voters were attracted to the
Republican Party for generally one (or
more) of three reasons: less govern-
ment, lower taxes, or strong defense.
We find in the 1990’s that support for
less government and lower taxes con-
tinue to powerfully draw voters to the
GOP, but that conservative social
issues have replaced military defense
as the third magnet bringing voters to
the party.

In fact, in the Republican Party
(as the electorate as a whole) the theme
of isolationism espoused by Pat
Buchanan may win more converts
than nostalgia for the strong military
presence of the Reagan era. That is not
yet the majority opinion, but
Americans are becoming slightly more
insular and more reluctant to support
U.S. military action abroad. The chart
in Figure 1 illustrates this sentiment.

There was a similar increase in
isolationist mood at the close of the
Vietnam War, faded significantly dur-
ing the Reagan era. It remains to be
seen if this sentiment is cyclical in
nature or if the “new isolationism” is
here to stay as part of the New World
Order.

Surprisingly, there is little dif-

ference  of opinion  between

by Christine Mathews

The Defense Issue In Retreat

Republicans and Democrats on this
issue, while independents are less like-
ly than voters of either party to favor
isolationism.

It is within this context that
defense spending rates very low on
America’s priority list. In fact, on a
recent US News survey, a majority
(51%) of American voters interviewed
were opposed to increasing defense
spending while only 42% supported it.
And on another recent sampling (The
National Opinion Research Center’s
General Social Survey), voters ranked
16 other items ahead of defense
spending as deserving of
increased funding; among
them: crime, education, the
environment, transportation,
health care, assisting blacks,
assisting cities, and aiding the
poor. Only space exploration,
welfare, and foreign aid were
seen as less deserving of more
funds. Much the same order-
ing of priorities is evident in
Table 1.

In keeping with the
times, we find that the strong
defense/military theme may
no longer be an organizing
principle for Republicans, but
rather one toward which there

are discordant views. Certainly, there
remains a committed element of
Republican support (younger, mostly
male, more affluent and quite conserv-
ative) that remains dedicated to a
strong national defense and support-
ive of increasing funds for the military.
However, within the Republican party,
this voice does not carry the weight
that it once did.

Christine Matthews is principal of CM
Research in Alexandria, VA.

Agree

Disagree ...
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ouse Republicans were bound

by their Contract with

America to bring term limits
to a vote on the House floor for the
first time in its 206-year history. As
expected, none of the four competing
versions of term limits garnered the
290 votes necessary for passage of a
constitutional amendment. House
Speaker Newt Gingrich immediately
blamed the Democrats, as more than
80 percent of them had voted against
final passage. But the real reason term
limits failed that day was Congress’
institutional inability to curb its own
p(‘l\\'(_’l".

The same institutional obsta-
cles which confronted turn-of-the-cen-
tury suffragettes and populists stand
in the way of today’s term limit
activists, a problem that has been
compounded by the Supreme |
Court’s May 22 ruling that states
may not impose term limit or bal-
lot access restrictions on their con-
gressional delegations. Finding a
way around the twin obstacles of
congressional
and constitutionality has sent
term limit supporters back to the
drawing board. Most of the
options under discussion have lit-
tle or no reliance on congressional

self-preservation

action, counting instead on the
unflagging support for term limits
(“TL”) at the grassroots.

A House in Disrepute

Some congressional Republicans |
had been than eager to
include TL in the Contract with

less

Return of the
Terminators

It Was a Tough Spring for Term Limits: After Congress Tripped Them
Up, the Supreme Court Knocked Them Down. But With Three-
Quarters of the Public Behind Them, They’re Back With a Vengeance.

by
Norman
Leahy

America, and the House Republican
Conference vote to do so was close and
contentious. Cong. Dick Armey (R-
TX) was able to overcome objections
from colleagues Henry Hyde (R-IL)
and Tom DeLlay (R-TX) after polling
data from Luntz Research showed TL
enjoyed more support than any other
proposal measured, and could swing
House races in
November—possibly enough to give
Republicans control of the chamber for
the first time in 40 years.

But once that historic event
had come to pass, a rift soon devel-
oped over what constituted a mean-
ingful term limit. Polls have consis-
tently indicated a heavy majority of
the American people prefer a three-
term House cap (see below), and 16 of

as many as 15

Here’s the Demand;
Where's the Supply?

Do you support the general idea of term limits?

Yes 75%
No 16
Undecided /
Refused 9

(Asked of term limits supporters:) Should
members of Congress be limited to three terms
or six terms in office?

Three terms 82%
Six terms 14
Undecided/
Refused 4

Source: Luntz Research survey of 1,000 adults, conducted

nationwide August 27-29, 1994,

the 23 states that had congressional
term limit laws on the books had
adopted that standard. This was not
the case on Capitol Hill, where senior
incumbents and organizations aligned
with the conservative establishment
were much more comfortable with
much longer House limits than the
voters seemed to have in mind.
Speaker-elect Newt Gingrich
told the editorial board of the
Washington Post that he was “deeply
opposed” to a three-term House limit,
a sentiment he reiterated at a January
I1 news conference, declaring: “ 1 am
opposed to six years.” When newly
elected Republicans signed a petition
calling for a three-term limit on the
Speaker, Gingrich countered with an
eight-year limit, which was adopted
 the first day of the 104th Congress.
The Wall Street Journal’s Jackie
| Calmes reports that the Speaker
“backed a limit of a dozen years
for House members in his first suc-
cessful campaign—16 years ago....
In 1989, he told reporters he want-
ed 32 more years in the House.”
Now-House Majority Leader
Armey—who in the past has co-
sponsored both three-term and
House limit bills—told
National Public Radio in December
that if the “Republicans can
straighten out the House and
make it work properly and effi-
ciently and responsibly to the
' American people, then I think the
nation’s desire for term limits will

six-term

be diminished.” Armey retracted
| the statement after his office was
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deluged with calls chastising him for
his apparent flip-flop.

When all was said and done in
the House, only one of four considered
options for a constitutional amend-
ment to limit congressional terms gar-
nered even a majority of the vote: a
proposal by eight-term Cong. Bill
McCollum (R-FL) for a 12-year cap on
both House and Senate service—a
limit considered too lax by TL
groups and the general public.
Moreover, the McCollum
Amendment represented a TL
retreat for the 16 states which had
already enacted House limits of
three terms, as it would have nul-
lified those measures.

sure on Congress to act on TL: the 23
state laws that would have started bar-
ring candidates from appearing on the
ballot in 1998. Having those state laws
on the books, with their clocks ticking,
played a significant role in raising the
TL issue to the high profile it achieved
on Capitol Hill this year.

Initial congressional reaction

Senate Majority Leader =g Ly

Bob Dole has pledged to hold a |
vote on a constitutional amend-
ment within the next few months,
though most observers believe

amendment. The only other substan-
tive congressional comment on the
issue was the retirement announce-
ment of Arkansas Cong. Ray Thorton
(D), the named party in the Supreme
Court case. After three terms in the
House, Thorton is leaving, perhaps to
run for a position on the state’s
supreme court.

The most obvious strategy left
for TL advocates is to keep push-
ing for a constitutional amend-
ment in Congress. It is an avenue
which offers some possibility of
progress, as most new Members
. have supported the movement.
But getting two-thirds of all
. Members to limit their own careers
will be a challenge requiring a big
stick: TL backers will have to aug-
ment any traditional lobbying
campaign with an aggressive, bi-
partisan voter education program,

term limits of any sort are even
less popular in the Senate than in
the House. Sen. Hank Brown (R-
CO) had proposed a statutory
approach to the limits issue that
would have required only a sim-
ple majority for passage, but the
high court ruling had left that

“Should Congress fail to pass
this proposed amendment with-
in 180 days of its submission,
the convention process trigger
will be pulled.”

initially targeted at vulnerable
incumbents in the 96 elections.
Voter education (in this con-
text, informing voters of the term
limit stands of incumbents and
challengers during the campaign)
has proved itself an effective tool
for changing the outlook of

method inoperable.

Given the abundance of con-
gressional waffling and gamesman-
ship on the issue, it is little wonder
that most TL backers have decided the
only way to enact an effective constitu-
tional amendment is to cut politicians
of both parties out of the loop as much
as possible.

Strict Obstructionists

On May 22, a deeply divided Supreme
Court struck down an Arkansas law
that would have limited the ballot
access of long-term congressional
incumbents. The 5-4 ruling has been
over-analyzed in the press for the
amount of constitutional distance
between the majority and the minority
on the concept of state’s rights; the
bottom line is the only way left to
effect congressional term limits is via
the Article V amendment process.

The decision took away the
one prominent source of outside pres-

to the ruling spoke volumes on the role
in which Congress sees itself on this
issue: McCollum urged term limit
advocates to rally their forces behind a
single term limit amendment to maxi-
mize its chances for passage in the
105th Congress, adding that there
would have to be more passion from
the grassroots than was evident in
March for any amendment to pass.
Freshman Cong. Van Hilleary (R-
TN)—sponsor of one of the four
amendments voted on in March—
retorted that the only reason passion
was lacking from the people when the
House voted was because McCollum’s
lax amendment didn’t enjoy their sup-
port.

At a news conference across
town, former House Speaker Tom
Foley—defeated in 1994 largely due to
his lawsuit against Washington state’s
TL law—pronounced the limits cause
“dead,” and predicted that Congress
would never pass a constitutional

Congress on a variety of issues.
Such efforts on behalf of term limits
played a role in last year’s defeats of
veteran Democrat powers Tom Foley,
Dan Rostenkowski and Jack Brooks—
TL opponents all, and all replaced by
staunch TL advocates.

A concerted, nationwide effort
highlighting the anti-TL positions of
both Democrat and Republican incum-
bents (particularly those who won by
small margins in 1994) will add con-
siderable muscle to any lobbying cam-
paign for a limiting amendment. But
even if congressional opinion were to
be changed on what type of amend-
ment should be put forward, there is
little chance it would pass in the near
future.

(Un)conventional Warfare

Therefore, another kind of campaign is
being readied to bypass Congress alto-
gether: gathering the 34 state applica-
tions necessary to force Congress to
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convene a constitutional convention
specifically addressing term limits.
South Dakota and Utah petitioned
Congress to do just that in the 1980s;
like all such applications, these will
remain active until withdrawn.

The convention approach
seems tailored to the strengths of
today’s TL. movement, but its roots run
deep. The nation’s founders anticipat-
ed that when Congress was faced with
an issue cutting directly against its
own self-interest, it would be loathe to
pursue an effective constitutional rem-
edy. As Pennsylvania’s George Bryan
then observed: “We shall never find
two-thirds of a Congress voting or
proposing anything which shall dero-
gate from their own authority and
importance, or agreeing to give back
to the people any part of those privi-
leges which they have once parted
with.”

So long as political self-

preservation remains a congressional |
instinct and prospects for enacting an

|
amendment seem remote, the conven- |

tion route will remain the battlefield of
choice for TL backers, allowing them
to keep fighting from their highest
ground: the homefront. Other conven-
tion efforts—most notably for the bal-
anced budget amendment—have
failed because they exacted no politi-
cal price on legislatures for either
opposing or rescinding applications.
TL activists are working to avoid this
mistake by returning to their strongest
implement: the initiative.

This latest wave of initiatives
will be aimed directly at state legisla-
tures: Once passed, they will require
legislative ballots to carry a special
designation alongside the name of
each candidate, much like the party
designation now present on general
election ballots. The new designation
will tell voters whether or not the can-
didate has signed a pledge to vote for
the TL convention application; a simi-
lar plan was used with great success at
the turn of the century on the issue of
the direct election of U.S. Senators.

Even if entirely successful, this
idea will leave supporters several
states short of the required 34 needed
to call a convention, since only about

half the states have an initiative
process. Making up the difference will
require concentrated lobbying efforts
in the state legislatures, a process that
will be bolstered with aggressive new
voter education similar in scope and
effect to that contemplated for con-
gressional candidates. By exacting a
political price for opposing a conven-

tion, TL backers will translate their
broad public support into considerable
legislative leverage.

Another option being consid-
ered by activists in some states is to
issue a convention application directly
through the initiative process. Most
states with such a process equate its
legislative powers with those of the
legislature; logically, the people of
these states should be able to issue an
application themselves. Should this
novel approach survive an anticipated
court challenge, it will liberate the
application process from the straight-
jacket of having to rely on politicians
to reform themselves.

Once 34 applications are in
hand, Congress will be asked to vote
on and pass an amendment that will
allow the states to set their own ver-
sions of congressional term limits—

essentially the Hilleary Amendment
voted down last March. Its approval
would not mean that—thus empow-
ered—the states would set unreason-
ably generous limits; rather, it will
allow state and local activists to once
again shape the TL laws of their states
by using the initiative process and
grassroots lobbying, just as they did
before the Supreme Court ruling.

Should Congress fail to pass
this proposed amendment within 180
days of its submission, the convention
process trigger will be pulled.

Postponing the Inevitable

While the Supreme Court has made
getting congressional term limits
more difficult in the short run, it has
done little to dampen the public’s
enthusiasm for the concept. Proof of
that came within days of the high
court ruling, when the Louisiana leg-
islature overwhelmingly approved a
constitutional amendment limiting its
own terms for the October 1995 ballot.
This November, Mississippi voters
will have their chance to limit state
and local terms. Even in the majority

| opinion striking down state-imposed
| congressional TL, Justice John Paul

Stevens concedes that “such limits

| may provide for the infusion of fresh

ideas and new perspectives, and may
decrease the likelihood that represen-
tatives will lose touch with their con-
stituents.”

This is the root of term limit
support. So long as Members of
Congress remain incapable of passing
a constitutional amendment to limit
their own tenure, the public will
remain agitated by the frustration of
its will. This is no longer a debate over
whether limiting elective terms is a
good idea; it is now a question of when
and how congressional term limits
become a part of the Constitution. It
will happen, either through a Congress
restructured until it better reflects the
beliefs of the people, or through our
first constitutional convention in two
centuries.

Norman Leahy is Director of the Term
Limits Institute, in Washington, D.C.

16

The RIPON FORUM




Labor’s Last Ditch?

With “Competitiveness” in Vogue With the Nation’s
Lawmakers, the Weakened Trade Unions Are Mounting
a Desperate Stand to Save Their Positions

BY JOHN F. PERSINOS

ith its membership levels frozen for 40 years and

its influence on the wane for at least 20, organized

labor finds itself confronting a pro-business GOP
Congress and many similarly inclined state legislatures and
governors for the first time since its distant heyday. As this
new majority embarks on a campaign to rollback a wide
range of pro-labor legislation, the unions find their very
survival at risk for the first time since the 1930s. Although
their political and electoral clout is now widely discounted,
labor leaders say they are gearing up their grassroots forces
for a fierce counterstrike against their conservative nemeses
in Congress.

A recent statement from the AFL-CIO’s Executive
Council reflects labor’s beleaguerment and siege mentality:
“[The GOP leadership’s] broad legislative agenda would
subvert workplace democracy and undermine virtually
every social and economic gain the labor movement has
ever achieved...The American labor movement...will vigor-
ously oppose their efforts.”

What exactly is this subversive agenda? What form
will this “vigorous” opposition take? Will it really amount
to much?

Protections at Risk

Business interests acknowledge they are seizing a rare
opportunity to revamp New Deal legislation that’s become
burdensome and hopelessly antiquated. For unions, it
seems like a long-feared nightmare has finally come true.
The GOP congressional leadership is fighting for a long list
of measures that labor abhors, notably to:

» overturn President Clinton’s recent executive order to
deny federal contracts to companies that permanently
replace striking workers;

e amend the 1935 National Labor Relations Act (NLRA) to
give management greater freedom to establish “employee
involvement” committees that labor leaders condemn as lit-
tle more than company unions; and

* repeal the 1931 Davis-Bacon Act and the 1965 Service
Contract Act, which require contractors to pay the local pre-
vailing wage to workers on federally financed projects.

The prognoses for these measures is quite favor-
able—at least as far as the legislative branch is concerned.
With its Democrat allies no longer in charge of key congres-
sional committees, labor faces a pronounced deterioration
in its legal underpinnings. As one business lobbyist put it:

“The committee chairmen won't be checking with the AFL-
CIO before they take action on workplace legislation.”

The last time Republicans had the congressional
clout and momentum they have today, the result was the
Taft-Hartley Act (1947), an enormously influential piece of
legislation that rolled back strike frequency and much of the
sweeping legal standing labor had achieved during the
Depression. Repeal of Section 14-B of Taft-Hartley (allowing
states to outlaw closed shops with “right-to-work laws”)
has been the great labor rallying cry ever since.

The electoral results in November were profoundly
traumatic for union leaders, says Victor Kamber, whose
Washington-based public relations firm represents many
labor unions. “At every level, there was at first tremendous
shock and then bafflement about what to do,” Kamber
reports. “For 40 years, unions have always had at least one
branch of Congress as a staunch friend.... There is no labor
leader in power today who has served under this kind of
environment.”

As evidence of the present rancor between unions
and business, Kamber notes that congressional Democrats
recently stormed out of a subcommittee hearing en masse, to
protest the Republican agenda for labor legislation.

This activity doesn’t just apply to federal legisla-
tion; it is also occurring on the state and local levels. “From
our standpoint, we're not only seeing activity directed
against working people on the federal level, but in state leg-
islatures, too,” asserts Jim Grossfeld, spokesman for the
United Mine Workers of America.

In 38 states, legislation has been introduced or is
being drafted to weaken state worker’s compensation or
employment insurance laws. In 25 states, laws are under
consideration to repeal prevailing wage rates—the so-called
‘little Davis-Bacon” laws.

Friends in High Places

Unions hailed President Clinton’s choice of Robert Reich as
Secretary of Labor, and small wonder: Reich was a founding
member of the Economic Policy Institute, a Washington
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GOP Allies of Labor?

Republican members of Congress listed below voted with
the AFL-CIO position on labor legislation at least a third
of the time in the 103rd Congress. Their support will be
critical in the battle shaping up this year to roll back labor
laws that lend unions clout.

Snowe Boehlert Morella
‘93-'94 AFL-CIO ‘91-92 Labor
Support Totals Contributions
$ PAC %

Senate
Ben N. Campbell (CO) 84%t 270,150 36%
Richard Shelby (AL) 78t 156,000 9
Mark Hatfield (OR) 54 117,927 11
Jim Jeffords (VT) 50 96,092 9
Olympia Snowe (ME)  49* 14,750 6
Alfonse D’Amato (NY) 44 124,400 9
Arlen Specter (PA) 42 254,900 13
Bob Packwood (OR) 37 94,000 7
Rick Santorum (PA) 36 4,800 2
William Cohen (ME) 33 35,750 6
House
Ben Gilman (NY) 86% 98,340 47%
Lincoln Diaz-Balart (FL) 81 31,000 30e
Sherry Boehlert (NY) 75 54,830 30
[leana Ros-Lehtinen (FL) 71 5,590 4
Connie Morella (MD) 62 43,300 24
Christopher Smith (N]) 62 30,390 33
Jack Quinn (NY) 62 0 0e
Greg Laughlin(TX) 57+ 73,000 20
James Walsh (NY) 56 3,500 4
Peter Blute (MA) 53 0 0#
Hal Rogers (KY) 49 2,500 1
Joseph McDade (PA) 47 37,250 15
John McHugh (NY) 46 18,500 19+
Michael Bilirakis (FL) 45 12,000 4
Curt Weldon (PA) 44 182,050 29
Susan Molinari (NY) 43 16,300 7
Scott Klug (WI) 39 1,500 1
Gerald Solomon (NY) 39 59,460 21
Steve Gunderson (WI) 38 2,400 1
Peter Torkildsen (MA) 38 No PAC $
Nathan Deal (GA) 38+ 16,000 11
Nancy Johnson (CT) 34 12,100 4

1 Was a Democrat during the 103rd Congress.
* Freshman; percentage refers to House record.
# Was a challenger in 1992

* Open seat in 1992,

think tank launched in 1985 by the AFL-CIO to give labor
a stronger presence in public affairs television, congres-
sional hearings and Georgetown salons—each a forum of
growing influence over public policy. Reich’s appointment
was seen as a signal that organized labor would wield a lot
of clout within the administration, but corroborating evi-
dence is still sparse.

“Reich’s help has been mixed,” says Edward Potter,
president of the Employment Policy Foundation—a pro-
management think tank—and coauthor of Keeping
America Competitive. “He doesn’t come from a traditional
trade union background, so he isn’t focused on traditional
trade union issues.”

Nevertheless, the November 8 election defeat
appears to have shifted the Clinton Administration’s ori-
entation. Reich’s first strategy was to put off traditionally
pro-union issues, such as striker replacement. But now,
Democrats are painfully aware of their need to mobilize
their traditional base. “White House pollsters are telling
Clinton that he needs to shore up the left wing of the
Democratic Party, so the administration is getting more
directly involved in purely labor issues,” Potter says.

The results have already been forthcoming. On
March 8, President Clinton signed an executive order,
denying federal contracts on projects topping $100,000 to
companies that hire permanent replacement workers for
strikers. Clinton has also promised vetoes of proposals to
repeal the Davis-Bacon and Service Contract Acts and
other bills to amend labor laws in order to facilitate the for-
mation of “employee-involvement committees.” It's
unlikely that Republican leadership will be able to override
any vetoes of these bills.

But labor remains uneasy, particularly since the
President unveiled his ten-year plan for a balanced budget.
Given the Clinton track record of wavering between com-
petitive “New Democrat” ideas and liberal “Old
Democrat” traditions, union chiefs worry he cannot be
relied upon to stem the pro-management tide. They also
consider the spectre of heavy Republican congressional
majorities combined with a new Republican president as a
strong possibility for 1997.

Rousing the Rabble

In response to these threats, organized labor is falling back
upon its own basic strength: grassroots organizing and
electioneering. “We're not just a top-down hierarchy,”
insists AFL-CIO spokeswoman Sharolyn Rosier. “Each of
our 83 affiliated unions have locals; each of those locals are
run by officers who are elected by the members.” Such a
structure readily lends itself to the quick mobilization of
activist armies.

Union chiefs believe they will be able to rally the
troops these days because long-prevailing threats against
the quality of life for the working class—such as the steady
decline of “real” disposable wages, shrinking benefits,
more tenuous job security and diminished job safety—are
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now widely expected to magnify in the competitive new
world economy. In efforts to shore up this electoral base, the
Democrat Party has begun to achieve some success in por-
traying the GOP majorities in Congress as shills for the rich.
This climate and structure—combined with ample financial
resources—provides labor with the necessary tools for incit-
ing the rank-and-file to action.

The total income of private sector organized labor
is more than $13 billion a year, over $5 billion of which
comes from mandatory union dues. The AFL-CIO spends
$45 million a year merely to maintain its lobbying operation
in Washington. According to the Federal Election
Commission, labor’s political action committees (PACs)
doled out a nearly $42 million in 1993-1994 to federal can-

didates. During the same period, corporate PACs con-
tributed $70 million; trade associations $53 million.

“Part of the political power that unions have is the
massive treasury that they can put into politics,” says
Martin Fox, spokesman for the National Right to Work
Committee. “They use that money not only for contribu-
tions but to build a structure to their organization: opera-
tives, activists, organizers....Unions are the dominant force
in the Democrat Party.... As long as the money from union
dues keeps coming in on an automatic basis, they will have
clout.”

As business lobbyists pursue legislation primarily
in the Capitol, their labor counterparts are deploying their
echelons back home: state federations, central labor coun-

Quiz Show

When Georgia Congressman
Nathan Deal recently switched his
allegiance to the Republican Party,
labor operatives determined to
make an example of him, discour-
aging the half-dozen other south-
ern Democrats in the House who
were rumored to be following on
Deal’s heels. The radio spot below
got heavy play in Deal’s district
during May, and might be a har-
binger of future labor tactics in
constituencies with a strong union
presence and a pro-business repre-
sentative.

Title: “Re-Make a Deal”
Time: 60 Seconds
Producer: Politics,
Heller)

Client: Int’l Brotherhood of Teamsters

Ine. (David

(Game show music underneath.)

Male Announcer: Welcome back to
Let's Re-make a Deal. You, sir. You
can have what’s behind the curtain
if you know which north Georgia
Congressman recently opposed a
bill banning expensive gifts from
lobbyists.

Man: Uh, Nathan Deal?

Announcer: That's right. You,
ma’am. You can have what’s in the
box if you know which north
Georgia Congressman voted for a
bill that could rob senior citizens of
their Social Security.

Younger woman: Nathan Deal did
that?

Nathan Deal (R-GA)

Announcer: Correct. Now you can
trade that box if you know which
Congressman recently swore he
was a Georgia Democrat, just like
Sam Nunn, then he broke his
promise and switched parties.

Younger woman: Nathan Deal lied
to us?

Announcer: That's right!

Older man: Hold it!

(Game show music stops.)

No more games! In north
Georgia, a man’s word's supposed
to be his bond. Nathan Deal lied to
us. We need a straight deal. An
honest deal.

(Music comes back.)
Announcer: So, we got ourselves a
deal?

(Music abruptly out.)
Man: Next year, say no deal.
Because nobody needs a
Congressman like Nathan Deal.

Man: Paid for by DRIVE, the voice
of 12,000 Georgia Teamsters.

cils, union locals and their rank-in-file.

“You can’t beat the kind of structure that
we already have in place,” says Jeff Miller,
spokesman for the Communications Workers
of America. “We're naturally structured to
operate in a grassroots manner. The CWA
alone has 1,000 locals around the country. We
pool members together for phone banking,
letter writing, you name it.”

This Spring, for example, the CWA brought
union members from locals around the coun-
try into Washington, DC for a week-long con-
ference on the GOP’s agenda, then sent them
home—"with raised consciousness,” as Miller
puts it—to lobby legislators from their respec-
tive districts.

“For an entire week, we had them listen to
[former] chairs of congressional committees
and get up to speed on specific bills,” Miller
says. “And we're cranking up cutting-edge
stuff, too. We now have our own forum on
CompuServe [an interactive option on the
Internet] to let members know about fast-
breaking events.”

For the 200,000-member United Mine
Workers, grassroots outreach is conducted on
primarily rural terrain. Consciousness is
raised through in-house publications—one for
the leadership and another for the rank-and-
file—with articles that exhort members to
contact their representatives in Congress, pro-
viding the names and numbers of key com-
mittee members.

“What makes the difference is mobiliza-
tion,” assesses Grossfeld. “When a union
member goes to a congressman’s town meet-
ing and stands up and says, ‘Hey, look, this
GOP ‘Contract with America’ is hurting work-
ing families,” that’s more effective than any
ad.”

Kamber insists that among all grassroots
weapons, personal visits are the most effec-
tive. “Nothing is better than making eye con-
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tact,” he details. “Contact becomes less effective as it
becomes less individualized. Unions are very tight-knit and
they’re characterized by lots of very personal contact.”

Typically, instead of mass-generated phone calls or
postcards, personal letters are often written to union mem-
bers by the officers of the respective union local, particular-
ly to generate a strong union presence at high-profile pub-
lic events.

For example, in late April, personalized letters
mailed by the Service Employees International union to its
rank-and-file exhorted members to demonstrate against a
speech delivered in New Orleans by House Speaker Newt
Gingrich to the Newspaper Association of America. About
500 unionists turned out, waving placards that tried to link
the Speaker with the militia movement.

Management on the Move

From the vantage point of business, the
current union stance amounts to
shameless demagoguery: “Labor’s
response to the Contract is to try to
foment class warfare,” scolds business
coalition operative Harold Coxson.
“Unions thrive on discord and discon-
tent. That's how they organize to begin
with. They want to characterize the

not. Unions are using scare tactics.”

Coxson reveals that management,
in turn, is mobilizing its grassroots. “We're
communicating to members of the Chamber of Commerce,
the National Association of Manufacturers, the NFIB [the
National Federation of Independent Business], and a host
of smaller employers in general, letting them all know that
finally, after many years, we have a rare window of oppor-
tunity to get reforms of outdated 1930s legislation,” he elab-
orates. “In the past—because unions controlled the House
and Senate labor committees—we couldn’t even get hear-
ings, let alone consideration of our agenda.”

Business is well aware, however, that its task
remains formidable.

“Organized labor has pulled out all the stops,”
warns Jeffrey McGuiness, president of the Labor Policy
Association, representative of more than 200 of the nation’s
largest manufacturing and service companies. “.... I've trav-
eled from congressional office to office, and the members
who have been targeted—those on the House and Senate
labor committees—say they’ve been getting a steady stream
of letters and phone calls from union locals.”

But labor may not be the organizational juggernaut
it once was. Unions now represent less than 12 percent of
the nation’s private sector workforce, compared to a high of
about 35 percent in the mid-1950s. Moreover, the growing
efficacy of grassroots lobbying has attracted business to the
methods that were once labor’s private preserve.

The grassroots work of corporate America still
tends to encompass mass-produced form letters, postcards,

- ﬁﬁdh

Stand Wlth Us
1-800-458-7852

PAID FOR BY AFL-CIO
Contract as anti-worker, when in fact it's A recent AFL-CIO TV ad aired

in Washington emphasized
class conflict.

mailgrams, and congressional petitions. But grassroots spe-
cialists such as Washington’s Bonner Associates are some-
times engaged by business interests to generate an immedi-
ate popular groundswell: using tested lists, a large profes-
sional phone bank is used to incite thousands of like-mind-
ed citizens to flood their congressman’s phone lines with
voting instructions on a particular issue.

Among small businesses, closer personal ties exist
within the entrepreneurial culture. That's why groups such
as NFIB are more adept at higher quality contacts than their
big-business brethren, utilizing individualized letters,
phone calls, and door-to-door canvassing—much the same
toolchest utilized by unions.

Caught in the Middle

It has become clear that when any close
vote is taken on the Hill—whether it be
on labor issues or most anything else
taken up by the 104th Congress—the
balance of power will be held by a rela-
tively small faction of moderate
Republicans. The sidebar on page 18
lists the GOP’s ten senators and 22
House members who voted the AFL-
CIO position at least one third of the
time on key labor issues before the
103rd Congress. It would be fair to say that
if three-quarters of these can be swayed to
labor’s position on a critical vote in the
104th, such an attempt to curb union power
will likely fail.

Looking to crank up the pressure on such House
Republicans and conservative Democrats, unions are
putting their money into a “voter education” effort in about
20 swing Longresz.lonal districts, dubbed the “*95 Project.”
Ironically, this method will serve to punish not labor’s
worst congressional enemies, but rather several of its best
friends on the Republican side of the aisle.

Over the decades of virtually unchallenged
Democrat hegemony in the Congress, business lobbies were
quick to reward powerful committee and subcommittee
chairs with campaign contributions, honoraria and junkets,
even though they represented the pro-labor/anti-manage-
ment party. After master screw-turner Tony Coelho took
charge of the DCCC in the early 1980s, business even began
making substantial contributions to junior Democrat
Members, often after a little prodding from higher-ups.

Hard-headed corporations knew they had to make
the best of an unfavorable situation in the legislative
branch. Will labor display the same savvy, now that the pro-
business party holds the cards in Congress? The table of
labor-friendly Republicans suggests otherwise. It shows
many GOPers who have regularly bucked their party lead-
ership to back the unions have had little to show for it in
their campaign coffers. If the practice continues, union lob-
byists may find it impossible to expand beyond their stran-
glehold on what is now a minority party.
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More evidence of the need for a wake-up call:
Labor reportedly is taking heart from the presence of
Republican moderate Nancy Landon Kassebaum at the
head of the Senate’s Labor and Resources Committee. Such
a notion is probably ill-founded. Kassebaum’s support lev-
els for the AFL-CIO’s legislative positions has hovered in
the teens, about average for Republicans. Any effort to pres-
sure the daughter of FDR’s 1936 GOP opponent would like-

ly be counterproductive:
although she is up for re- plrirune
> 4 NMEHM THESE DAYS
CARPOOLING

election next  year,
Kassebaum represents a MAKES A LOT
right-to-work state OF SENSE...
(Kansas) and is extremely
popular. Indeed, there is
no solid evidence as yet
that labor will be target-
ing any U.S. Senators for
“voter education” pro-
grams, this year or next.

Initiative or
Infighting?

Significantly, the ball for
the ““95 Project” is being
carried by the American Federation of State, County and
Municipal Employees (AFSCME), whose boss—Gerald
McEntee—has long agitated the AFL-CIO for more electoral
and hi-tech applications of union strength. The rise of
AFSCME and other public sector unions has made up for
some of the reduced clout suffered by private sector labor:
McEntee’s union alone contributed $2.5 million to federal
candidates in the 1994 cycle, making it the second-largest
contributor among all single special interest organizations.

Already pledging about more than a million dollars
for the “95 Project’ are AFSCME and ten other major
unions, including the postal workers, teamsters, mine
workers, auto workers, machinists and steelworkers. The
latter three trades merged into a single mega union in July.
Also participating is Citizen Action, a liberal grassroots
advocacy group. Efforts are being made to bring environ-
mental, feminist, and other “progressive” groups on board
for an extended campaign.

The existing budget will pay for a Washington-
based staff of about six to coordinate the effort; and a field
aide in each of the 20 targeted House districts, working out
of union local offices this summer. Aide responsibilities will
include setting up news conferences, conducting mailings,
and mobilizing community activists to fight social service
budget cuts and other congressional initiatives deemed
“anti-worker.” In some districts, the ‘95 Project is already
putting radio ads on the airwaves (see pg. 19).

It's interesting to note that the Committee on
Political Education (COPE), the political arm of the AFL-
CIO, is not participating in the “*95 Project.” Insiders say
that this reflects bad blood over the ongoing leadership bat-

tle to replace Lane Kirkland as president of the federation.
Aggressive union leaders—such as McEntee—are pushing
for labor to adopt programs that are more cutting edge than
COPE is accustomed to managing and are reluctant to rub-
ber-stamp the election of Thomas R. Donahue, Kirkland's

“old boy” choice as successor.
Whatever the internal politics, organized labor is
certainly trying hard to disprove the common assumption
that it’s become politically

senile and toothless.

Notably, the AFL-CIO

> recently spent about

R o $50,000 to produce a 30-
second television spot

MORE, MY FRIEND.

that was designed as a
broadside against the
Contract with America.
Produced by the media
consultants to the 92
Clinton presidential cam-
paign, the ad got mixed

reviews from labor’s
allies.

“Too little, too
late,” reproves a

Washington-based labor
lobbyist who requested anonymity. “Most union people feel
it didn’t have much impact: it wasn’'t a new message; it
wasn’t particularly compelling. Some people liked it; they
said that labor has finally gotten off its ass and done some-
thing.... But the fact that it was only aired within the
Beltway has caused some to suspect that it was a cynical
exercise to shore up Kirkland.”

So What?

In the end, will the latest labor counteroffensive staunch a
forty-year slide in influence? Union leaders like the
Electrical Workers” Rick Diegal are hopeful: “Democrats
have finally stopped worrying about guns and gays in the
military,” he insists. “They’re getting back to economic
issues.”

Less interested pros aren’t so sure, contending that
labor waited too long to counter the surging New Right and
have lost the initiative. “Grassroots doesn’t work if the tim-
ing is wrong, and unions simply waited too long to make
their move,” declares a consultant who specializes in grass-
roots work. “The GOP and business framed the issues
before unions could.”

One new fact of political life-or-death for unions is
clear: If labor expects the key cohort of moderate
Republicans to swing behind it in the coming legislative
battles, it had better get over its phobia of helping any bal-
lot entry on the GOP line.

John E Persinos is managing editor of
Campaigns & Elections magazine.
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Pacing the Pack

With Swashbuckling Stuart Stevens Leading the
Dole Air War, Don’t Look For a Dull Campaign

From the GOP Favorite.

tuart Stevens may be the most
Sromﬂntic figure in campaign pol-

itics today. A young congression-
al staffer in the late 1970s, he went on
to UCLA film school, produced a doc-
umentary about his breathtaking inter-
national tour of ski competitions,
wrote two hip travelogues about
remote corners of the earth, and
helped script the highly acclaimed
television serials I'll Fly Away and
Northern Exposure. In between, he has
become perhaps the most successful of
Republican media consultants, guid-
ing such clients as governors William
Weld (MA) and Tom Ridge (PA), and
U.S. Senators Dick Lugar (IN), Chuck
Grassley (IA), Jon Kyl (AZ) and Dan
Coates (IN) to victory.

Now he is performing the
same duty for far-in-frontrunner Bob
Dole’s effort to capture the GOP presi-
dential nomination next year. It is
Stevens’ highest profile assignment
yet, and it has already landed him in
the media cauldron for his recently
published novel Scorched Earth, a polit-
ical soap opera set in the Washington
wilderness of ambitious politicos and
Machiavellian consultants.

Stevens dropped by the new
Ripon offices in late July—on the very
day we moved—and provided a vari-
ety of helpful insights and observa-
tions on ‘96 strategies and the contem-
porary state of campaigns.

RIPON: This somewhat racy novel of
yours has been held up by the news media
as some kind of hypocrisy in the wake of
Bob Dole’s attack on Hollywood values.
Why isn’t it relevant to the sincerity of the
Dole campaign?

STEVENS: This is a book which the
National Journal called tame.

RIPON: It reads like a TV
movie—no offense intended.

STEVENS: OK, a TV movie's
fine. It's very much a kind of
PG-13 film; it’s a farce. I think
that any effort to talk about that
is totally demeaning to the pub-
lic discourse, demeaning to the
very important point Senator
Dole is making about the |
debasement of culture, about the
negative influence of these voic-
es in our culture. To make an
issue out of that book is to not
understand or appreciate what
Senator Dole is doing. Anyway,
we know it's not that racy because I
haven’t gotten one call from Phil
Gramm’s brother-in-law about making
it into a movie.

RIPON: Pat Buchanan and Dole seem to
be winning the expectations game thus far.
Should Buchanan’'s nativist/protection-
ist/isolationist/moralist/populist brand of
friendly fascism gain credence and a sig-
nificant delegate bloc in the primaries, how
should the Republican establishment
respond?

STEVENS: You paint that characteri-
zation of yours with a very broad
brush. Pat Buchanan is a very intelli-
gent, articulate person who has never
had a problem finding an audience to
appreciate him. The unexpected
strength of his candidacy is primarily a
strong indication of the weakness in
the ‘back pack’ of this race.

RIPON: You know the media are pulling
for him. They would love to see him do
well, f