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Statement of Purpose

ur mission is to revive the spirit of American citi-
zenship by recovering the core political principles
v of our Founding Fathers and by articulating and
advancmg the conservative vision of civil society.

Policy Review: The Journal of American Citizenship illumi-
nates the families, communities, voluntary associations,
churches and other religious organizations, business
enterprises, public and private schools, and local govern-
ments that are solving problems more effectively than
large, centralized, bureaucratic government. Our goal is
to stimulate the citizenship movement—chronicling its
success stories, exposing its obstacles and opportunities,
and debating the policies that will best invigorate civil
society.

American citizenship combines freedom with responsi-
bility. These are the two great themes of modern conser-
vatism, and they build on the best of the American tradi-
tion. Americans come from all races, all nationalities, all
religions. Americans are united in citizenship not by com-
mon ancestry but by a common commitment to the politi-
cal principles of the United States: the Constitution, the
rule of law, the rights to life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness.

Americans are united, too, by the common duties of
citizenship: the obligation to protect our country from
foreign enemies, to take care of our own families, to par-
ticipate actively in civic life, to help our neighbors and
communities when they are needy, and, in turn, not to
take advantage of others’ generosity when we can take
care of ourselves.

Policy Review: The Journal of American Citizenship is pub-
lished by The Heritage Foundation, a research and educa-
tional institute that formulates and promotes conservative
public policies based on the principles of free enterprise,
limited government, individual freedom, traditional
American values, and a strong national defense.

“There is no more important responsibility for the presi-
dent than to say if you believe in the Constitution, the
Bill of Rights, and the Declaration of Independence,
that’s all we need to know. You can be part of our
America.”

—Bill Clinton
Presidential Debate, October 16, 1996



School Choice

To the Editor:

7'ina Shokraii’s outstanding arti-
i cle, “Free at Last: Black Ameri-
ca Signs Up for School Choice”
(November-December 1996), brings to
mind black America’s long tradition of
private schools. Morehouse, Dillard,
and Spelman universities and Hamp-
ton and Tuskegee institutes (to name a
few) are all private. Indeed, between
the late 1800s and the 1920s, blacks
established more than 400 private
elementary and secondary schools
throughout America. One could even
argue that it is private education, espe-
cially in the South, that has always pro-
duced many of the best black students
in America.

John Sibley Butler

University of Texas

Austin, Tex.

Butler is the co-author of All That We Can

Be: Black Leadership and Racial Integ-
ration the Army Way

To the Editor:

“¥'ina Shokraii should be con-
: gratulated on her excellent
school-choice article. As she
shows, the dismal performance of
American public schools has forced us
to choose between continuing down
the road of bureaucracy to ultimate
failure or empowering individual fami-
lies to educate their children.

How can we blame parents for edu-
cational failure when the government
has for many years dictated the terms
upon which education will be pro
vided? How can we blame children

Letters to the Editor

Policy Review: The Journal of American
Citizenship welcomes letters to the edi-
tor. We reserve the right to edit cor-
respondence for length, clarity, and
civility. Write to:

Policy Review

214 Massachusetts Ave., N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20002
E-mail us at polrev@heritage.org, ot
visit Policy Review’s World Wide Web
site at http://www.heritage.org.

orrespondence

when only a few cents of every educa-
tion dollar is spent in the classroom?
Before it is too late, we must remove
our children’s education from suffocat-
ing government bureaucracy and re-
turn it to families. If implemented pro-
perly, school choice would reward the
parents and students who take an inter-
est in education and improve American
education in the long run. Clearly the
time has come for those who are con-
cerned about our educational system to
join forces and harness the power of
“choice.”
Armstrong Williams
Washington, D.C.
Williams is a nationally syndicated radio
talk-show host.

To the Editor:

4 ccording to Douglas Dewey
(“An Echo, Not a Choice,”
4. 2. November-December 1996), we
are all, it turns out, subtly tyraunized by
the little red schoolhouse, and have
been since its establishment (by Horace
Mann, not Karl Marx) some 150 years
ago. As a conservative case against
vouchers, Dewey’s brief has many odd
echoes from standard liberal argu-
ments. When Dewey brands vouchers as
welfare, for instance, he appears to
have adopted the “public money” con-
cept, a staple of liberals’ linguistic
sleight-of-hand. Conservatives should
know that “public money” first jingled
in a taxpayer’s pocket. When the peo-
ple’s representatives pass a law allowing
parents to direct the portion that pays
for their child’s education to the school
of their choice, we can call it many
things—a voucher, a tax credit, a re-
bate, or refund—but not “welfare.”

Dewey celebrates the growing num-
ber of privately financed school-choice
programs popping up around the
country. While I agree that each pro-
gram is an oasis of hope in a desert of
despair, the number of students served
by these private programs underscores
the limits of philanthropy. Dewey
reports that the number of such pro-
grams has “ballooned” to 27 cities serv-
ing 10,000 students. These programs
are no match for the $300 billion-a-year
public-school Leviathan filling the ten-
der minds of 45 million children and

de-valuing the public culture.

Dewey seems concerned less with
shaping culture than with fleeing to a
kind of internal exile, far from the
madding classroom—be it private or
public. This is evident in the test Dewey
constructs: Parents can only do right by
their children when they “own the
means to produce” (another phrase
with an odd echo) their children’s edu-
cation. Dewey argues, “School choice
may make you a chooser but it won’t
make you an owner,” but neither will
paying private-school tuition. In either
case, parents are, in Dewey’s phrase,
“contracting out” their sacred duty to
educate their children. Indeed, so strict
is Dewey’s test that only one form of
schooling can pass it: home schooling.
But home schooling is beyond the
reach of many families. To home-school
as a single parent, for instance, is to rel-
egate oneself to welfare—the real kind.

True, private schools must be wary
of government intrusion. But that’s not
a commentary on vouchers or even
education as such; it’s one more piece
of evidence that government tends by
its nature to encroach on individual
rights—hardly a news flash to conserv-
atives. That’s an argument not so much
against vouchers as for eternal vigilance
on the part of citizens. In the battle for
better schools, education vouchers are
both a weapon and a remedy for mil-
lions of beleaguered parents.

Daniel McGroarty

Annandale, Va.

McGroarly is the author of Break These
Chains: The Battle for School Choice.

To the Editor:
{ onservative criticism of vouchers
_is often considered taboo, so we
_# commend you for opening an
honest debate by printing Douglas
Dewey’s critique. Feedback from our
organization’s constituents indicates
that a growing number of conservatives
share Dewey’s concerns. Three decades
of debate have pushed parental choice
in education into the mainstream of
ideas; now it’s time to discriminate
between mechanisms of choice.
Underlying Dewey’s criticism of
vouchers is an argument against any
government role in education. While
most Americans are not yet willing to
concede his point, it is time to re-evalu-
ate our assumptions about the state’s
role in education and the place of pub-
lic educaton in our society. Whether or

January ® February 1997 POLICY REVIEW 3



not Dewey’s objectives are accomp-
lished, his prodding will move us closer
to the point where parents truly direct
their children’s education. Public edu-
cation—like any other form of educa-
tion—should reflect a deliberate choice
by parents, not simply an assumption.
Legislatively, conservatives can ad-
vance private education by keeping it
independent of public funding and be-
yond the reach of federal statutes. Per-
child tax credits or tax rebates for tui-
tion will also free family income for pri-
vate education without compromising
its freedom or religious integrity.
Conservatives will continue to pur-
sue a variety of education reforms but
they should observe some basic guide-
lines. First, while cleaning up public
education we must not sully private edu-
cation. Second, let’s remove barriers to
the exercise of parental responsibility.
Robert G. Morrison
Jennifer A. Marshall
Family Research Council
Washington, D.C.

To the Editor:

ouglas Dewey has long been an
pponent of publicly funded
: education vouchers, but his
arguments have not improved. Rather
than joining the many leaders of pri-
vately funded scholarship programs—
who view their efforts as just one step to-
ward larger, publicly funded pro-
grams—Dewey’s radical libertarian
approach places him in the poor com-
pany of teachers unions and leftist
opponents of school choice.

Both legally and in fact, vouchers
are the property of parents and they do
not represent direct aid to schools. The
specter of government control of pri-
vate schools through vouchers is a red
herring, and it ignores the fact that
state governments already have the
legal right to control private schools to
whatever extent they wish. By melding
his arguments with a radical libertarian
mindset and failing to recognize legal
distinctions, Dewey comes to a very
harmful conclusion.

Patrick J. Reilly
Citizens for FEducational Freedom
Arlington, Va.

To the Editor:

' ouglas Dewey argues that “pri-
vate schools that accept vouch-
ers will no longer be owned by
parents, but by the state.” Yet privately

4 POLICY REVIEW January e February 1997

owned food stores that accept govern-
ment food stamps have not become
“government grocery markets.” Nor
have private hospitals that accept
Medicare payments become “govern-
ment hospitals.” Likewise, when educa-
tion vouchers become fully available,
private schools need not assume that
they will lose their autonomy and be-
come “government schools.”

As a result of competition created
by vouchers, institutions and entrepre-
neurs will develop new schools, so par-
ents will have even more educational
choices for their children. Competi-
tion also assures that schools that fail—
including government schools—will go
out of business rather than gulp down
taxpayer dollars.

As for Dewey’s concern that youcher
legislation “will inevitably be amended
later,” why is anticipated opposition jus-
tification for inaction? To date, the
teachers unions’ grassroots war has
helped to defeat many statewide vouch-
er proposals. While the war against
parental choice and educational free-
dom continues, we cannot afford to wait
for Dewey’s “independence from gov-
ernment” utopia.

Charlene K. Haar
Education Policy Institute
Washington, D.C.

To the Editor:
“% ouglas Dewey seems to miss a
fundamental point about edu-
" cation in America: As a nation,
we accept that an educated citizenry is
vital to the continuance of our form of
government. Thus the relevant ques-
tion is: Where will future generations
of American citizens be educated and
how will this education be funded?
The case for vouchers depends
upon a full range of choices, from pub-
lic schools to home schooling. Yes, the
recent attempt to introduce choice in
D.C. was fatally flawed, but better-writ-
ten proposals—such as the school-
choice bill before the New York state
legislature—do not threaten micro-
management of participating schools.
The point must be made that vouchers
are a first step in real education reform,
and that an ever vigilant community
must keep the state within its proper
bounds.
Timothy P. Mulhearn
United New Yorkers for Choice in
Education
Hempstead, N.Y.

To the Editor:
gﬂ totally agree with Douglas Dewey on
what will happen to private schools.
As a parent who enrolled his chil-
dren in private schools to get them
away from “public indoctrination cen-
ters,” I have severe reservations about
vouchers. Sure, it would be nice to get
some of that “school” tax back, but not
with all the strings that are attached.
Wes Gordon
Tulsa, Okla.

The Heart of Homelessness
To the Editor:

“%he Rev. Stephen Burger (“Arise,
Take Up Thy Mat, and Walk,”
September-October 1996) does
a public service in getting to the heart
of homelessness: There will be no last-
ing solution unless those who service
the homeless learn to respect the dig-
nity of these men and women by hold-
ing them responsible for their behavior
while attending to their spiritual needs.
Government programs, built on ma-
terialistic assumptions, not only don’t
work, they contribute ineluctably to the
problem by underwriting the condi-
tions that cause despair. By contracting
with churches, government can provide
for better services at less cost. One
caveat: Not one dime should be accept-
ed by any church if it means yielding

autonomy to the feds.
William A. Donochue
Catholic League for Religious and
Civil Rights
New York, NY.

To the Editor:
"“ihe Rev. Stephen Burger cites
spiritual renewal, responsible
- behavior, and positive relation-
ships as the bedrock principles of the
International Union of Gospel Missions
(IUGM). These have also been integral
in our 12 years of serving homeless
adults and families. But we would raise
questions about the narrowness of
IUGM’s path toward spiritual trans-
formation. Is Jesus Christ the only spiri-
tual solution to homelessness? What
about the certainty of IUGM’s “success”
rates? For how long do more than 50
percent and as high as 80 percent of
their graduates “remain addiction-free,
employed, and connected to family and
friends”? How does IUGM track this
information? And is there not some
proper role for government assistance?
From the questions we raise per-




haps it is clear that theological and
political conservatism is not a prerequi-
site for alternative and nontraditional
approaches to providing homeless re-
sources. At CPM, we hope to be a labo-
ratory of civic renewal where all citi-
zens, humbled by the impotency of tra-
ditional programs, will join with us in
imaginative and sometimes stumbling
attempts to connect homeless people to
themselves and to community.
The Rev. David L. Myers
Center for Public Ministry
Evanston, 1.

Saving the Family

To the Editor:

n “Can Government Save the
Familyr” (September-October
1996), all the contributors outlined
how government can help. But can gov-
ernment save the family? We agree: No.
Yet individuals, as husbands, wives, par-
ents, and children, can save the family if
they choose a certain course of action.

Keeping an even disposition when
confronting a temper-tossed toddler for
the fifth time in two hours means con-
trolling one’s temper. Spending uncom-
fortable time building a relationship
with an alienated teenager is frustrating
and exhausting. Remaining faithful to a
marriage vow in the face of temptation
involves self-denial. Going without
some—or many—material comforts so
that mom can stay home with the chil-
dren requires continuous sacrifices.

Our culture teaches us that we
have a right to all the pleasure we
want. And the welfare system is pre-
mised on the belief that no one
should ever experience the conse-
quences of making a bad choice.

Yet to save our civilization, by saving
our families, individuals must be will-
ing constantly to deny themselves en-
joyment, pleasure, and gratification.
We must be willing to suffer joyfully.
Are we up to the challenge?

Connie Marshner
Front Royal, Va.

To the Editor:
Ithough many of the myriad
steps government could take to
.repair the family have merit,
the old “family wage” advocated by Dan
Quayle and Paul Weyrich should not
be exhumed from its fetid grave.
Wages and salaries are ideally based
on productivity, value to the employer,
and the like. To award more money to

someone solely because he/she has
kids sounds suspiciously like “to each
according to his needs”—the back end
of the equation of Marxism. Would em-
ployers be forced to consider family sta-
tus and size in deciding whom to hire,
promote, or lay off—in other words, a
new type of affirmative action? Perhaps
the authors forget, we have long had a
system where the head of a household
gets a raise with each new child; it’s
called welfare.

Kay Jaines hit the nail on the head.
Social engineering from the right is
just as evil as that from the left.

David Haines
Leesburg, Fla.

To the Editor:

1e of the best ways to strength-
en families is to let them keep
.~ the money they earn. It is es-

sential, moreover, that the federal gov-
ernment stay within its prescribed con-
stitutional boundaries.

Raising taxes for any other purpose
than “to pay the Debts and provide for
the common Defence and general wel-
fare” is unconstitutional. Government
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Opinion & Analysis.
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can never be an instrument of salva-
tion, but it can, and it has, become a
force for the moral degradation of the
nation. That can and must be changed.
Parental authority has been usurped by
civil government.

There should be no more socially
destructive subsidies to the National
Endowment for the Arts, the Legal
Services Corporation, Planned Parent-
hood, the U.S. Department of Educa-
tion, and the homosexual movement,
to mention but a few of the inappropri-
ate and unconstitutional beneficiaries
of tax dollars during recent decades of
Democrat and Republican rule.

Howard Phillips

Vienna, Va.

Phillips was the 1996 presidential nominee
of the U.S. Taxpayers Party.

Correction: Due to an editing error, two
quotes in “Free at Last” by Nina Shokraii
(November-December 1996) were mis-
attributed. Freya Rivers and Lydia
Harris were interviewed by the Wall
Street Journal and World magazine, re-
spectively; they did not write the articles
in question.

Around the clock news from the
conservative movement, and over
25 conservative public policy,
educational, and political organi-
zations—on the World Wide Web
at www.townhall.com!
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Online.
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|  buses and Usurpations

octor, Can I Have This

Agency Removed?

to the Persian Gulf War, the de-

ployment of military medical per-
sonnel threatened to create shortages
of medical professionals in some parts
of the country. No problem: the U.S.
Government was, at least in theory,
ready. This was precisely the sort of sit-
uation for which the Commissioned
Corps of the Public Health Service—a
federally funded corps of medical
shock troops—was created.

In fact, the agency had signed a
memorandum of understanding with
the Department of Defense in 1988 for
just such a contingency. It explicitly
stated that Corps members could be
called upon to relieve shortages caused
by military deployments in wartime.

So when duty and country called,
what did these highly paid, generously
pensioned medical personnel do while
other doctors and nurses mobilized for
the front lines? They marched before
Congress to demand that the Corps
not be deployed. The Department of
Defense, the Corps contended, should
exhaust all possible options—includ-
ing recruiting civilian volunteers—
before asking the Corps to serve. And
so the call-up never came.

Six years ago, during the buildup

Mission Implausible

Like the Army, Navy, Air Force, and
Marines, the Commissioned Corps is a
uniformed service of the United States.
But unlike the armed services, the
members of the PHSCC are not soldiers
but doctors, nurses, even dietitians and
veterinarians. Originally designed to
provide the nation with a mobile, read-

.

Jessica. Gavora is the editor of Philan-
thropy, the quarterly journal of the
Philanthropy Roundtable.

hy Jessica Gavora

ily deployable cadre of medical person-
nel, over the years the PHSCC has drift-
ed far from its mission. Today, no one is
sure what it’s supposed to do, but there
is growing agreement on this: What it
does, it does too expensively, and prob-
ably shouldn’t be doing at all.
Remember James Felsen, the Styro-
foam cup bureaucrat? A Commissioned
Corps officer, Felsen was made in-
famous last summer by the Washington
Post as a bureaucrat paid $117,000 a
year to pass the time reading newspa-
pers, telephoning friends, and con-
structing an arch of used Styrofoam cof-
fee cups in his office at the National
Institutes of Health (NIH). By his own
reckoning, he did “virtually nothing™—
and got an annual $15,000 “valuable
employee” retention bonus in return.
If the glare of the media spotlight
has been unwelcome for Felsen, it has
been doubly so for his boss—the
Surgeon General of the United States.
The Surgeon General is the highest-
ranking and most prominent member
of the Corps. Although the office has
remained vacant for more than a year
and a half, little attention has been
paid to the 200-year-old, $600-million-
a-year program over which he presides.
The Commissioned Corps traces its
roots to 1789 and the federal govern-
ment’s first entry into the ficld of health
care under President John Adams.
Adams created a series of government-
funded hospitals to care for merchant
seaman who showed up, broke and sick
with scurvy, in strange ports. The
Marine Hospital Service later broad-
ened its mission and became the Public
Health Service (PHS). In 1889, Con-
gress created the Commissioned Corps
as a mobile cadre of medical profes-
sionals within the PHS with military
rank, pay, allowances, and benefits.
The Corps justified its quasi-mili-
tary status—and benefits—on the
grounds that it would go anywhere and

do anything to respond to medical
emergencies. And through the end of
World War II, the Corps fulfilled its
mission. It battled smallpox, typhus,
and yellow fever outbreaks at the turn
of the century and served alongside the
armed services in both world wars.

But the history of the Corps since
the New Deal is considerably less hero-
ic, recorded in the rapidly proliferating
acronyms of an expanding health-care
bureaucracy. Today its 6,276 members
are significantly less mobile, “seeded”
throughout the federal government—
at NIH, the Indian Health Service, the

Our uniformed corps
of medical personnel
is costly, unnecessary—
and reluctant to serve
its country.

Centers for Disease Control, even the
Environmental Protection Agency—
and are virtually indistinguishable from
the 40,000 civilian Public Health Ser-
vice employees with whom they work.

Dollars for Doctors

Virtually indistinguishable, that is,
but for one thing: they are more ex-
pensive. The General Accounting Of-
fice (GAO) has found that the taxpay-
ers could save as much as $130 million
a year—or 22 percent of the program’s
cost—by replacing it with civilians.
Although the wage disparity between
Corps members and PHS civilians has
varied over the years, the difference in
salary can be as high as $10,000 to
$30,000. Corps members also qualify
for a host of military and veterans’ ben-
efits, and they and their dependents
receive free health care. After 30 years,
they can retire at 75 percent of their
base pay.

All of which might be justified if the
Corps were providing a unique and
valuable service. In fact, the GAO has
found that civilians could easily replace
Corps members without causing a rip-
ple in the flow of public health services.
The PHS already has more than 19,000
civilians performing the same duties as
Corps officers. Officials at three gov-
ernment agencies that together em-
ploy more than 1,000 Corps members
told the GAOQO that civilians could
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replace Corps members in €very case.
The story of why they have not is a
case study in bureaucratic survival tech-
niques. The Corps has burrowed deep
into the federal bureaucracy, keeping
its profile low and its costs hidden in
the federal budget. In short, it owes its
existence to the same combination of
public ignorance and bureaucratic self-
interest that allowed James Felsen to

The Commissioned Corps
has burrowed deep into
the federal bureaucracy,
keeping its profile low
and its costs hidden.

spend three years building a polysty-
rene bridge to nowhere in his office in
the suburbs of Washington.

Like other programs that have out-
lived their missions, the PHSCC bene-
fits from its anonymity. Unlike most fed-
eral programs, there is no line in the
budget that shows how much is appro-
priated each year for the Commis-
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sioned Corps. Each agency that hosts
Corps members finds money in its own
budget to pay their salaries. But they
are still a bargain, because the individ-
ual agencies do not pick up the retire-
ment costs of Corps members—result-
ing in an unfunded pension liability of
almost $4 billion in 1994.

No Accountability

The real secret to the longevity of
the PHSCC, however, is its refusal to
establish standards by which taxpayers
can judge its performance. Despite its
origins in the pomp and circumstance
of the military—with uniforms and
insignia all its own—the contemporary
Corps has refused to allow itself to be
defined by anything more than the bas-
ket of benefits that its member “offi-
cers” enjoy.

C. Everett Koop, the Surgeon
General under President Reagan,
came into office determined to restore
some of the faded military luster of the
Commissioned Corps. But when Koop
suggested in 1987 that Corps members
wear their uniforms more often, howls
of protest went up at the federal health
agencies, particularly the NIH. Some

PHSCC physicians, it turns out, had
joined the Corps during the Vietnam
War as an alternative to military ser-
vice. By the 1980s, they occupied senior
research positions at the NIH and
made it clear to Koop that they regard-
ed their Corps uniforms as a “rou-
tinized expression of loyalty” that
would stifle their creativity. “I regard
this as an academic institution,” an
NIH laboratory chief told Science maga-
zine. “Uniforms create a distinction
that is detrimental and divisive.”
Sniffed another NIH physician, “I am
not here because of the Corps, but in
spite of it.” Dissent was so great that
Koop eventually backed down.

And so it has fallen to James Felsen
to push this elusive federal program
back into the sunshine of public review.
What happens next is anybody’s guess,
but the omens are not good. After the
Post blew the whistle on Felsen, the gov
ernment convened a retirement board
to see if he could be forced out of pub-
lic service. It determined he couldn’t,
and so he was given a new job at the
CDC. He expects to receive his old
salary and carry the title “senior pro-
gram management officer consultant.”

Recent college graduates are invited to apply for the 24th annual Pulliam Journalism Fellowships.
We will be granting 10-week summer internships to 20 journalism or liberal arts graduates in the
August 1996-June 1997 graduating classes.

Previous part-time or summer newspaper experience is desired, or other demonstration of writing
and reporting ability. Those who go through the Fellowship often find new professional opportu-
nities opening up at other newspapers during and after the program. Winners will receive a
$4,725 stipend and will work at either The Indianapolis Star and The Indianapolis News or The
Arizona Republic and The Phoenix Gazette. Opportunities for on-line training are available,
along with reporting experience at our major metropolitan daily newspapers. Application post-
mark deadline is March 1, 1997.

To request an application and related materials, write:

Pulliam Fellowship Director
The Indianapolis News

Indianapolis, IN 46206-0145
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Who Needs
the SBA?

peaking at the White House
SConference on Small Business in

1995, President Clinton praised
the “leaner, more invigorated, more
committed” Small Business Admini-
stration (SBA). The loan-guarantee
program of this small federal agency,
he said, is the best way to get venture
capital into the hands of America’s
entrepreneurs. Nine months later, the
SBA followed up with a report identify-
ing the most “small-business-friendly”
banks in the country. Among the na-
tion’s very best: First Capitol, in York,

First Capitol Bank
builds small
husinesses

on character,
trust—and a
good feel for fruit.

Pennsylvania. But a close look at First
Capitol doesn’t reveal how the federal
government builds what Clinton called
tomorrow’s Intel, Apple, and FedEx.
Instead it shows how banks can boost
small businesses better without govern
ment help.

With three branches in central
Pennsylvania, First Capitol has lent
more than $50 million to local small
businesses—15 percent of which are
headed by women or minorities. Its
loan default rate is a meager 1.5 per-
cent. By contrast, the default rate on
SBA loans in the area is 6.2 percent,
and its default rate nationwide is even
higher.

First Capitol’s clients include high-
tech startups, construction companies,
retail franchises, and mom-and-pop
grocers. Its loan officers write business
plans for their clients and meet with the

entrepreneurs monthly, if not weekly.
All this made First Capitol the fastest-
growing bank in the region, boosting
assets 16fold from $5 million to more
than $90 million in just eight years.
Most remarkable, First Capitol re-
fuses to get the SBA or any government
agency to guarantee its loans. “Why
should we?” asks Tom Capello, First
Capitol’s president. “We pick winners.”
Since First Capitol was founded in
1988 with only a card table and a tele-
phone in shared office space, it has
specialized in loans to small businesses.
Other banks had written off York as a
Rust Belt city doomed to sputter as the
local Caterpillar tractor factory laid off
workers. So depressed were regional
expectations that no new bank had
opened in York in nearly 60 years. First
Capitol’s founders saw the changing
labor market as an opportunity to
make money investing in startups.

Character as Asset

Ever since Thom Anstadt was in
grade school, he had worked in his
family’s downtown printing shop. Even-
tually he and his uncle took over the
company. When desktop publishing
transformed the industry in the late
1980s, Anstadt proposed that the firm
seek a niche in high-quality color print-
ing. His uncle balked at the change, so
Anstadt quit the business to start Color-
graphics, Inc.

“Most banks are allergic to start-
ups,” Anstadt says. “We had nothing. No
equipment. Just an idea.” He drafted a
proposal and visited countless banks.
According to Anstadt’s own proposal,
Colorgraphics would lose money for at
least one and a half years because of
its high start-up costs. Most scoffed.

It was a loan, some bankers said, that
the SBA would never guarantee.

But First Capitol did. The now-
profitable printing firm has 22 employ-
ees and $2 million in yearly revenues. It

has not only met every loan payment,
but it has borrowed three additional
times to expand.

Anstadt’s story is typical of First
Capitol. York, according to a top city
official, is having “a small-business re-
naissance because of that bank.” How
does First Capitol do it? By counting on
character.

Unlike other banks, First Capitol
doesn’t get Washington to guarantee
its loans. At other banks, if the small
business fails, most of the lost money is
reimbursed by the government. These
banks make money just by making
loans. First Capitol only makes money
if the startups succeed. And First
Capitol has found that the best way to
predict a business’s prospects is to eval-
uate the owner’s honor. While his com-
petitors talk about the “two C’s” of
lending (credit and collateral), Capel-
lo has added another: “character.”

To this end, Tom Sauer, the bank’s
chief loan officer, personally reviews
each application. He and his staff spend
hours talking with applicants about
their businesses. He even meets with
their families to make sure they’ll have
the necessary emotional support.

Most important, Sauer was not
trained as a banker. Before coming to
First Capitol, he had managed a local
munitions factory. Although Sauer
modestly says that means he “won’t
bump into the machines” when he
tours businesses, it also means he
understands them. “The other [banks]
I applied to just looked at my num-
bers,” says a local grocer who got a loan
from First Capitol. “I'hat doesn’t tell
them much. [Sauer] would smell the
fruit to make sure it was fresh. He
walked the aisles. He knows what I'm
about.”

Ultimately, each loan applicant also
meets with Capello. First Capitol has
found that letting even the smallest ap-
plicants meet with the bank’s president
strengthens their commitment to meet-
ing the payments.

It works. Since March 1994, more
than three-fourths of the bank’s loans
have gone to small businesses. In that
same period, the bank’s stock has risen

by Stephen Glass

Stephen Glass is an assistant editor at
the New Republic.

January e February 1997 POLICY REVIEW 9



is upward: Profits in the third quarter
of 1996 were the best ever—48 percent
better than 1995. First Capitol thrives,
not in spite of their SBA-free policy, but
because of it. The rigidity and bureau-
cracy of the SBA’s textbook loans may
invite failure. For entrepreneurs like
Patricia Cumor, failures cost jobs.

A Nimble Response

Six years ago, Cumor’s company,
First Capitol Insularion, needed a cred-
it line. (Many local businesses are
named “First Capitol” because York was
the home of the Continental Con-
gress.) As prices for labor and raw ma-
terials soared, she couldn’t bill home-
builders for projects until they were
completed—a lag of four months or so.

Cumor called several of the region’s
biggest banks. Although her stellar
credit history and client list virtually en-
sured repayment, the SBA couldn’t ac-
commodate her unorthodox loan. The
banks rejected her application. She
made plans to close her business, laying
off two dozen employees. Somehow she
heard of First Capitol Bank, which—un-
restricted by SBA guidelines—extend-
ed her the credit. Cumor’s company
now employs 40 people.

Similarly, First Capitol supplied the
seed money for a family-owned sta-
tionery store. Although profitable, its
business is seasonal. Capello allows the
stationer to skip payments during the
summer and pay more in the busier
winter. The SBA would have closed the
store down after a few missed install-
ments. “What we do is good business,”
explains Capello.

The government’s inflexibility is
also reflected in the paperwork its loans
require. If Cumor had secured an SBA
loan, she would have spent days filling
out more than 100 pages of forms.
Once First Capitol approves a loan, the
process takes minutes. In fact, one way
that Capello keeps interest rates low
(usually about 1 point over prime) is by
cutting bureaucracy. He estimates that
he would have to increase his loan staff
by nearly 50 percent to handle all the
government paperwork.

SBA loans also hamper small-busi-
ness expansion. For most of his life, Bill
Crone has collected rare coins. He
bought a small, profitable coin shop
from his father, but changing tastes and
the popularity of baseball cards have
eroded the industry. Collectible coins
and coin-boards (a gambling device

legal in most states for use by charities),
on the other hand, were becoming
more popular. So, Crone opened the
First Capitol Mint to make gold and sil-
ver collectibles wholesale.

When Crone secured the rights to
stamp famous coins like one honoring
baseball hero Cal Ripken, the mint
took off. Within weeks he had eight dis-
tributors. Weeks after that he had 15,
then 22, including some in neighbor-
ing states. Every time he adds a distrib-
utor, Crone secures credit from First
Capitol to buy the gold and silver.

Why not the SBA? It’s too slow.
Small businesses like Crone’s can’t com-
pete if they have to rely on government.
Under the SBA system, securing ap-
proval for each distributor might take
up to two months. Crone says if it took
that long, he’d lose the account. “If that
were the case, I'd never have opened
up,” he adds. The loan-approval board
of First Capitol, on the other hand,
meets weekly, so applications are always
approved within a few days. For one
important account, Crone was even
able to get approval within 72 hours.
For First Capitol, prompt service is not
just a nice touch, it’s vital. Better ser-
vice, Capello says, boosts profits by giv-
ing the bank a competitive edge.

Good for Minorities

Likewise, First Capitol proves skep-
tics wrong when they say the private
sector will leave women and minorities
behind. Businesses owned by members
of these groups account for about 15
percent of the bank’s loan portfolio—7
points higher than SBA-backed banks
in the region. To Capello, it just makes
good business sense. “These are the
fastest growing areas of the market,” he
says. “We want to be in on them.”

First Capitol’s loans are also more
likely to succeed. The bank’s flexibility
and emphasis on character rather than
business experience pays off. In his free
time, Capello sits on a local nonprofit
lending organization that makes direct
loaris to minority-owned small business-
es. Of the last 12 businesses that re-
ceived loans, 11 have failed. At First
Capitol, on the other hand, minority-
and women-owned businesses fail at the
same rate as those owned by white men.
Even President Clinton has conceded
that the SBA was holding small business
back. Small businesses, he said, needed
less paperwork and regulation to thrive.
He’s describing the private sector.
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aboratories of Democracy

How Conservatism
Played in Peoria

t first glance, the results of the

1996 elections seem to be a set-

back for conservatives at the
state level. No new conservatives were
elected to governors’ offices except in
West Virginia, Republicans no longer
rule the majority of state legislatures
nationwide, and some key ballot initia-
tives important to conservatives were
rejected.

But a closer look at the returns
reveals that voters remain strongly dis-
posed to smaller government, tradi:
tional values, and personal freedom.
Conservatives might have expected
worse, considering Senator Dole’s loss
at the top of the ticket, copious propa-
ganda against Republican candidates
by the labor unions, and relentless crit-
icism of “extremist” GOP policies.

Governors

rior to Election Day, Republican

governors outnumbered Demo-

crats, 32 to 17. Although 11 gu-
bernatorial races were decided in Nov-
ember, the partisan breakdown was
unchanged. Hence the GOP consoli-
dated its gains of the previous two
years, when the party added 14 gover
norships to the 18 it had already held.
In November, the two parties effective-
ly swapped control of the statehouses
in New Hampshire and West Virginia,
which are ordinarily electoral strong-
holds for the GOP and the Democratic
Party, respectively. Both races offer in-
teresting messages for the conservative
movement.

Seventy-three-year-old conservative
Republican Cecil Underwood, who first
served as governor of West Virginia in
1957 at the age of 34, defeated Demo-
crat Charlotte Pritt to win his old job
back. Pritt had alienated her own party
establishment in 1992 when she chal-
lenged incumbent Democratic gover-
nor Gaston Caperton, so Underwood’s

victory is something of a fluke. But hav-
ing run on a platform of smaller gov-
ernment, he will have four years to test
conservative ideas in a very Democratic
state.

Republicans are still smarting from
losing New Hampshire’s governorship,
but this should not be viewed as a total
Joss. The national media has speculated

if you think 1996
was a bad year
for conservatives in state
races, it could have
heen much worse.

that the Granite State is going soft on
conservatism, but liberal Democratic
state representative Jeanne Shaheen
trounced Republican Ovide Lamontag-
ne only after pledging never to support
a state income tax, suggesting that fiscal
conservatism is still a prerequisite for
high office in New Hampshire.

Joe McQuaid, the general manager
of the Manchester Union Leader, thinks
the media’s assumptions about his
state’s political leanings are off-base.
“In my memory, New Hampshire has
never been a socially conservative state.

. It’s sort of a libertarian state,”
McQuaid explains. Some Republicans
grumble that Lamontagne, an una-
bashed pro-lifer, was too controversial
for a relatively pro-choice state. But,
counters McQuaid, “I don’t think he’s
too conservative at all. . . . Shaheen
got out of the box early and painted
LaMontagne as a one-issue extrem-
ist, which he’s not.”

In Washington state, Republican
state senator Ellen Craswell, a religious
conservative outspoken about the in-
tersection of faith and politics, lost to
Democrat Gary Locke, a proponent of

abortion rights and same-sex mar-
riages. As the son of Chinese immi-
grants and as a candidate less liberal
than his primary opponent, Locke’s
candidacy generated much excitement
and media attention. On the other
hand, many voters were turned off by
Craswell’s repeated references to the
Bible as the basis for the state constitu-
tion and to the “godly people” she
would employ in her administration.
Craswell’s defeat prompts the ques-
tion: Should conservatives mask their
religious foundations to win elections?
Most Republican analysts say no, but it is
important to remember that a news
media removed from ordinary Ameri-
cans’ experience with religion will try to
make a religious conservative’s com-
ments sound as exclusionary as possible.
In Indiana, Indianapolis mayor and
privatization proponent Steven Gold-
smith lost his bid to replace the out-
going governor, Democrat Evan Bayh.
But Goldsmith’s opponent, lieutenant
governor Frank O’Bannon, surged and
overtook Goldsmith on Election Day. A
rejection of privatization? Unlikely.
Goldsmith’s six-point loss makes more
sense when one considers that O’Ban-
non was able to capitalize on the enor-
mous popularity of Bayh, a New Demo-
crat with some conservative leanings.

State Legislatures

epublicans have recently begun
counting on the control of state
legislatures to enact a conserva-
tive agenda. Last year, the GOP was
poised to pick up another seven leg-
islative chambers across the country to
add to their dramatic gains in the 1994
elections. Instead they won only three:
the Towa and Washington senates and,
for the first time since Reconstruction,
the Florida house. Record-low voter
turnout is blamed for a seemingly dis-
mal postelection picture for conserva-
tives. Laments one GOP campaign ana-
lyst, “Democrats came home and Re-
publicans stayed home.”
Republicans need to put their dis-

hy Bernadetie Malone

Bernadette Malone is a national politi-
cal reporter for Evans & Novak, and a
Jormer staff member in the New York
state senate.
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appointment in perspective. Nowhere
in the country did Republicans lose
more than nine seats in any given
chamber, except for the New Hamp-
shire house, where a loss of 33 seats
leaves them with a paltry 253-145 major-
ity. In 1994, Republicans picked up 18
legislative chambers to wind up with
control of 50 of 99 chambers across the
country (Nebraska has a unicameral
legislature). The media attributed the
1994 Republican rout in legislative
races to unusually low Democratic turn-
out. But in 1996, when Republican
turnout was severely depressed by lack
of enthusiasm for the presidential race,
Democrats gained back only seven
chambers.

The Republican losses of the lower
chambers in Illinois and California are
clear examples of what happens when
the top of the ticket writes off a state
early in the campaign. Many Californian
conservatives campaigned on the Cali-
fornia Civil Rights Initiative (CCRI),
and blame Dole’s courtship of General
Colin Powell, an affirmative-action sup-
porter and potential running mate, for
destroying party unity on the issue.

In Hlinois and in Michigan, where
Republicans also lost the state house,
labor-union money was decisive in
many legislative races. Incited by the
GOP-led repeal of Illinois’s pro-labor
Scaffold Act this session, the unions ral-
lied to the side of many Democratic
legislative candidates, giving them a
two-seat edge over Republicans.

But Tom Roeser, a commentator on
Illinois politics and the publisher of a
political newsletter, thinks the Demo-
crats seized the assembly in part because
Republican Lee Daniels, the Speaker of
the Illinois house, abandoned half of
the coalifion that buoyed Republicans
in 1994. “He was very loyal to the busi-
ness people, but he did absolutely noth-
ing for the pro-family groups,” Roeser
says.

Mike Madigan, the Democratic
leader in the house, successfully sought
the support of prodife voters and paved
the way for the election of conservative
Democratic candidates. “The [state]
house of representatives is generally in
better shape now, at least in terms of
family issues,” says Roeser.

Republicans also ceded control of
the Tennessee senate and the Nevada
house. In Nevada, the house was tied
until Democrats picked up four seats,
and Tennessee’s senate, where Demo-

crats gained two seats this year, had
only become Republican through party
switching after the 1994 election. The
Southern Democrats elected in Ten-
nessee and in North Carolina—where
Republicans failed to capture the sen-
ate—are characteristically Southern
conservatives.

Another way of viewing the resulss:
Usually, the party of the president-elect
brings hundreds of state legislative can-
didates into power with him. Nation-
wide, Democrats won a net increase of
42 seats, less than 1 percent of all state
legislative seats. Compare this to the
542 seats gained by Republicans in
1994—most of which they still hold.

Initiatives

acial preferences. By far the

most important initiative on the

ballot last November was the
California Civil Rights Initiative (CCRI).
Up until Election Day, its most diehard
backers were worried it would fail. Polls
indicated that support for the initiative
dropped from 2 to 1 in favor at the be-
ginning of the summer to a margin of
just 5 percentage points by late Octo-
ber. Ultimately b5 percent of California
voters chose to rid the state’s public
institutions of race and gender prefer-
ences. If CCRI survives a challenge in
federal court, expect it to spread like
wildfire across the country.

Parental rights. The Colorado Par-
ental Rights Amendment would have
added to the state constitution an
inalienable right of parents to “direct
and control the upbringing, education,
values, and discipline of their chil-
dren.” It failed, 57 percent to 43 per-
cent. Ken Mulligan, a policy analyst at
the Free Congress Foundation, in
Washington, D.C., speculates that the
amendment failed because “the sup-
porters of this amendment didn’t pro-
tect themselves from what they knew
would be the biggest attack on it—that
is, the question: ‘What about child
abuse?’ ” Even former U.S. senator Bill
Armstrong, a religious conservative,
opposed the Parental Rights Amend-
ment for this reason.

Education. The election disappoint-
ed school-choice advocates, as well. Pro-
posals for vouchers and charter schools
failed by 2 to 1 margins in Washington.
There is some criticism from conserva-
tives that the initiatives failed because
of poor planning and a bare-bones
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campaign. School-choice activist Clint
Bolick, the vice president and director
of litigation at the Institute for Justice,
thinks Washington’s constitution is so
hostile to school vouchers that the ini-
tiatives almost weren’t worth the fight.
“This was definitely not a movement-
inspired effort,” says Bolick.

Term limits. Term-limits initiatives
were moderately successful, although
conservatives are divided on the issue.
Thanks to a 1995 Supreme Court deci-
sion that invalidated all the initiatives
limjting the terms of federal officehold-
ers, the movement is seeking to amend
the U.S. Constitution. Hence it is start-
ing over with new initiatives that re-
quire elected officials to press for a con-
stitutional convention to pass an
amendment. The initiatives would stig-
matize those officials who refuse to do
so by publishing their position on
future ballots. Proposals for term limits
for state and federal officials were on
the ballot in 14 states and passed in
nine: Alaska, Arkansas, Colorado, Ida-
ho, Maine, Missouri, Nebraska, Nevada,
and South Dakota. Groups like the
John Birch Society, the National Rifle
Association, and the Eagle Forum, how-
ever, see a constitutional convention as
a Pandora’s box, and opposed the term-
limits movement this election cycle.

Gambling. Initiatives to legalize
gambling failed in all the states where
they were on the ballot with the excep-
tion of Michigan. Voters there ap-
proved, by 51 percent to 49 percent, a
measure to allow gambling in Detroit.
The gambling issue hurt the conserva-
tive cause in Louisiana, where the very
conservative Republican Woody Jen-
kins was narrowly defeated in the U.S.
Senate race by former state treasurer
Mary Landrieu. Her alliance with the
gaming industry helped her turn out
many voters in New Orleans.

Taxes. A big winner among initia-
tives this year was the tax “supermajori-
ty,” which requires the approval of (in
most cases) two-thirds of the state legis-
lature to pass new taxes or tax increas-
es. On the ballot in three states
(Florida, Nevada, and South Dakota),
these initiatives passed with over
whelming support, bringing the num-
ber of states with superinajorities up to
13. In these states, taxes grew 20 per-
cent slower than in other states since
their supermajority laws was passed,
according to Kolt Zimmerman Jones,
of Americans for Tax Reform.



ome Front

“No Child Is
Unadoptable”

l iberalism, the self-styled defend-
er of children, harbors a myth
that dehumanizes and threatens

countless children every day. It is a

myth embodied in a bureaucratic label:

“unadoptable.” It is the assumption

that, because some children are not

wanted by their biological parents, they
are wanted by no one.

This myth fuels the tragedy of abor-
tion. According to the Alan Guttmach-
er Institute, at least 13 percent of all
women choosing abortion do so be-
cause they believe their unborn child
suffers from some mental or physical
disability. So who would want them?

This myth undermines an already
troubled foster-care system, where
thousands of children are officially
classified “unadoptable” by their case-
workers. Children acquire this label for
many reasons—because of emotional
problems, physical handicaps, or the
color of their skin. In part because of
this tag, 15,000 kids turn 18 each year
while still in foster care.

Across the country, however, there
are countless men and women dis-
proving the unadoptable label every
day. “There is a home for every child
who is out there,” says Brit Eaton, the
executive director of an organization
called Adopt a Special Kid (AASK)
Midwest. Eaton’s organization, which
uses the Internet to match foster chil-
dren with willing families, is one of a
growing number of private organiza-
tions finding permanent homes for so-
called specialneeds kids—older chil-
dren, sibling groups, the severely dis-
abled, the emotionally damaged, or
those with life-threatening diseases.

They are kids like Michael. He has
the impish smile of an 11-year-old who
does not like spinach. A profile of him
available on the group’s Internet Web
site says that he was born with Fetal
Alcohol Syndrome, that he is a fifth-
grader with attention-deficit disorder

who doesn’t read terribly well, and that
he lives in foster care and needs a fam-
ily “to provide him with the reassur-
ance that he is loved and needed.”

Michael is followed by other faces
and names—TJoe, Elliot, Rachel, Sheri-
ta—all looking for a permanent home.
Sherita, for example, loves to play dress-
up and is wearing a party dress in her
picture. Her little brother Antwan
sports a bow tie. They clutch each
other’s hand tightly. Both were exposed
prenatally to crack cocaine and then
neglected after birth; Sherita was sexu-
ally abused.

Adopting the Net

orking with county social-ser-
vice agencies across the coun-
try, AASK Midwest gathers in-

formation on foster children for whom
the public agency hasn’t found a home
and enters the data into its database.
Michael, Sherita, and the others are just
a few of the kids listed on AASK’s Web
site (http://www.aask.org). Says Eaton,

While government
bureaucrats give up
on tough-to-place Kids,
private agencies
are finding them
permanent, loving homes.

“Some of these kids know this is their
only chance to find a family.”
Conducting the search nationwide
increases the chance of finding a suit-
able family. AASK recruits families
from all across the country to match
with waiting children: It now has 973
children and 1,032 families in its data-
base. It averages 100 assisted place-

by Charmaine Grouse Yoest

Charmaine Crouse Yoest is a contribul-
ing editor of Policy Review: The Jour-
nal of American Citizenship and the
co-author of Mother in the Middle:
Searching for Peace in the Mommy
Wars (HarperCollins/Zondervan,).

ments a year; since its founding 12
years ago, it has matched more than
1,200 families.

The “Telemagic” software system
AASK uses to match kids with families
gives the group 21st-century tools, but
its greatest strength is human, not tech-
nological: Twenty-two families in 14
states across the country serve as volun-
teer recruiters. All the AASK field rep-
resentatives have adopted special-
needs children, and many have adopt-
ed more than 10; 95 percent of them
have adopted transracially.

This personal involvement accounts
for the agency’s success. Field represen-
tatives are passionate about adoption,
and they know what it takes to adopt a
special-needs child successfully. Work-
ing in the field with prospective adop-
tive families, these volunteers provide
both screening before the adoption
and support afterwards.

Such commitment permeates the
organization. That’s why AASK suc-
ceeds in finding homes for children
when the public agencies fail, says Ea-
ton. Many county workers still believe
that special-needs children are un-
adoptable. Others are simply too
swamped to spend the time looking for
appropriate families for the children.
“They are overloaded,” says Eaton.
“The social worker will tend to forget
about the child if they are in an ade-
quate foster-care situation.”

It costs AASK $2,500 on average to
find a match for each child. In addition
to its computer database, AASK main-
tains a Web site with pictures and bio-
graphical sketches of 20 waiting chil-
dren. The list of children is changed
monthly. The site is interactive and
interested families can fill out an appli-
cation on-line. AASK charges no fees
for its services to adoptive families.

AASK Midwest was established by
Richard Ransom, the founder of Hick-
ory Farms, a food company, after he
met Bob and Dorothy DeBolt, who start-
ed the flagship organization in Califor-
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nia. The DeBolts themselves have
adopted 20 special-needs children.

“There are so many success stories;
there’s just a magic that happens in this
business,” Eaton says. “When a child
wouldn’t otherwise have any hope,
finding them a placement is like scor-
ing a home run.”

Patrick is one of those out-of-the-
ballpark hits. Born drug dependent, he
was completely nonverbal when

established herself as one of the top
doll dealers in the United States. Every-
thing they earn goes into their adop-
tion work, especially monthly tele-
phone bills that run into thousands of
dollars, plus mailing and photocopying
costs.

Their motivation comes from their
own adopted son, T J., who has Down’s
syndrome. Now 20 years old and a sen-

don’t have the resources to find a
home for the child. In more than 20
years of handling such adoptions, she
has never seen a family regret adopting
a child.

Why are they so successfulr Janet
cites those large phone bills. She ex-
plains that when parents are distraught
over discovering they have, or will soon
have, a handicapped baby, they need in-
dividual counseling with some-

he was adopted at three years
old. A picture arrived on Eaton’s
desk recently: Patrick, with his
mom. He is nearly unrecogniz-
able as the sad baby Eaton re-
members. Now, he is a happy,
charming, chattering five-year-
old, ready to start school.

For more information, contact:
Adopt A Special Kid (AASK) Mid-
west—DBeverly Moore, adoptions dir-
ector, 1025 N. Reynolds Rd., Toledo,
Ohio 43615. Tel.: 419-534-3350 or
800-246-1731; fax: 419-534-2995.

AASK has recently established an
aduvocacy group that will represent the
interests of special-needs children on
Capitol Hill: Adopt A Special Kid
(AASK) America—Maureen Hogan,
executive director, P.O. Box 77672,
Washington, D.C. 20013. Tel.: 202-
388-3888, fax: 202-396-0340.

s a child, Janet Marchese was

A K.LD.S. Exchange
scared to death of a man in her

A neighborhood—a man known

as “crazy Raymond” who, it turns out,
had Down’s syndrome.

The fear and ignorance she was
taught as a child Marchese now con-
fronts on a daily basis as the founder of
A K.ID.S. Exchange, which stands for
“adoption, knowledge, and informa-
tion on Down’s syndrome.”

Literally a kitchen-table operation,
Marchese and her husband, Louis, a
retired New York City policeman, work
tirelessly to match Down’s syndrome
babies with families who are willing to
adopt them. With no outside funding
except for a now-expired six-year grant
from the John F. Kennedy Jr. Foun-
dation, the Marcheses have used all of
their resources to combat the myths
about Down’s syndrome. “When you're
motivated,” Marchese says, “you find
ways.”

To support their efforts, Louis
works as a plumber, while Janet has

i

i

Ll

one who has gone through the
same experience. Prospective
adoptive parents, too, need this
kind of personal attention.

“There’s a lot to do with
such a simple little thing as who
answers the phone,” she says.
“People will call the socialser-
vice agencies and get turned
off—that’s where we lose the
success. The public agencies
have limited budgets and a lack
of enthusiasm. For them, it’s a
job. For us, it’s our life.”

She has also excelled in her
secondary goal: Dispelling the
myths about Down’s syndrome.

ior in high school, T.J. is a social butter-
fly and computer whiz who works part-
time at a video rental store, writes for
the school newspaper, and is going for
his brown beltin karate. But when Janet
and Louis first took him in as foster par-
ents after he’d been abandoned at the
age of three weeks, the social worker
said he was unadoptable, incapable of
walking or talking, and bound for an
institution. “What a pitiful scenario,”
says Janet. “I was amazed at how bright
he was and how wonderful he was.”

The Marcheses fell in love with T].
and quickly moved to adopt him.
Ensuring that other Down’s syndrome
babies weren’t labeled unadoptable
soon became their life’s mission. “If I
didn’t exist,” says Janet, “there would
be a hundred more kids like him dis-
appearing into institutions.”

Since the Marcheses launched their
organization in 1976, they have orches-
trated at least 3,500 adoptions of
Down’s syndrome children. Janet hears
about babies who need homes and con-
nects them with suitable families. With
her nationwide network of contacts,
she assists agencies that may never have
handled a Down’s syndrome baby and
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Siblings Sherita and Antwan are among the many
adoptable kids featured on the AASK Web site.

“When I started, there were 20
kids for every parent,” she says,
“and now there are 20 parents
for every kid.”

But much remains to be done.
After receiving a prenatal test indicat-
ing Down’s syndrome, a mother these
days is still likely to be counseled to ter-
minate her pregnancy or institutional-
ize the child. And agencies continue to
classify Down’s syndrome babies as
unadoptable. “It’s still those same peo-
ple who are saying, ‘Run for your life!
It’s Raymond!” ” says Janet.

For more information, contact: A
K.ID.S. Exchange—Janet Marchese, 56
Midchester Avenue, White Plains, N.Y.
10606. Tel.: 914-428-1236.

Children with AIDS

ames Michael Jenkins began his
lite as Infant X, a racially mixed
baby addicted to methadone,
heroin, and cocaine. He had been
abandoned at birth and had tested pos-
itive for HIV, the virus that causes
AIDS. The hospital that was his home
couldn’t even find a foster family for
him. That is, not until Joy Jenkins, a
nurse at the hospital who wanted to
adopt a baby, came by one day.
Like Janet and Louis Marchese, Joy
and her husband, Jim, soon found



themselves in love with the little guy,
adopted him, and then established an
organization to help other children
like him. For the last eight years, Jim
Jenkins has been running the Children
with Aids Project, mostly full-time, with
minimal compensation.

So far, the project has no major
funding, but Jim remains optimistic.
His aim is to develop a national endow-
ment fund that would help defray the
expenses of families who want to adopt
infants with HIV.

The project has undertaken a ma-
jor fundraising drive. On September
16, Louie Rochon began a walking trip
across the United States that will take
him two years to complete, raising
funds along the way for the children.
They have raised $2,000 and hope to
find a publicist to promote the walk in
the coming months. Jenkins refuses to
take any public grant money. “I'm a
firm believer that private enterprise
can come to the fore to solve social
problems,” he explains.

The Children with Aids Project also
functions as an information exchange,
not an adoption agency. Jim maintains
a database of families interested in

adopting HIV-positive children on a
computer donated by Sears Business
Systems. Rather than maintain files on
waiting children, Jenkins focuses on
recruiting families and then refers
them to adoption agencies on a case-
by-case basis.

The Jenkinses have recruited main-
ly through word-of-mouth, but the pro-
ject has recently taken off through the
Internet. Jim says their Web site has
“just gone crazy,” receiving more than
250,000 visitors from around the world.
Since families pass through his offices
on their way to an agency, Jim doesn’t
always know when he’s been successful,
but he does know that they have
helped at least 60 children find homes
since they began eight years ago.

Jim wears two silver bracelets to re-
mind him of two of those children,
Laurie and Alexis, both of whom died
of AIDS. Both children died, however,
in the care of loving families. And that’s
what motivates Jim Jenkins in the face
of hardship. “If you can find one home
for one child,” he says, “that’s a victory.”

For more information, contact: Children
with Aids Project of America—fim Jenkins,
4141 W. Bethany Home Rd., Suite 5, Phoe-

nix, Ariz. 85013, lel.: 602-973-4319, fax
602-530-3541 Internet: hitp://www.aid-
skids. org.

Personal Commitment

ach of these private groups is
Estepping in to fill a4 vacuum:

Their work is a plea for the chil-
dren that many parents are aborting
on a daily basis. And their efforts are
putting to shame the excesses of a gov-
ernmentrun foster-care system that
allows too many children to go through
their childhoods without a permanent,
loving home.

Why are these groups successful, on
such limited budgets, when the public
agencies are not? The biggest reason is
their personal commitment to the chil-
dren—their passion for helping kids
find permanent families. In most cases,
these activists know from personal
experience what many government
bureaucrats can never know: “There is
no such thing as an unadoptable
child,” says Maureen Hogan, the exec-
utive director of AASK’s advocacy
office in Washington. “We can say that
with no qualification.”

agement, and guidance.

help themselves.

Essays by Octavia Hill

88 pages, paperback, $9.95

—Father Robert A. Sirico

THE BEFRIENDING LEADER:
SOCIAL ASSISTANCE WITHOUT DEPENDENCY

Edited and with an introduction by James L. Payne

“Octavia Hill emerges from these essays as the mother of tough
love. Her essays ought to be studied by anyone who seeks an
effective model for non-sentimental programs of charity.”

President, The Acton Institute for the Study of Religion and Liberty

She told us how to help the poor...

... hut the 20th Century didn’t listen!

OCTAVIA HILL, the 19th-century English charity worker, spent a lifetime living with the poor and working
to improve their lives. She condemned government’s approach of materialistic giving, pointing out that it
weakened the poor and increased dependency. What the poor need, she said, are personal gifts of {riendship, encour-

In The Befriending Leader, political scientist and welfare scholar James L. Payne has brought together Octavia
Hill’s finest essays on working with the poor. Her words of advice are an inspiration to anyone helping the poor to

RETURN THIS COUPON TODAY!

Name
Address_

Please send:
__copies of The Befriending Leader @ $9.95 each

Total amount enclosed $
(Publisher pays shipping on prepaid orders)

Mail with check to: Lytton Publishing Co.

Box 1212
Sandpoint, Idaho 83864
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ne Nation Under God

A Job Tree
Grows in Brooklyn

ne of the most controversial
Oprovisions of last year’s welfare

reform is the denial of govern-
ment social services to legal immigrants
who aren’t citizens. The new law bars
noncitizens from receiving food stamps
until they become citizens or have
worked in America for at least 10 years.
In the future, legal immigrants will be
denied most benefits and social services
during their first five years of residence.
These provisions reflect a new consen-
sus on immigration policy: America
should be open to foreigners who come
here for an opportunity to work, not for
welfare. But critics say that denying
social services will hurt the communi-
ties where immigrants live.

A job-training program run by a
Catholic priest in Brooklyn shows how
private programs can equip immi-
grants to become self-sufficient. Called
Resources, the program takes English-
illiterate immigrants from China, El
Salvador, and the former Soviet Re-
publics, as well as refugees from Haiti
and elsewhere, and turns them into
successful, English-speaking chefs, pro-
fessional cleaners, and graphic de-
signers. The program’s success in train-
ing and placing immigrants in well-pay-
ing jobs—all without government assis-
tance—could help shift the immi-
gration debate from the language of
exclusion to that of empowerment.

Modern-Day Sweatshops

It all started with a wrong turn.
Father Ronald T. Marino worked for 15
years at the Catholic Migration Office
in New York, but had never confront-
ed the problem of immigrant
employment. On a sweltering day in
July 1994, however, he found he
couldn’t avoid it. While scouting for
used office furniture in a building on
Brooklyn’s 65th Street, Marino stum-
bled upon a room overflowing with per-
haps 150 women and children, most of

them Chinese. They were sewing, and
all the windows were painted over to
hide their existence from outsiders.

Marino demanded an explanation
from the manager, seated in his air-
conditioned office. He was promptly
escorted to the door. Marino realized
he had stumbled upon a nest of illegal
immigrants working in a sweatshop.
“The church has to do something
about this,” the Catholic priest recalls
thinking. “At that moment, I started to
get obsessed with the work issue for
immigrants.”

Two years later, Marino directs one
of the most innovative and successful
Job-training programs for immigrants
in Brooklyn. His Resources program
has helped about 100 men and
women—many with no work experi-
ence and no English-speaking ability—
to become literate and qualify for
good-paying jobs. If the passport to
economic independence is effective
job-training, Marino is the sort of man
you want stamping the papers: He
trains immigrants in one of three non-
profit businesses owned by Resources.
About 98 percent of his graduates are
employed and off the welfare rolls.

Finding the right training formula
took some undercover work. Marino
posed as a man in search of a career
change to see how government job-
training programs worked. He found
they were both costly and ineffective.
Vocational schools taught some skills,
but the participants were still virtually
unemployable. The programs were
rewarded with subsidies for keeping

by Barbara von der Heydt |

Barbara von der Heydt is a Senior Fel-
low at the Acton Institule for the Study
of Religion and Liberty, in Grand
Rapids, Michigan.
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large numbers of participants in train-
ing, but not for placing them in jobs.
Neither were they penalized for failing
to make the trainees marketable.

Marino told the Washington Times,
“The people running the programs
would say to me, off the record, that I
as an American who could speak the
language so well stood a pretty good
chance of getting a job, but that these
immigrants basically had no hope.”

The clergyman drafted a proposal
for an employment training program
and distributed 20 copies. Nineteen
business people who received it said he
was crazed. One copy went to his bish-
op, who encouraged him. That was
enough.

Marino went on a speaking tour in

A Catholic priest
runs a job-training
program to help
non-English-speaking
immigrants hecome
self-sufficient.

Italy, where he shared his vision with a
group of Italian businessmen. In grati-
tude for what America has given Italian
immigrants, the businessmen offered
him $50,000 for the program, stipulat-
ing only that the money aid other
nationalities as well. Marino launched
Resources in 1994 with this seed money,
and has since received no funds from
either the government or the diocese,
although both have been offered. The
successful training program owns the
businesses where its trainees work, and
their work helps fund the program. It is
now nearly self-ssupporting, grossing
almost $500,000 in 1996.

Five Principles

The Resources concept has been
honed to five tenets:
* Require proficiency in English and
provide instruction to those trainees
who need it;
¢ Teach a trade through both hands-on
training and classroom instruction;
¢ Strengthen the character of partici-
pants; teach the dignity of excellence
in work;
* Create companies to employ the
trainees;



e Help graduates gain clients within
the community, ultimately launching
them in their own businesses.

Besides its entrepreneurial focus,
Resources is distinguished from other
programs by its underlying philosophy.
A summary graces the stairway to the
group’s offices: “The aim of work is not
the work itself, but rather it is man.”
The words are those of Pope John Paul
II, from the encyclical on “Human
Work” (1980). They reflect the modern
Catholic understanding that honest
work—whatever it may be—has an
ennobling effect on the human spirit.
This is because work encourages the
virtues of discipline, cooperation, hon-
esty—all essential to fostering the dig-
nity of the worker.

“I try to communicate an attitude
toward work to the participants,”
says Michael A. Campo, a job trainer
and manager with Resources. “The
attitude is very important. Some
think work is what you do for a wage,
but it is far more. The feeling in the
heart comes first before the techni-
cal procedures. If you put your heart
into your work, and do whatever you
do well, it’s contagious.”

When Dave Ali arrived in Ameri-
ca from Trinidad, he did not know
how to turn on a computer. Now,
after two and a half years in the pro-
gram, he is a full-time assistant in
computer graphics at Resources.
“I'm very excited aboutit,” he says. “I
never knew I had any artistic talent,
but they put a lot of effort into teach-
ing me. Now I help other people
discover their own ideas.”

Trainees are tested in their

training through an apprenticeship.

Participants pay $400 per semester,
either in advance or from their salaries.
This is not the make-work approach of
many government job-training efforts.
The clients of Resources Graphic De-
sign have included Italian fashion de-
signer Max Mara and Telesoft USA, a
global telecommunications company.
Professional Cleaning did more than
$130,000 worth of business in its first
year alone.

How It Works
Here’s the nuts and bolts: After
completing the training and appren-
ticeship, worker get a company uni-
form and joins a supervised team at a
work site, earning from $7 to $10 per
hour. At the end of the first year, these

contracts to get started.

Students of culinary arts are given
200 hours of sophisticated instruction.
Then they are ready to apprentice in a
real restaurant. Restaurateurs are each
asked to contribute $1,000 toward a
scholarship for a student; in return,
they receive that student’s services for a
semester. In this way the student learns
on-site from a professional chef. Many
are offered a permanent position with
their sponsor after graduation. All of
the students who have graduated from
the culinary-arts program are now gain-
fully employed.

The Resources program effectively
combines job training with job cre-
ation: Most of its graduates work in
businesses owned by Resources. The
local business community and Catholic
parishes and schools in the diocese
are regular clients for cleaning and
graphics services. Local businesses
and printing shops that cannot af-
ford in-house graphics staff also con-
tract with Resources, as do parishes
and schools. Churches in need of
cleaning but short on staff and cash
have found a godsend. Catering is
the next planned expansion.

An Alternative to Welfare

Marino’s concept was designed
to help immigrants, but it could
address a bigger problem—the wel-
fare caseload. The basic strengths of
the model—teaching not only mar-
ketable skills but also the inherent
value of work and vocation—are in
urgent demand among welfare
recipients. As the work requirements
of welfare reform take effect, politi-

English ability, and are required to
take remedial English until they de-
monstrate proficiency. As Marino ex-
plains, “If you’re serious about living
and working here, you have to be able
to understand a supervisor’s instruc-
tions in English.” Trainees attend one
of 30 English schools run by the
Catholic Migration offices in Brooklyn
and Queens.

Once they learn enough English,
immigrants get professional training in
one of the three businesses run by Re-

é sources: commercial cleaning, comput-
%er graphics, or culinary arts. If they
% pick professional cleaning, they receive
7 100 hours of instruction. For graphics
Sand culinary arts, students get three
gsemesters of instruction totaling 300
£ hours. Then they receive on-thejob

From immigrants to gourmet chefs: These
two Resources trainees cook up a storm.

workers are invited back to be trained
as supervisors making at least $10 an
hour. Supervisors are taught to manage
a crew, handle employee problems,
order supplies, and deal effectively
with customers. Each such promotion
frees up a work space for a newly grad-
uated student.

Supervisors can then be trained as
managers, who are responsible for bid-
ding on new contracts, ascertaining the
needs of customers, obtaining ma-
chinery and chemicals, and dispensing
work crews. In the final step, Resources
will invite a small group of competent
managers to form their own small busi-
ness and award them two Resources

cians will be especially anxious to

create jobs and job-training pro-

grams. They had better start looking
at what works.

Marino likes to reflect on the pur-
pose of work—and of life—and how his
program helps to strengthen the char-
acter of immigrants and those who are
working with them. Because poverty is
a moral issue as well as an economic
one, he believes, those who empower
the needy to live in dignity and provide
for their families reap spiritual fruits
for themselves. “We are made in the
image of Christ,” Marino says. “In
order for me to find my dignity, I need
to help you find yours. If you serve
Christ, you see Him in the person you
serve. You discover your own dignity in
seeing Him in others.”
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Dick Armey
Lamar Alexander
Grover G. Norquist

Jack Faris

Jeb Bush
Gary Bauer
Steve Forbes
Sam Brownback
Sally C. Pipes
John H. Fund
John C. Goodman
John J. Pitney Jr.
Robert L. Woodson
Kay Bailey Hutchison
Pete du Pont
William A. Niskanen

Cal Thomas

Tod Lindberg

Don Eberly
Thomas W. Carroll

> Paul M. Weyrich

Bob Williams

Karen Kerrigan

Thomas C. Patterson

What do the 1996 elections tell us about where the American peo-
ple want the country to go? Is the country still shifting toward con-
servative government?

What are the greatest opportunities now to advance the conserv-
ative agenda in the Congress? And what can conservatives in the
105th Congress learn from the successes and failures of the 104th
Congress?

What are you most worried about in a second Clinton term, and
how can conservatives fight the most dangerous liberal initiatives?

Policy Review: The Journal of American Citizenship posed these
questions to 24 conservative political and intellectual leaders.

—— Dick Armey ——

‘ « J hen the American people gave Republicans the
majority in both houses of Congress in 1994, many

journalists and pundits called it a sea change, a trans-
formation of the political landscape brought about by an
upsurge of voter discontent.

In 1996, President Clinton was re-elected on a campaign
platform that echoed much of the GOP agenda, and Repub-
licans retained their majorities in both Houses for the first
time since 1928. It is clear that American politics and govern-
ment are being transformed not by sudden upheaval, but by
the steady current of common-sense conservatism.

There is no longer any question that the nation wants
smaller and more effective government, lower taxes, and a re-
turn to the values of freedom and responsibility. Exit polls
from the election show that more voters identify themselves as
conservative than liberal by a margin of almost two to one.

It is now up to elected officials on both halves of the politi-
cal spectrum to fulfill the expectations so clearly expressed by
American voters. Both presidential candidates campaigned on
conservative principles, as did most winning candidates for
House and Senate seats, Republican and Democrat alike.

One of the first priorities of the 105th Congress will be to
work with the moderate Democrats who campaigned on con-
servative principles. Since the election, I have made more than
30 calls to the more moderate of the Democratic members of
Congress to invite them to work with us on reforms at a pace
the president can handle. We learned in the last Congress that
Bill Clinton can’t take change in big doses, and we’ll continue
to reduce wasteful Washington spending and unnecessary gov-
ernment programs, although at a somewhat slower pace.

The American people returned a Republican majority in
both chambers in part because they know they can trust
Republicans to hew to a conservative path and hold Bill
Clinton to his campaign promises. One priority of the next
Congress will be to help Bill Clinton keep the promises he has
made to the American people.

Last year, Bill Clinton responded to the conservative call to
balance the budget by promising voters a balanced budget
with family tax relief. By law, he is supposed to submit a budget
proposal to Congress in early February. We will thoroughly
examine the president’s budget to ensure that it lives up to the
promises he made during the campaign. Now that the GOP
has retained a majority in the House and increased its majori-
ty in the Senate, the president will find it difficult to back out
of a real balanced budget agreement. And with the addition of
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he arrival of two
more GOP senators
virtually guarantees
a Balanced Budget
Amendment.
—Dick Armey

two more GOP Senators, the American people
are virtually assured passage of a Balanced
Budget Amendment in the 105th Congress, per-
haps even with the president’s support.

The president has promised to get tough on
crime and drugs, two of the biggest threats to
America’s families. The Republican Congress
will make certain that crime stays on the top of
the president’s post-clection agenda, and that
during Bill Clinton’s second term the nation will
take the necessary steps to stem illegal drug use
among our children.

Bill Clinton also promised to save Medicare
from bankruptcy without imposing any unten-
able hardships upon Medicare recipients. As the
polemics of this last election showed, Medicare
can be used as a powerful political tool, but we
will ensure that the long-term solvency of the
program and the needs of Medicare recipients
will supersede politics.

With its continued majorities in both houses,
the Republican Congress will also be able to pur-
sue those issues that speak to American families
and their values, including—with the stronger
majority in the Senate—an increased likelihood
that we will be able to override the president’s
veto of the ban on partial-birth
abortions. And, as promised by
House Speaker Newt Gingrich,
a vote on a constitutional
amendment to limit congres-
sional terms will be the first
substantive vote of the 105th
Congress.

We will also move forward
on Superfund reform so that
the money now going to lawyers
will go instead to speed the
cleanup of toxic waste in
neighborhoods across America.
Building on last year’s historic welfare reform, we
will continue to replace dependency with oppor-
tunity through enterprise zones, public housing
reforms, and opportunity scholarships. And now
that we’ve seen union officials openly trying to
buy Congress and foreign interests trying to buy
the White House, we must address the role of
money in politics before the next election.

The 105th Congress will also continue to
maintain and develop effective congressional
oversight and review of the executive branch.
One of Congress’s key constitutional responsi-
bilities is to assess whether government pro-
grams work and how they might be improved.

The move toward conservative government
has been a steady tide, and the 1996 elections
exposed the erosion of support for decades of
liberal policies. For the first time in many years,
we will see not a battle between liberal ideas and
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conservative principles, but rather a debate over
how to apply conservative principles to repair
the damage caused by decades of Big
Government liberalism.

Elected officials no longer argue over
whether to balance the budget, but how and
when; not over whether to shrink the size of the
government, but by how much and to what aim;
not over whether to eliminate harmful welfare
programs, but over how best to end the cycle of
dependency and reward work and personal
responsibility.

Conservatives should be pleased that com-
mon-sense conservatism has occupied the center
of political debate. There is no longer any argu-
ment over whether the American people want to
move our country in a more conservative direc-
tion; only a debate over how quickly we can get
there.

Dick Armey, a Republican from Texas, is the
Majority Leader of the House of Representatives.

— Lamar Alexander ——

he lesson of the election is this: there will

be no end to the era of Big Government

until there is a Republican president, and
there will be no Republican president until con-
servatives can say what America will look like in
the post-Big Government era. The voters knew
what they were doing. They elected a Demo-
cratic president who said the era of Big Govern-
ment is over and, for insurance, a Republican
Congress that actually believes it. They refused
to put conservatives completely in charge be-
cause President Clinton persuaded enough vot-
ers that a Republican government would make
tomorrow worse than today for everyone, except
perhaps for men making more than $75,000 a
year. So in the time of great change, the voters
made sure not much will change.

The worst mistake conservatives could make
would be to back away from a bold agenda. The
country is moving our way. If we want to be a gov-
erning party instead of a congressional party, we
must learn to paint a conservative picture of the
future in a more compelling way than liberals
paint theirs. All our recent presidential losses—
1976, 1992, and 1996—have come because of
our failure to do just that.

Our success has, in part, been our undoing.
In 1964, Ronald Reagan defined our twin ene-
mies: an evil empire abroad and an arrogant
empire at home. Now we have won. The Cold
War is over and the end of the era of Big Govern-
ment has been proclaimed. In defeating our
enemies, we have become good at saying what
we are against, but not at saying what we are for.



Our task is harder than that of liberals. Their
message of hope is a feint to the right plus a triv-
ial federal program. Our message of hope is a
real step to the right plus a dose of inconve-
nience: expect less from government and more
of ourselves. Our message is a lot of trouble. It
would be nice to be able to hire someone else—
say, the government—to save our children from
drugs, make our streets safer, strengthen our
families, and restore our values. But only we can.
Our advantage is that our message of hope actu-
ally works.

We conservatives have our work cut out for
us. We must learn to say what we are for in plain
words. We need choir practice. We sing the right
song, but we are embarrassingly out of tune
when we get to the part about the future. Some-
times the voters must listen to us and think we
don’t have a clue. We need to stop sounding like
a convention of Washington lawyers who have
not yet heard, for example, that family life is
harder because schools close at 3 p.M. and par-
ents work until 5:30.

Bob Dole was at his best when he explained
that his tax cut would pay for four months of day
care at Casey’s General Store Child Develop-
ment Center, in Ankeny, lowa. The working
mother at Casey’s didn’t need to believe in the
tax cut to vote for Senator Dole. She did need to
believe that he understood her struggles with
day care. Eliminating the U.S. Department of
Education and encouraging home schooling
alone do not answer the education question for
about 90 percent of American families. We must
paint a vivid picture of how we will help create
the best schools in the world.

In Congress, the greatest opportunities for
conservatives are: (1) Enact the Balanced Budget
Amendment; (2) make welfare reform work; (3)
cut the capital gains tax in half; (4) eliminate
chunks of overbearing laws and regulations and
start over; (b) create a citizens’ Congress with
term limits. With a Democratic president, 1 hold
no hope for two of the most important initiatives:
a new tax system (I favor two low rates and just a
few deductions) and a GI Bill for Kids that would
convert federal money now spent on programs
into scholarships that middle- and low-income
students could use at any school.

The most ominous liberal initiatives? (1) Su-
preme Court Justice appointments; (2) a tilt
toward labor; (8) more federal control of local
schools.

[ worry far less about what Bill Clinton will do
than about what we will fail to do. We could be-
come comfortable as a congressional party, a
perpetual Republican insurance policy against
the excesses of a moderate Democratic presi-
dent. Some conservatives are even suggesting

that the presidency has become miniaturized,
barely worth having. This is very dangerous
thinking.

The president’s job is to recognize our
urgent needs, develop strategies to deal with
them, and to persuade at least half of us that he
is right. The president should be the nation’s
agenda setter. Conservatives should see as indis-
pensable a strong Republican president who can
tell us where we are going and how we will get
there. Without such a president, this country will
never see a new tax system, parental choice
among the best schools, a strengthening of na-
tional defense and of families, a balanced bud-
get, or an end to the era of Big Government.

What I fear most about Bill Clinton’s second
term as president is that conservatives will fail to
do what is necessary to persuade at least half the
people that tomorrow will be better than today
only if we expect less of government and more of
ourselves.

Lamar Alexander is the codirector of Empower
America and the chairman of the National Commis-
sion on Philanthropy and Civic Renewal.

— Grover G. Norquist —

he election of 1996 confirmed that the
Reagan Republican coalition is the natur-
al governing majority in the United
States. In January, Republicans will hold a major-
ity in the House of Representatives, an increased
majority in the Senate, the governorships of 32
states that represent 75 percent of American vot-
ers, b1 percent of state legislative seats outside
the South, and unified control of the governor-
ship and state legislature in 12 states (compared
with complete Democratic control in six).
Bill Clinton’s re-election with a 49 percent
plurality does not mitigate the depth of conserv-
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ative strength any more than Eisenhower’s twin
victories or Nixon’s 1972 landslide hindered the
growth of government and the consolidation of
the welfare state.

If the AFL-CIO spent a mere 10 percent of its
members’ dues on political activities this year,
then it spent $600 million in “soft money,” “vol-
unteer” staff time, and phone and photocopy
costs to supplement the well-publicized commit
ment of $35 million in television, radio, and mail
attacks upon Republican representatives. Yet
even this tsunami of money from unions, en-
vironmental groups, and even foreign interests
could not erode the firmly entrenched gains of
the Republican Party at all levels of government.

The failure of the Dole candidacy does not
indicate that the tax issue has lost its potency.
The 105th Congress will have 200 House mem-
bers and 44 Senators who have signed and cam-
paigned on the Taxpayer Protection Pledge
against raising income taxes. And more than 700
state legislators have signed the state Taxpayer
Protection Pledge forswearing any tax hike. Ini-
tiatives placed before voters on November 5 also
spoke loudly to the tax issue: Florida voted to
require a two-thirds supermajority of the people
to enact any new constitutionally imposed tax—
in effect, any state income tax. Nevada voted to
require a two-thirds vote of the state legislature
to enact any tax increase. South Dakota voted to
require either a majority vote of the people or a
two-thirds vote of the legislature for any tax
increase. California voted to require a vote of the
people for any local tax increase. Florida voters
rejected a penny a pound tax on sugar to “save”
the Everglades. Nebraska voters defeated an ini-
tiative sponsored by the teachers union to make
“quality education” a “fundamental constitution-
al right.” Oregon voted down an effort to
expand a light-rail system.

Conservatives have several opportunities in
the 105th Congress. First, corporate welfare
spending should be eliminated. The abolition of
corporate welfare spending saves taxpayers
money, eliminates a source of corruption, and
reduces the role of government in the economy.

The labor unions’ misuse of compulsory un-
ion dues to play politics gives Republicans an op-
portunity to recreate the Kefauver Commission
that examined corruption in labor unions in the
1950s. The Beck decision by the Supreme Court
in 1988 specifically forbids the use of compulsory
union dues for purposes beyond the negotiation
and maintenance of a member’s contract. Yet the
Clinton administration refuses to enforce this
right of workers and the labor union bosses have
unconstitutionally spent money that does not
belong to them. Congress must shine some sun-
light on the inner workings of this corruption.
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And Congress should continue three cru-
sades. First, school choice: Clinton will veto a
plan to give America’s poorest families control
over their education. But let’s make this father of
a child in private school publicly and repeatedly
expose his own hypocrisy. Second, tort reform:
Clinton’s party is owned by the trial lawyers.
Make him sing for his supper and publicly admit
that he is bought and paid for by vetoing reform
measure after reform measure. And third, the
Republican leadership in
the House has promised a
vote every April 15 on a con-
stitutional amendment to
require a supermajority of
two-thirds to raise any tax.
Congress should continue
this anniversary tradition.

The experience of the
104th Congress teaches us to
continue to push for a bal-
anced budget by 2002 with
tax cuts. Placed in this box, Clinton cannot
expand government and must reduce both dis-
cretionary spending and entitlement costs. In
just two years, with this strategy, Republicans
ended two seemingly immortal programs: the
welfare entitlement and farm subsidies. And
Republicans should continue to be both persis-
tent and patient. The welfare state was not built
in two years. It will not fall to the forces of free-
dom in two, four, or even six years.

The greatest dangers of a Clinton second
term are his judicial appointments, his vacilla-
tion in world affairs, and his willingness to abuse
and corrupt the FBI and the IRS to attack and
harass his political enemies. Republicans will
have to work hard and learn fast to ensure that
our foreign policy does not implode and to keep
Clinton’s bureaucracy from continuing to mis-
use its power.

Grover G. Norquist is the president of Americans
Jor Tax Reform, in Washington, D.C.

——Jack Faris —

or the first time in 60 years, a majority
Ffriendly to small business has taken root in
Congress. As measured by National
Federation of Independent Businesses (NFIB),
the 103rd Congress voted with small business
about 55 percent of the time. That number shot
up to 70 percent in the 104th Congress. We
expect it to be even higher in the 105th
Congress.
The 104th Congress was gratifying for those
of us who spent the last 40 years fighting the leg-
islation of anti-business majorities. At the end of

he welfare state
was not huilt
in 2 years. It will not fall
in 2, 4, or 6 years.
—Grover Norquist



the 104th Congress, NFIB recognized a record
number of “Guardians of Smali Business”: mem-
bers of Congress who voted with small business
at least 70 percent of the time. But the 104th
Congress was by no means perfect. It was neces-
sarily partisan, and its reform-byleaps agenda
provoked opposition from the press and the
White House. We at NFIB hope to see a more
incremental approach to reform in the 105th
Congress and a bipartisan approach to passing
conservative legislation.

The new Congress will have the opportunity
to address fundamental issues such as tax
reform, increased affordability and availability of
health care, reform of the civiljustice system,
elimination of the death (estate) tax for the
family farm, ranch, and business, relief of crush-
ing and unnecessary business regulations, and
balancing the federal budget. The incremental
steps on tax reform and health-care reform
made at the end of the 104th Congress laid the
groundwork for more changes in the 105th.

[ am optimistic about this second term, based
on President Clinton’s statements during the
campaign, in which he often mentioned small
business, and his appointment of Erskine
Bowles, former head of the Small Business
Administration, as White House chief of staft.

However, we are urging small-business own-
ers to be alert to small steps by the administra-
tion that, taken together, could result in health-
care “reforms” that kill businesses by a thousand

cuts. We hope President Clin-
ton will not seek to enhance his
legacy by increasing mandated

not pay for government solutions with payroll
taxes. Conservatives need to build a bipartisan
coalition that will turn back every attempt to
expand the role of government and prevent the
cumulative effect of a thousand deadly cuts.
Jack Faris is the president of the National Feder-
ation of Independent Business, in Washington, D.C.

——Jeb Bush ——

n 1994, the American electorate put liberal-

ism to the sword and severely wounded the

Democratic Party. The results were a clear
mandate for change, but euphoric Republicans
mistook it as a mandate for revolution. Now the
1996 election results are in, President Clinton
has been re-elected, and the opportunity for
swift and total change is over.

This is not to say that the country is any less
conservative in 1996 than in 1994 or that the
Republican Party is no longer in ascendance. In
fact, the policies that President Clinton ostensi-
bly embraced during his re-election campaign
are clear evidence that conservatism is still set-
ting the political and economic agenda in A-
merica and will do so for the foreseeable future.

The electorate’s conservatism, however, is in-
stinctive, not logically consistent or intellectually
rigorous. The election of 1996 should remind
conservatives that Amerjcan voters generally
care less about ideological labels and the impas-
sioned pursuit of principle than about “getting
the job done.” The American people want their
children to learn in school, they want to feel

he American people
want a culture

and an economy that
is family-friendly.

—Jeb Bush

health benefits, loading the
costs of those mandates on the
backs of hardworking small-
business owners and their fam-
ilies. This is not the way to
make health care more avail-
able or affordable, and it would

secure in their homes, they want to know they
will be cared for in their old age, and they want
a culture and economy that is family-friendly.
Policy people and politicians covered in the dust
and sweat of the arena may rejoice at calling this
“conservatism.” Average Americans call it look-
ing out for their loved ones and their pocket-

destroy jobs and endanger the
health of our economy.

The president has indicated he wants to
expand the Family and Medical Leave Act. This,
too, would be an unnecessary mandate on small
business. It will be a sad day in America when we
need the government to facilitate parent-teacher
meetings or doctors’ visits. In small business,
employees are often the family members of the
owner, and those who are not family members
are nevertheless treated as such. Small-business
owners and their employees get along very nice-
ly without help from Washington.

Congress should fight such mandates by sim-
ply drawing a line in the sand. Tell the president,
with all due respect, that he cannot dictate the
way Americans run their lives, and that he can-

books.

On Election Day, the American people chose
a president who worked hard to show he was
looking out for their loved ones and their pock-
etbooks, too. Although conservatives may have
had better ideas, Bill Clinton had compassion.
He came across as the family physician, while
conservatives were portrayed as eager surgeons.

In the end, we failed to explain why our poli-
cies for devolution and privatization and less gov-
ernment were more compassionate. Ultimately,
that is the reason why the electorate settled for
the therapeutic model of Clinton’s “Little Things
Presidency,” based on concerns like school uni-
forms, teenage smoking, illiteracy, and church
burnings.

Voters may have reined in the Republican
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the GOP
can’t speak to
matters of the heart,
it will never be
a majority party. al
—~Gary Bauer

Party in 1996, but they objected less to the sub-
stance than to presentation and pace. The mes-
sage from the American people is this: “Go
ahead, but go slow. Offer us a competing vision
that is convincingly compassionate, not cavalier.
If you are saying less government is compassion-
ate, tell us why. And, be careful on Medicare, on
devolution of power to the states, on deregula-
tion of the American economy, and a host of
other issues. We only put Bill Clinton there to act
as an emergency brake on any rash moves by a
Republican Congress.”

Humility, rhetorical moderation, and pa-
tience are the principal lessons that conservatives
in the 105th Congress should learn from the fail-
ures and successes of the 104th. There is no pres-
idential campaign on the horizon, so the 105th
Congress should focus on policy, not personali-
ties. It should aim to improve the lives of the aver-
age American by applying con-
servative principles to govern-
ment policy, not by pillorying
Bill Clinton. If the president
wants to join in—or even
lead—a conservative initiative,
then conservatives should wel-
come him to the team. And
whenever he reverts to his liber-
instincts,  conservatives
should oppose him fiercely but
without the bombast, arro-
gance, and hard-edged ideolog-
ical rhetoric that so colored
public perceptions of GOP legislative contro-
versies during the first Clinton administration.

In terms of legislative opportunities, consery-
atives must defend welfare reform from the
attacks that will inevitably follow Bill Clinton’s
reclection. Tax cuts and continued deregulation
of the economy must remain priorities. The
devolution of power to the states on everything
from education to Medicaid must go forward.
Term limits and a Balanced Budget Amendment
are certain winners with the public and good
policy to boot. And ensuring the financial stabil-
ity of Medicare without alienating older voters or
increasing taxes remains the Gordian knot of
national politics.

With or without a Republican Congress, the
presidency is still the most powerful office in the
world. There are other, more discreet ways for
the president to advance a liberal agenda. The
“gays in the military” policy was decreed by exec-
utive order, as were most of his foreign policy
and national security initiatives. And, the presi-
dent still retains the awesome power of appoint-
ing judges to the Supreme Court and the lower
federal courts. A Clintonesque judiciary could
undo conservative accomplishments in the
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Congress, in state legislatures, and through bal-
lot initiatives.

The 1996 elections were a lesson in compas-
sion, not a repudiation of conservatism. We will
achieve the dream of a generation of conserva-
tive governance once we offer our vision of effec-
tive compassion.

Jeb Bush is the president of The Foundation for
Florida’s Future.

—— Gary Bauer —

ow, the people who brought us the Bush

| \ l campaign of 1992 and the Dole cam-

paign of 1996 are receding, temporarily,

into the shadows. They have escaped, as

Churchill would have said, “unsung and un-

hung.” It is critically important that we conserva-

tives understand why the Republicans lost in

1992 and 1996. If we listen to the liberal media,

we will continue to make the disastrous mistakes
that were made in these two dismal campaigns.

The morning after the election, a friend of
mine told the Wall Street Journal: “The evolution
of the Republican Party into a confident, con-
servative, aggressive, pro-family Southern and
Western party is complete.” I respect my friend’s
superb political skills, but this way of looking at
the Republican future will only bring the party
permanent minority status. Looking at the elec-
toral maps of 1992 and 1996, we see that a party
limited to the South and West will never regain
the White House. Barry Goldwater joked about
sawing off the Northeast, but Ronald Reagan car-
ried New York and Massachusetts twice. I'll go
with Reagan.

Our analysis of the 1996 results brings forth
this startling conclusion: The GOP was defeated
in the past two presidential elections because the
Catholic vote collapsed. Exit polls will not tell us
this. What we learn from them—and it is impor-
tant—is who came to the polls and what they did.
But the Family Research Council’s examination
of selected counties with high Catholic popula-
tions show that the GOP turned off huge num-
bers of Catholic voters who had been powerfully
trending toward the conservative social positions
of Ronald Reagan and George Bush in the
1980s. These counties may be the keys to the
electoral lock.

It is not that Bill Clinton was so popular in
these counties. (In many of them, Clinton’s 1996
vote tally is little better than that of Michael
Dukakis in 1988.) It is that the “bread alone”
Republican campaigns of 1992 and 1996 were so
unpopular. The GOP turned off voters by talk-
ing about money, only money, and avoiding fam-
ily and social issues. The party must find a way to



regain the support of “soccer moms,” to be sure.
But it can’t afford to alienate the “bocce uncles”
in ethnic Catholic communities either.

Partial-birth abortion is a horrific procedure.
It shocks the conscience just to think of it. Even
such liberals as Mary McGrory, Pat Moynihan,
and Richard Cohen recoil from it. But Bill
Clinton approves of it. His veto of the ban on
partial-birth abortions was the cruelest act of any
American president. Yet he paid no political
price because the Dole-Kemp campaign refused
to confront him about it. Joe Barrett, a percep-
tive analyst of the Catholic vote, says: “Bill
Clinton knew the Republicans were afraid to
confront him on partial-birth abortion. He knew
he could get away with it.” And he did. Dole
might have turned to Clinton in the first debate
and said: “You vetoed a bill to save unborn chil-
dren at the very threshold of life. You approve of
a procedure where the abortionist forces sharp
scissors into the back of the child’s skull and
then inserts a catheter to suck out her brains.
You say this is necessary because the child might
have a handicap. Well, Mr. President, I know
more about handicaps than you do. If I'm elect-
ed president, I'll sign that bill with my left hand.”

On quotas and set-asides, Dole was not silent,
only late and woefully incoherent. This is a pow-
erful issue of justice. He could have made it a
centerpiece of his national campaign. Instead,
his message was garbled, confused, muted. Thus,
while Dole got trounced in the Golden State, the
California Civil Rights Initiative (CCRI) carried
the state handily. Clinton was allowed to say he
opposed quotas. When? The party that nominat-
ed him has imposed rigid quotas on its
own delegations since 1972. His own
Cabinet was an exercise in quota-monger-
ing, employing the now famous formula:
EGG—ethnicity, gender, geography.

The impact of these two vital issues
on voters in crucial counties with large
Catholic populations can only be imag-
ined. Any inclination to write off the
Northeast and Midwest, therefore, in the
vain pursuit of a Southern and Western
strategy must be resisted.

Of course the Republican party must
continue to be the party that Reagan
built. Of course it must continue to
strengthen its growing dominance in the
South and West. It must stand for a
strong defense, smaller government, and
lower taxes. But it must stand for more than that.
The sanctity of human life, the defense of mar-
riage, the rebuilding of a vibrant and decent cul-
ture, these things matter most. If the
Republicans cannot speak to these matters of the
heart, they will never become the majority party.

Indeed, the party may not survive at all.
Gary Bauer is the president of the Family
Research Council, in Washington, D.C.

—— Steve Forbes —

r I Yhe 1996 elections were a huge success for
conservatives. The American electorate is
still clearly trending to the right of center,

and the 105th Congress will be the most conser-

vative legislative body in the modern American
political era. The newly elected Republican sen-
ators are decidedly more conservative than the

Democrats (and Republicans) they replaced.

The ideological makeup of the next Con-
gress is no accident. The American people are
telling Washington they still want a social safety
net, but with greater emphasis on personal re-
sponsibility. They want a government that is
smaller and more efficient. They are not com-
fortable with one-party control of the White

House, Senate, and House because the GOP of-

fered no vision and optimism in this election.

But they overwhelmingly prefer a conservative

direction to a liberal one. Just look at President

Clinton’s tack to the right in favor of a balanced

budget, welfare reform that ends the federal en-

titlement to government assistance and shifts
money and power back to the states, a tougher
approach to crime, and even limited tax cuts.

Conservatives face a great opportunity now
that Bill Clinton is worried about establishing his
place in history and is willing to distance himself
from congressional Democrats. We should,

DEMS DEMAGOGUE MEDICARE

therefore, press for passage of a Balanced
Budget Amendment (with a supermajority pro-
vision for boosting taxes), tax cuts, and entitle-
ment reforms.

True tax reform isn’t likely with Bill Clinton
in the White House. But the GOP must keep
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y greatest fear
is that the people
elected will lose
confidence in our
own ideas.
—Sam Brownback

articulating a pro-growth vision for the future
whose centerpiece is turning the initials “IRS”
into “RIP”"—Rest in Peace. In the interim, while
we press for a capital-gains tax cut and a major
increase in exemptions for children, we must
keep our eye on the real goal: fundamentally
overhauling the federal tax code and replacing it
with a simple, fair, low flat tax.

On Medicare, the GOP made an enormous
mistake in the 104th Congress by constantly talk-
ing about increased deductibles, higher copay-
ments, managed care, and “slowing the rate of
growth.” The key to communicating a positive
message on Medicare reform is medical savings
accounts. MSAs can give seniors more choices,
more control, and more money in their pockets,
without having to enter a dreaded HMO. We use
a variation of MSAs at Forbes magazine. Even the
United Mine Workers use MSAs. They work. It's
time to make the case for MSAs before the
American people.

It is also time to find our voice on Social
Security reform. We must preserve the current
system for those entering the system in the next
12 to 15 years. But we should start a new Social
Security system for younger people, in which
part of their payroll taxes would flow to their
own Individual Retirement Account. Under this
plan, they, not Washington
politicians, would own the as-
sets and invest them in the real
American economy.

Perhaps the most important
lesson from the last Congress is
that we must first explain to the
American people the magni-
tude of the problems we want
to solve before we try to legis-
late solutions. Next we must
build support for our solutions
by creating grassroots coali-
. tions and getting our message
directly to the public through paid advertising.

My biggest concern about the 105th Congress
is that conservatives may lose their nerve. The sta-
tus quo is our enemy. We should strive for steady
progress over the next two years while we prepare
public opinion for substantial reform of taxes and
entitlements. We need to get back on offense, set
the national agenda, and avoid getting side-
tracked by liberals. For example, we shouldn’t
balk at trying to ban partial birth abortions.

Congress will be tempted to place more lim-
its on campaign giving. We tried that approach
after Watergate and got the mess we have today.
Instead, Congress should remove or substantial-
ly raise limits on individual giving as long as
there is full and prompt disclosure. We should
require independent campaign committees to
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make weekly disclosures of their spending and
the sources of their money. Trust the voters to
decide whether the candidate is selling his soul
to some special interest. Do the same thing on
campaign spending caps, which independent
groups have already blown to smithereens. Stop
the hypocrisy.

The bottom line: Conservatives have a gold-
en opportunity to force President Clinton to
deliver on his conservative-sounding rhetoric,
Carpe Diem.

Steve Forbes is the editor-in-chief and CEO of
Forbes magazine.

—— Sam Brownback ——

he conservative agenda of the 104th

Congress was validated not only by the

results of the 1996 election, but by the fact
that President Clinton ran on much of the same
platform. President Clinton knows a winning
agenda when he sees it. What happens now? We
carry it out. But this time, we must act as a long-
term majority party. We must not act as though
we have two years to win or lose. We will have to
march to a more methodical pace.

As members of the first Republican Congress
in 40 years, we changed the way Washington did
business. Now both political parties agree that
we must balance the budget by cutting spending,
not by raising taxes. We all agree that the best
decisions are made closest to the people, not by
a remote government. We have all learned that
the people want the government to perform its
core functions better, and to stop wasting their
money on programs that are no longer effective
or necessary. Now most parts of the political
spectrum supports a national effort to achieve
strong families and revive “civil society” through
personal responsibility and freedom.

This war of ideas is over. The people have
chosen these ideas over bigger government. Now
we must move patiently forward in implement-
ing them.

I'see a number of opportunities for the 105th
Congress. We must continue our push for a
smaller, more focused, more efficient federal
government concerned with core principles and
functions. We should pass the Balanced Budget
Amendment. We must also eliminate corporate
welfare—those direct spending subsidies that
only benefit very narrow groups. We should start
by eliminating the two cabinetlevel agencies
that contain the most corporate welfare of all:
the departments of Energy and Commerce. Ob-
viously we must maintain the vital core programs
of those agencies, including Nuclear Weapons
Development, the National Weather Service, the



he GOP must fend off
Clinton’s endless string
of political promises
which, if enacted, will
expand the government.
—Sally C. Pipes

Patent and Trademark Office, and the Census
Bureau. But many others can be eliminated, pri-
vatized, or devolved to state and local levels of
government. I support a proposal that would
save $23 billion over five years by eliminating the
Department of Energy and $6 billion for elimi-
nating the Department of Commerce. These sav-
ings should be used to reduce the deficitand cut
taxes.

Fundamental reform of the tax code and the
IRS is also long overdue. Our tax code of 500
million words doesn’t make
sense to even the sharpest tax
attorney. The code punishes
families, entreprencurs, and
growth. There is also growing
support in Congress to require
every bill to cite precisely the
constitutional authority for the
statutory changes it proposes.

My greatest fear for the
105th Congress is that the peo-
ple elected on the conservative
agenda will lose confidence in
our own ideas even though
they clearly reflect the direction the American
people want to go. We should not retreat in the
face of victory. We cannot afford, for the sake of
our children, to continue spending as we have.
We can preserve such programs as Medicare and
student loans while still reducing government
and adhering to core governing principles.

I could not be more optimistic about the
future of this nation. We are on the right track.
We must press forward with confidence, compas-
sion, wisdom, inclusiveness, and a smile. We
must each look within ourselves for solutions to
our terrible social problems of crime, loss of
family, drugs, and welfare dependency. When we
change individually, we will change the nation. I
think people are beginning to realize that this,
not more government, is the answer. This, above
all else, is why the conservative movement is alive
and well.

Sam Brownback, a Kansas Republican, was elect-
ed to the U.S. Senate in November.

—— Sally C. Pipes —

e are in a dealignment, not a realign-
ment. Old parties are weakening,
many voters split tickets in pursuit of

divided government, and new party loyalties are
slow to form. The challenge for conservatives,
then, is to articulate a simple, cogent message
based on first principles and their applications
to specific policies.

Please indulge a California example. The

elections in our state were, in many instances,
disappointing, with the Republicans losing their
majority in the state assembly. But the silver lin-
ing was the passage of the California Civil Rights
Initiative. CCRI will abolish race and gender
preference programs sponsored by the state and
local governments. The proponents’ campaign
was largely based on a single principle: It is
wrong for a government to discriminate based
on race. The underfunded campaign was led by
a man of unwavering principle and an ability to
articulate his principles in both speeches and
soundbites. CCRI prevailed even in the face of a
well-organized campaign of distortion abetted by
the free media.

CCRI wasn’t enough to deliver California to
Dole. In fact, Dole’s last-minute embrace of the
bipartisan initiative probably drove away poten-
tial supporters, because his campaign egregious-
ly mishandled the issue. If Dole had sparked a
national conversation on the meaning of rights
and citizenship in a free society, beginning at the
Republican convention and continuing through
the election, he would have done a great service
to his party and his country.

If conservatives are going to relimit govern-
ment, or even halt the progress of Clinton’s myr-
iad of small welfarestate initiatives, they must
convince the public that a government in a free
society simply may not do certain things, even
though some people would benefit from them.
Affirmative action has benefited many people,
proponents of racial preferences contend. The
best response to this claim is not to deny it, but to
ask, “So what?” It is wrong for the government to
discriminate, therefore it should be proscribed
from doing so.

This critique applies to many popular wel-
farestate initiatives, such as the recent debacle
over raising the minimum wage, the violation by
government of private-property rights, and intru-
sive education policies; conservatives must use it.
Without a principled position, opponents of wel-
fare-state programs easily yield to “yes, but”™: “Yes,
I realize that all 212 federal job-training pro-
grams have been complete failures up to this
point, but through careful study and the applica-
tion of the latest social-science techniques, this
latest one will succeed. Surely you don’t deny
there’s a problem?”

The biggest danger facing Republicans in the
105th Congress is that they will be unable to fend
off Clinton’s endless string of targeted welfare-
state programs, from expanded family leave,
scholarships for community college students,
mandates on health-care companies, health care
for children, and so on. Aiding Clinton’s cause is
a sympathetic media establishment and a citizen-
ry eager to receive its slice of the government pie.
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Our best hope of relimiting government is, as
Ambherst College professor Hadley Arkes is fond
of saying, to start using principles we didn’t even
know we had.

Sally C. Pipes is the president of the Pacific
Research Institute, in San Francisco.

——John H. Fund —

t the presidential level, Republicans
A-‘F\);oved in 1996 that you can’t beat the
ichael Jordan of political candidates
with a tired Washington insider whose commu-
nication skills predated television, or even radio.
At the congressional level, Republicans demon-
strated they still have a chance to become a true
majority party if they can convince Americans
they are problem solvers and not merely stingy
accountants obsessed with shrinking the federal
fisc. We live in a post-partisan environment
where it is difficult for a party to retain brand-
name loyalty. Exit polls and the outcomes of var-
ious popular initiatives show the electorate often
supports Republican solutions so long as they
aren’t identified with the GOP (as when Cali-
fornians rejected higher tax rates on the rich
while backing color-blind government).

Republicans need to show they really are for
smaller government by abolishing the scandal-
ridden Department of Commerce. Not only is
the agency a slush fund for corporate welfare,
but it also exemplifies the heart of campaign-
finance scandals, which is the power of Washing-
ton to direct economic outcomes. Conservatives
must also push to expand the concept of medical
savings accounts that got a foot in the health-
care door last year. The failures of the 104th
Congress were writ in stone the day the Republi-
cans decided not to take control of the Congres-
sional Budget Office and Joint Tax Committee
and adjust the ways they calculate budgetary and
tax issues. They will continue to limit their liabil-
ity to govern to the extent they leave the Con-
gressional number-crunchers alone.

I'worry that Republicans will try to bridge the
gender gap by throwing many of their long-held
principles into it. It’s one thing to rethink how
best to communicate why a smarter, smaller gov-
ernment can improve women’s lives. It’s quite
another to buy Bill Clinton’s salami-slice increas-
es in state power because they fear the wrath of
soccer moms and waitress moms. A majority of
white women and married women voted Repub-
lican for Congress. There is no reason for panic
on gender.

Unions—especially the teacher-monopolies
that control public education—must be con-
fronted. The last election proved they can’t be
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placated. Congressional hearings and commis-
sions must subpoena their records and expose
how they spend their money. If just some of their
members begin to publicly question where their
dues are going, the unions’ effectiveness in the
1998 elections and beyond can be curbed.

Finally, the GOP Congress must work even
more closely with the 32 Republican governors
to fashion legislation. Whether they cooperate
and present a unified message to voters in the
1998 elections will dictate in large part if Re-
publicans can cement and extend their grass-
roots gains.

John H. Fund is a member of the editorial board
of the Wall Street Journal and a contributor to
MSNBC.

——John C. Goodman ——

wo years ago, the Democratic Party was
I imploding. Democrats were losing elec-
tions almost everywhere. They even lost
mayoral elections in Los Angeles, New York City,
and Jersey City—places where there virtually are
no Republicans. They had no platform and no
agenda. They still have no platform and no agen-
da. Yet in 1996 they retained the White House,
ran credible races for the U.S. House and Senate
and gained 96 seats in state legislatures. How did
this happen?

There are three lessons for the GOP: (1)
Message trumps no message; (2) at the margin,
the female vote can be won with rhetoric and
small policy changes; and (3) a new kind of
strategic liberalism has emerged from the
Democrats’ desperate at-
tempt to regain power.

Message. When Ameri-
cans entered the voting
booths last November 5,
everyone remembered the
Democratic message: Re-
publicans want to cut
spending for Medicare,
Medicaid, and education
in order to lower taxes on
the rich. Very few people
could remember Bob
Dole’s message. Why? A
simple idea repeated over
and over again is easily remembered, whereas
complex ideas, each explained in many different
ways, are not.

Gender Gap. In the congressional elections,
men favored Republicans by 9 percentage
points; women favored Democrats by 10 points.
Among suburbanites, men favored Republicans
by 12 points; women favored Democrats by 6.

ngress should
hold hearings and
issue subpoenas
to expose how
lahor unions spend
their members’ dues.
—John H. Fund



Thus the gender gap can hurt either party. But
Republicans must nevertheless be concerned. In
1996, many women who ordinarily might be
expected to vote Republican (and whose hus-
bands vote Republican) voted for a Democrat
instead—perhaps supplying the margin of victo-
ry in many races. This tendency has deepened
over time. Between 1992 and 1994, the prefer-
ence for congressional Democrats grew from 6
to 10 percentage points among all women and
switched from 6 points for Republicans to 6
points for Democrats among suburban women.

What explains the gender gap? Apart from
differences between the two parties over abor-
tion, Democratic candidates repeatedly used the
words “children” and “education” at their con-
vention and in their campaigns, and addressed
other issues of special concern to women. By all
rights, candidates who are beholden to teachers
unions should not be viewed as friends of chil-
dren. Yet Bill Clinton successfully campaigned as
the pro-education candidate. By contrast, Bob

PASS FAMILY TAX RELIEF

Dole’s plan to abolish the U.S. Department of
Education made him seem hostile to education.

Clinton promised more money for breast can-
cer research and Internet access in all schools.
He signed legislation to allow women to stay in
the hospital for two days after childbirth. (In
focus groups, women indicated that the two-day
mandate was one of the most important reasons
why they preferred Clinton.) President Clinton
and Democratic congressional candidates also
highlighted issues over which the federal govern-
ment has virtually no control, such as school uni-
forms and report cards for schools.

Strategic Liberalism. President Clinton may
have declared that “the era of Big Government is
over,” but focus groups reveal that people do not
equate health-insurance mandates with “Big

Government.” In this and in other areas, liberals
have discovered that they can expand the power
of government incrementally without appearing
to be liberal, and can often woo women voters at
the same time.

During the campaign, the president demon-
strated his capacity to advance ideas inconsistent
with his own past positions and inimical to key
constituencies in order to gain electoral advan-
tage. The mandate for two-day hospital stays is a
perfect example. It is completely inconsistent
with the HillaryCare plan of 1993, which sought
to encourage everyone to join health mainte-
nance organizations (HMOs) and to allow
health-care specialists to make such decisions
based on medical needs and cost effectiveness.
The mandate also goes against the president’s
managed competition constituency.

This is a new kind of liberalism. The old lib-
eralism was special-interest liberalism. One could
predict the agenda of old liberalism based on the
demands of its specialdnterest constituents. Stra-
tegic liberalism is much harder to predict. Coun-
terstrategies are much harder to devise. More-
over, since strategic liberalism involves a new way
of thinking, initiatives could come from younger
members of Congress rather than the leadership.
Expect strategic liberals to begin the 105th
Congress with mandates of special interest to
women: annual mammograms with no de-
ductible; no deductible for mastectomies; annual
pap smears with no deductible; checkups for chil-
dren with no deductible.

The onslaught will continue, as special inter-
ests descend on the Capitol: chiropractors,
naturopaths, acupuncturists, in vitro fertilization
centers, et cetera. At the same time, the admin-
istration will push for KidCare—Hillary Clin-
ton’s health-care plan adapted for children.

Conservative Response. The conservative
response to traditional liberalism has been a
completely defensive strategy: resist and retreat,
resist and retreat. This would be a disastrous
response to strategic liberalism. Conservatives
would die a death of a thousand cuts. After two
years, marginal voters would come to believe
that only liberal Democrats care about health
care for women and children.

The conservative counterstrategy must cou-
ple the traditional commitment to such “conser-
vative” issues as lower taxes, deregulation, and
privatization with a focus on such “liberal” con-
cerns as health, education, environment, pen-
sions, and other issues of interest to women. In
each area, conservatives must offer an aggressive,
free-enterprise agenda for solving problems.

John C. Goodman is the president of the National
Center for Policy Analysis, based in Dallas and
Washington, D.C.
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———John J. Pitney Jr. ——

of mind. After 40 years in the wilderness,

House Republicans were finally crossing into
the promised land of majority status. The 1996
election should prompt another look at the
Bible, particularly the 41st chapter of Genesis.
After Pharaoh discloses his dream about healthy
cows and ears of grain consuming sickly ones,
Joseph interprets its meaning: Egypt will enjoy
abundance, but a famine will follow. During the
fat years, Joseph tells him, make preparations to
survive the lean years.

For conservatives, a period of plenty probably
lies in the near future. They should not assume
that the abundance will last forever; instead they
should prepare for serious challenges a few years
beyond.

Things look fine right now. Perhaps even
more significant than the GOP retention of
Congress is the party’s strength in statehouses.
Republicans continue to hold 32 governorships,
their highest level in a quarter century. Despite
some recent losses in state legislatures, the GOP
has held most of its 1994 gains. In Florida,
Republicans now control both chambers in a
Southern state for the first time since Re-
construction.

So just when power is starting to flow from
Washington to the states, Republicans are wait-
ing at the receiving end. Furthermore, GOP
strength at the state level translates into a much
deeper reserve of congressional candidates.

The GOP will probably do even better in
1998. In 33 of the past 34 midterm elections, the
party holding the presidency has lost ground in
the House. The historical pattern has been less
consistent in the Senate, but Republican pro-
spects look especially bright this time. They hold
half of the 34 seats up in 1998, and only a couple
of GOP incumbents face trouble. Meanwhile,
Republicans could even beat several Democrats,
especially extreme liberals such as Barbara
Boxer of California. Early signs favor Repub-
licans in state races as well.

The political community knows all about
these trends, which makes the GOP’s situation
even cheerier. Access-hungry PACs will give heayv-
ily to Republicans. Many frustrated Democrats
will retire, thereby opening a number of seats to
strong Republican challenges.

Some optimistic conservatives have thus con-
cluded that the GOP can expect a generation of
political dominance. They should take another
look at the 1996 returns, which offer clear signs
of future trouble. In 1996, Republican House
candidates got only 27 percent of the Latino vote
nationwide. Previous elections yielded similar re-

In 1994, conservatives were in a biblical frame
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sults, but the Latino electorate is growing in size
and importance. Preliminary results suggest an
increase in Latino turnout in 1996, at least in
certain districts. The Clinton administration
speeded up the naturalization of Latino resident
aliens, and Democrats mounted a drive to get
the new citizens to register and vote.

By 2025, says the Census Bureau, the number
of Latinos will double from the current 27 mil-
lion, accounting for 44 percent of the country’s
population growth. Not all will vote, but this dra-
matic demographic change will inevitably leave
its mark at the polling booth. And if Democrats
hold on to three-quarters of the Latino elec-
torate, Republicans will have a growing problem.

Another trouble sign is regional. In the 1996
elections, the Northeast gave all of its elecioral
votes to Bill Clinton and accounted for two-
thirds of the Democratic gains in the House.
Among New England legislatures, Republicans
control only New Hampshire, and they cling to
the New York Senate only through gerrymander-
ing. If Republicans begin to
falter elsewhere, the North-
east will supply the Demo-
crats with a firm base for
revival.

In the 105th Congress,
conservatives must begin a
serious, long-term effort to
counter such trends. They
should take great care with
their rhetoric: While adher-
ing to a principled stand
against illegal immigration,
they must emphasize repeat-
edly that they are not criticizing Latinos who
have arrived by lawful means. Through both leg-
islative proposals and partisan communications,
they must explain to Latinos how free-market
policies benefit people who, like them, are
climbing the economic ladder.

For the ecologically sensitive Northeast, con-
servatives need to develop the doctrine of free-
market environmentalism. During the 104th
Congress, Republicans stumbled when they
attacked the EPA bureaucracy without explain-
ing how they would replace command-and-con-
trol regulation with market incentives. Many vot-
ers concluded that Republicans were pro-pollu-
tion, not pro-reform. Now Republicans must
show that cutting red tape does not mean befoul-
ing blue skies.

These efforts will require patience. For-
tunately, conservatives have enough time, provid-
ed they remember what Joseph told Pharaoh.

John J. Pitney Jr. is an associate professor of gov-
ernment at Claremont McKenna College, in Clare-
mont, California.

ust when power is
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D.C. to the states,
Republicans are waiting
on the receiving end.
—John J. Pitney Jr.



— Robert L. Woodson ——

epublican victories in the House and

Senate would seem to indicate that the

American people are moving in a con-
servative direction. Conservatives cannot
assume, however, that a vote for Republicans is a
mandate for their ideological agenda. They
should remember that in exit polls during the
1994 elections, only 13 percent of voters sur-
veyed said they had voted for Republicans. More
than half had simply voted against Democrats. In
truth, the election of 1994 was not a mandate for
a Republican or conservative agenda, but an

breast might be cancerous was told that she
would have to wait months to see a doctor. The
clinic sometimes runs out of the insulin and
syringes needed to treat diabetics and, at times,
has been unable to deliver blood and urine sam-
ples to the city’s medical lab because no drivers
were available. The infant mortality rate, often
considered a barometer of the health of a com-
munity, is four times the national average.
Alverta could not sit by as her neighborhood
suffered. She developed a plan for alternative
health care—a community-
owned and operated clinic—
and took steps to enact it.

iberals defend
their policies as
“saving the children.”
This is the political
equivalent of
child abuse.
—Robert L. Woodson

opportunity to develop a mandate. After that elec-
tion, conservatives should have listened to the
concerns of the American people. Instead, they
became as insensitive to their constituents as the
liberals they had replaced. It is clear, for
instance, that the American people want smaller,
more cost-effective government, but they didn’t
elect Congress to shut the government down.
Though conservatives are right in critiquing
liberal policies, they must go beyond the role of

Networking with two private
hospitals, Alverta secured the
services of doctors as well as
the use of their medical labs,
X-ray facilities, and phar-
macies. A site for a new clinic
was chosen in an abandoned
school building in the center
of the neighborhood. Mun-
lyn organized her neighbors,

opposition to offer a competing vision, commu-
nicated through powerful symbols. Time and
again, liberals have defended a government-dom-
inated agenda in the name of “saving the chil-
dren.” This is the political equivalent of child
abuse. In fact, liberal policies have always focused
on custodianship, usurping the roles of the fami-
Iy and community that provide a natural and sus-
tainable system of support. They have, in effect,
sentenced our nation’s low-income children to a
lifetime of dependency on government help.

The conservative alternative cannot rely on
ideological arguments about the excesses of gov-
ernment. We need a new vision to resurrect the
family and the neighborhood as the primary sup-
port network for children—as well as for adults
in need. Such initiatives as the Community
Renewal Act, parental choice in educaton, and
charitable tax credits have been important steps
in this direction.

Conservatives can learn a great deal from
grassroots community leaders who embody con-
servative principles and values in their daily
efforts to reclaim and revitalize their neighbor-
hoods. One such example is Alverta Munlyn, a
resident of a low-income neighborhood in
Washington, D.C., where city services are notoryi-
ously inadequate.

Although a city-run health center, which
operates at a cost of $1.6 million a year, is just
blocks away from Alverta’s neighborhood, it has
not met the medical needs of her community.
Several elderly women have had their legs ampu-
tated because their diabetes went uncontrolled.
One woman who was fearful that a lump in her

who raised $3 million, to pre-

pare the building. The cost

of operating this community health-care facility
was projected to be one-third that of the existing
clinic, saving the cash-strapped city $1 million a
year.

With support from residents and city officials
alike, Alverta’s dream seemed close to being real-
ized. But then it hit a roadblock: the unions of
the city’s service providers. A spokesperson for
the 260 doctors who work for the city govern-
ment warned that the clinic might interfere with
plans to create a “public benefits corporation,”
and a labor leader from the union for city work-
ers declared that such a clinic would result in a
loss of jobs. Just two weeks after all players had
signed on to this creative proposal to improve
health care for the neighborhood, city officials
changed their minds and blocked the health-
care facility project.

Conservatives need to make common cause
with America’s Alverta Munlyns. How much
more powerful their arguments for the devolu-
tion of resources and authority will be when they
stand side by side with grassroots leaders and
declare, “Here are the principles and values we
promote, embodied and implemented by a resi-
dent of a low-income community.” They need to
market themselves in a way that will illustrate
that point and will help the community.

Conservatives tend to argue that private is
better than public. But the issue is not public vs.
private. It is effective vs. ineffective. The effec-
tiveness often lessens as its size and its distance
from the people it serves increases. Large private
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charities, large private hospitals, and education-
al institutions can be just as indifferent and
insensitive as large government. Conservatives
should be in the front line, pushing devolution
from large institutions to individuals and com-
munity-based civic organizations. In return for
the support they offer, they will enjoy greater
moral authority, because the grassroots leaders
with whom they partner are the embodiment of
the principles for which they stand.

When conservatives can stand shoulder to
shoulder with grassroots leaders and design their
programs in accord with a practical problem-
solving neighborhood initiatives, then they will
deserve popular support. Otherwise, they will
not, and should not, get that support.

Robert L. Woodson is the president of the Na-
tional Center for Neighborhood Enterprise, in
Washington, D.C.

—— Kay Bailey Hutchison ——

n his new book, James Michener writes about

the predictable course of civilizations. He

cites eight states of existence: genesis, explo-
ration, accomplishment, expansion, and then
loss of courage, contraction, loss of mobility, and
decline. This framework builds upon Will and
Ariel Durant’s warning in 1944 that “a great civi-
lization is not conquered from without until it
has destroyed itself from within. The essential
causes of Rome’s decline lay in her people, her
morals, her class struggle, her failing trade, her
bureaucratic disposition, her stifling taxes, her
consuming wars.”

America, this is our wakeup call. T believe
Americans are listening, but are confused by
what they see.

In the last two elections, voters have shown
their support for a conservative agenda: rolling
back government, reasserting traditional values,
ensuring economic opportunity for all, and lift-
ing the heavy burden of
bureaucracy and regula-
tion from our entrepre-
neurs. They thought that
both President Clinton
and Republican members

of Congress offered these
conservative ideals.
President Clinton did,
in fact, cherry-pick our
ideas and principles and
make them his own.
~Whether it’s family values,
law and order, lower taxes,
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a balanced budget or government accountabili-
ty, voters in 1996 validated the so-called “extrem-
ist” agenda of the 104th Congress. The 105th
Congress must seize this national momentum
toward less government and more freedom.

I'remain concerned, though, that we have yet
to address the more difficult challenge outlined
by Michener. We cannot reassert our principles
at home without coming to grips with our global
policies.

As we approach the 21st century, Bill Clinton
has yet to set a foreign policy. The Clinton era has
been marked by inordinate attention to far-flung
places like Mogadishu, Somalia; Port au Prince,
Haiti; and Sarajevo, Bosnia, while the future of
our children depends on what happens in Tokyo,
Bonn, London, Paris, Moscow, Mexico City, and
Beijing.

Conservatives must help anchor our coun-
try’s foreign policy to principles of stability, pre-
dictability, and a clear vision of what the world’s
lone superpower should do. Some conservatives
see us in a defensive crouch—afraid to compete
because we are doomed to lose. These conserva-
tives favor trade protectionism, withdrawal from
our overseas commitments, and isolationism.

I reject that vision. Our challenge is to estab-
lish a foreign and defense policy that is consis-
tent with a bold, confident America not in
retreat, as Michener warns, but standing tall
astride the globe, expansive but not expansion-
ist. Fundamental to such a policy is knowing
when to put American lives at risk. Answering
this question is the first step toward defining a
coherent national security policy. Absent that,
we lapse into an increasingly dangerous pattern:
reinventing our national security policies, issue
by issue, crisis by crisis.

We must develop a systematic policy for U.S.
engagement, so that our actions in a
crisis will be predictable for both our
allies and our detractors. President
Richard Nixon established that the
United States would commit its mili-
tary forces overseas:
® To honor treaty commitments;

* To provide a nuclear umbrella to
protect the world from weapons of
mass destruction (nuclear, chemical,

N\

or biological);
* To supply weapons and technical
assistance to other countries where

warranted—but not commit ;
American forces to local conflicts;
® To protect American citizens in a i
crisis, i
Together with former Secretary Ve $

CUT ARTS SURSIDIES

PR Sl

300 million



"hoice in education
will spread until,
like the Berlin Wall,
the government
monopoly collapses.
—Pete du Pont

of Defense Caspar Weinberger’s doctrine of how
to deploy force—overwhelmingly and confident-
ly—these principles form a good foundation for
a 2Ist-century security policy. Desert Shield and
Desert Storm were based on these convictions.

Yet President Bush’s great victory stands in
stark contrast to the way his successor has man-
aged the civil war in Bosnia. Neither our allies
nor our adversaries know what to expect of the
United States. This vacuum of unpredictability
pulled us into Bosnia. Our policy did not create
the vacuum; the vacuum created the U.S. policy.
We allowed others to set conditions for Ameri-
can leadership, and we ended up placing thou-
sands of American troops in an area where we
have no security interests. We must distinguish
between a U.S. interest, which
we do have in Bosnia, and a
U.S. security interest, which we
do not. Deployment of troops
should hinge on the latter not
the former.

Integral to our conservative
vision of engagement in the
world must be a trade policy
that is also continually advanc-
ing. NAFTA and GATT are
good first steps, but there is
more to be done. The future of
our global leadership depends
on free trade, and this administration’s record is
meager. We must strengthen the Western Hemi-
spheric trade alliance and commit to an hemi-
spheric free-trade agreement by the end of the
century. Why not engage Japan and China with
free and fair trade, instead of managing our
trade relationships issue by issue, product by
product? No engine of economic growth is more
powerful than trade. It is waiting to be engaged.

Finally, we have always helped victims of disas-
ter—natural and man-made, and we should con-
tinue to do so. But we must distinguish between
humanitarian efforts and national security inter-
ests, between our commitment to peace for oth-
ers and our commitment to strength for our chil-
dren’s future.

America is obligated to continue to inspire
democracy in other countries, as we have done
for more than two centuries. We will accomplish
this by promoting our virtues, expanding com-
merce through trade, and vigorously identifying
and defending our vital interests, not by necd-
lessly sacrificing our sons and daughters or
draining our resources in ankle-biting civil wars.

This is our duty as Americans. And this must
be our vision in Congress as we take the helm of
America’s journey into the new millennium.

Kay Bailey Hutchison, a Republican, is a senator
from Texas.

—— Pete du Pont ——

istory will record the failure of the

Democrats to win back control of either

House of Congress as the story of the
1996 elections. Conservatives have successtully
repelled the liberal counterattack following the
1994 elections, and on many fronts actually
gained strength. Traditional Democratic liberal
ism is moribund.

Conservatives actually gained strength in
many areas. In the U.S. Senate, conservatives
gained seven seats, including Jeff Sessions of
Alabama, Mike Enzi of Wyoming, and two from
Kansas. In spite of the loss of 67 state legislative
seats and control of some legislative houses, the
party’s gains of more than 600 state legislative
seats in the last two years are essentially intact.

In the 90 or so referenda around the country,
conservatives won, too. The California Civil
Rights Initiative (CCRI) leads the list, and tough
tax limitations passed in half a dozen states while
green initiatives failed. And it’s no accident that
the only two successful Democratic presidential
candidates in the second half of the 20th centu-
ry—Jimmy Carter and Bill Clinton—were
Southerners who campaigned as the most con-
servative of the candidates in the Democratic pri-
maries, and then ran moderate-conservative
presidential campaigns. President Clinton got
elected in 1992 as the candidate of the middle-
class income-tax cut who would “end welfare as
we know it.” In 1996, he wantied to balance the
budget, fight crime, and end teenage drug abuse.

So where to from here? Congress will likely
begin by presenting the President with legisla-
tion that, at one time or another, he has sup-
ported. The middle-class tax cut is a prime can-
didate for prompt action. Fighting teenage drug
abuse is another. In 1996, all the candidates
talked about crime. It remains to be seen
whether something can be done about it at the
federal level without repeating the problems of
the last crime bill. Continued, careful progress
toward a balanced budget and regulatory reform
are also good bets.

Liberals, frustrated with the political success
of the “leave us alone” coalition, will probably es-
chew costly new governmental programs and
embrace employer mandates and other indirect
methods of satisfying their constituencies.
Liberals will try to achieve their social objectives
through employer mandates in the health-care
arena as well as through the regulation of
telecommunications and energy. Another dan-
ger is Jesse Jackson’s suggestion at the Democrat
National Convention that if only 3 percent of the
$6 willion in private pension funds could be
tapped, social activists could reap a $300 billion
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windfall. Employers and employees, watch your
pension funds!

Besides conservative legislative successes, the
elections of 1994 and 1996 will also encourage
individual freedom, private solutions, and local
responsibility to deal with our nation’s challen-
ges in the next two years. Already educational-
choice initiatives and experiments are flourish-
ing throughout the country. Educational-choice
programs will continue until eventually, like the
Berlin Wall, the government monopoly of our
children’s education will collapse into rubble—
and with it the teachers unions.

Nor is it any longer impossible to contemplate
the first baby steps toward moving our nation’s
government retirement system slowly toward to a
more private system. Over the next four years,
these steps will comprise expansion of IRAs and
401 (k)s and tax benefits for private systems. As
this shift occurs, the next generation of Ameri-
cans will realize that there is a better way to plan
for their retirement than relying on the govern-
ment. They will be its strongest supporters.

A final prediction: Eventually the U.S. Postal
Service will also be stripped of its monopoly and
replaced by a more private system.

And what will be the legacy of the first
Democratic president re-elected since Franklin
Roosevelt? If he can avoid the perils of White-
water, it seems a good bet that Clinton’s finely
honed political instincts will tell him which way
the wind blows, and history will say, “Oh, he was
there, t00.”

Pete du Pont is the editor of Intellectual-
Capital.com, the first online interactive public policy
magazine.

—— William A. Niskanen ——

onservatives should understand the fol-

lowing lessons from the 1996 elections:

American voters (and the stock market)
prefer divided government, For 30 of the past 50
years, at least one house of Congress has been
controlled by a different party than that of the
president, and this pattern will now continue for
at least two more years. Most voters, I suggest, do
not wholly trust either major party and prefer
those policy outcomes that require a bipartisan
agreement to those approved by a partisan
majority.

The election strengthened the status quo dis-
tribution of political power. President Clinton
was re-elected. The Republicans won a few seats
in the Senate and lost a few seats in the House.
There was no change in the number of state gov-
ernors by party. The conservative-libertarian
shift reflected in the 1994 election was neither

36 POLICY REVIEW January ® February 1997

repudiated nor strengthened; the voters are will-
ing to give conservatives another chance but not
an unlimited line of credit.

A final lesson is more a consequence of the
passage of time than of the election: Almost all
the old-guard Republican senators have now
retired. The new Republican leaders in the Sen-
ate are younger, more conservative, and more
like their counterparts in the House. This should
make it easier to coordinate Republican policy
positions and tactics between the House and the
Senate.

Strategy for the 105th Congress should be
based on a recognition that the 104th Congress was
unusually successful. Congress approved several
important reforms of con-
gressional procedures that
were part of the Contract
With America and are likely
to survive: subjecting Con-
gress to laws that apply to
other employers, limiting
unfunded mandates, grant-
ing the president a line item
veto, and establishing a pro-
cess for reviewing and block-
ing major new regulations.
The 104th Congress also approved the most im-
portant substantive legislation in 60 years affect
ing agriculture, telecommunications, and wel-
fare. This record should prove that divided gov-
ernment is not a barrier to substantial reform.
Conservatives made their major recent mistakes
when they abandoned their principles to resolve
some ephemeral crisis or to avoid controversy in
the rush to adjourn.

My list of issues that the 105th Congress
should address is too long to summarize briefly;
those who are interested can read the new Cafo
Handbook for Congress. 1 do have a short list, how-
ever, of measures that conservatives should not
Initiate:

1. Do not initiate a Medicare reform propos-
al. Clinton has fouled his own nest on this issue;
let him sort this program out on his own without
the cover of a bipartisan commission.

2. Do not press the social conservative agen-
da. Most of these issues can and should be sort-
ed out by state and local governments.

3. Do not initiate new hearings on old scan-
dals. Let special counsel Kenneth Starr and the
courts deal with these charges. The authority of
Congress to hold hearings on the behavior of
public officials is more valuable as a club in the
closet. Try a cooperative strategy first; it might be
productive, and you don’t really want to deal
with a President Gore.

The 1996 election set the stage for continued
progress on the conservative agenda. I worry

trategists for the
105th Congress should
note the unusual
success of the 104th.
—William A. Niskanen



more about missed opportunities than setbacks.
I doubt if Clinton will propose any major new
domestic initiative; the danger of a misconceived
foreign venture is much greater. The conser-
vatives’ biggest challenge is capturing the moral
high ground from those who exhibit compassion
by spending other people’s money, from those
who propose an expansion of government pow-
er in response to almost any perceived problem.

William A. Niskanen is the chairman of the Cato
Institute, in Washington, D.C., and a former econom-
ic advisor to President Reagan.

—— Cal Thomas ——

f conservatives are serious about reducing the

cost and size of government, we must ask our-

selves how government came to be so large
and so expensive in the first place. The answer is
that many conservatives were as happy as liberals
to cede to government what had been the prima-
ry responsibility of individuals and charities.

Every study I've seen suggests that the pre-
mier problems in America are not economic and
political, but moral and spiritual. Their solutions
will not be found inside the Beltway, but inside
the human heart. In fact, putting American fam-
ilies back together again would do more to solve
social ills and reduce government’s size and cost
than any other proposal I've heard.

So what’s a conservative to do following a
mixed-message election?

First, the congressional Republican majority
must seize from Democrats the compassion is-
sue, which has allowed them to denounce even
reductions in spending increases as insensitive to
grandmothers and little children. To do this, Re-
publican leaders should call a summit meeting
with the nation’s religious leaders asking them to
reclaim their former (even God-mandated) role
of feeding the hungry, clothing the naked, and

the battle over Medicare reform. When compas-
sion is the issue, Democrats always win. But if the
need for the welfare state is diminished, Re-
publicans can cut programs and get credit for
proper stewardship of the taxpayers’ money.

Next, Republicans should continue to ex-
plain that the reason so many families earn two
incomes is that one parent works to support the
family while the other must pay the family tax
bill. Bob Dole tried to sell that message during
his campaign, but he was a poor salesman. The
message, however, remains a good one—if it is
not seen as selfishness.

Freeing families from their huge tax burden
would expand choices and opportunities and re-
lieve some of the pressures that sometimes lead
to divorce or neglect of the children. Such a poli-
cy could quickly close the “gender gap.”

The 104th Congress suffered from near-
sightedness. The Republican majority was so ex-
cited about the end of 40 years of wandering in
the political wilderness that its exuberance over-
whelmed sound judgment. Great social move-
ments take time, but the GOP majority treated
change like fast food when it should have found
the time and ingredients necessary for a gourmet
meal. Or, to use another metaphor, after four de-
cades submerged under the welfare state, the
conservative agenda rose too fast and suffered
the political equivalent of the bends.

The biggest danger in a second Clinton term
is the fate of the Supreme Court. Liberalism’s
worst excesses have come through the federal
judiciary, not the legislative branch. The con-
gressional majority should apply “strict scrutiny”
to the records of Clinton nominees. A high rat-
ing from the American Bar Association is no rea-
son for automatic confirmation, especially if the
nominee’s rulings favor Big Government at a
time when voters want to
reduce its size and cost.

Above all, Republicans

reeing families
from their
enormous tax hurden
could quickly close
the “gender gap.”
—~Cal Thomas

visiting those in prison. The clergy should be
given lists of those local families and individuals
receiving public assistance and encouraged to
begin the process of redemption in those lives.
Marvin Olasky’s The Tragedy of American Compas-
ston could serve as a textbook for those who
don’t recall how religiously based societies
fought poverty a century ago.

Nothing will kill liberalism and its costly pro-
grams quicker than a reduction in the perceived
need for such programs. And nothing will rekin-

must keep the public in-
formed about what they are
doing. Never again should
they wait too long to respond
to Democrat lies, distortions,
and demagoguery. In addi-
tion to appearances on the
regular news shows with their
slanted questioners, Republi-
cans should get their mes-
sage out through year-round

dle compassion in people’s hearts more quickly
than a chance to help another person rebuild
his or her life. Reducing the need for programs
should at least parallel, if not precede, reducing
the programs. Otherwise, Democrats will accuse
Republicans of lacking compassion and reprise

advertising on TV and in newspapers, pounding
it home over the defenses of a hostile media, a
disingenuous and sometimes lying Democratic
leadership, and a shameless president.

Since the New Deal era, liberals have ped-
dled a perverted form of the 23rd Psalm: The
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government is my keeper, I shall not want. Yeah,
though I walk through the valley of the shadow
of poverty, the Health and Human Services de-
partment is there, comforting me with food
stamps and AFDC payments.

Republicans should counter this from the
bottom up, highlighting success stories and role
models and encouraging others to emulate good
behavior. Congress might experiment with in-

politics, there was occasionally such a thing as
too much candor. This is a case not for dishon-
esty, but for less matter and more art.

The trouble ahead. It is impossible to know
what legislation President Clinton might sign.
Some have advocated waiting for him to make
the first move on controver-
sial issues like Medicare re-
form, so that Republicans

he Democratic Party
has moved to the right.
But that does not mean
it has moved into
conservative territory.
—Tod Lindberg

won’t take it on the chin in
the realm of public opinion.
This may work in some areas,
but it lets Clinton pick the
space he will work in.

Far better to let a hun-
dred flowers bloom on the
Republican side. Legislate,
legislate, legisiate. Keep send-

centives in the form of tax credits or outright
cash gifts to companies and individuals who suc-
ceed in relieving government of the burdens of
maintaining a welfare state.

Congress cannot do any of this alone. The
conservative movement should ask something of
every American—but without using the word
“sacrifice.” We are investing in our future and
our children’s future, not with more money, but

with more of ourselves.
Cal Thomas is a syndicated columnist.

——Tod Lindberg ——

mericans are deeply divided between two

competing visions of government. One

of them, clearly, is conservative—limited
government, deregulation, decentralization,
lower taxes, and reduced government spending
together forming a sometimes uneasy alliance
with conservative positions on “social issues.”
The other vision is not easily characterized, part-
ly because it is not yet fully formed. It is not lib-
eralism—liberalistn cannot speak its name in
American politics today. But neither is it liberal-
ism-in-disguise, as many conservatives apparently
believe. Elements of both the honest and the
veiled liberalism survive, but their influence has
diminished. The Democratic Party today not
only wishes to be seen as having moved to the
right; it has moved to the right. But that does not
mean it has moved into anything like conserva-
tive territory.

The trouble behind. The most conspicuous
failure of the 104th Congress was its irresistible
impulse to set its actions in a broader context.
There is nothing wrong, and much right, about
cutting taxes, cutting spending, deregulating.
and so on. People like those things fine all by
themselves. It is not necessary to try to persuade
them that these changes are the Third Wave, or
that they are consistent with libertarian philoso-
phy, or that the streets should run red with the
blood of counterrevolutionaries. Republicans
had become so persuaded that they were speak-
ing to Everyman’s real concerns—and they were,
by the way—that they imagined that they were
doing so every time they opened their mouths.
In this remarkably honest period in American
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ing him tax cuts until he

finally likes one well enough

to sign it, and then send him the rest anyway.
There are, to be sure, certain practical obstacles,
such as the senate filibuster wielded by Minority
Leader Tom Daschle. But idle hands are the
devil’s workshop, so Republicans ought to busy
themselves on Republican things.

The danger for conservatives is that Bill Clin-
ton and Al Gore may delineate and capture a
political space somewhere to the right of the Left
but to the left of the Right, and that this space
contains enough votes to allow Democrats to re-
build a majority coalition. The new Democratic
policy agenda is unlikely to contain anything like
government-guaranteed health insurance, huge
stimulus packages, or massive job-training pro-
grams. The more likely model for Democrats is
the Family and Medical Leave Act—a program
that is mandate-laden but unbureaucratic,
pitched to middle-class concerns, and much har-
der to attack than massive programs like
ClintonCare.

The best way to avoid that trap, once again, is
to keep Republicans at work on Republican
things. If a united Democratic congressional cau-
cus and White House reach across the aisle to
Republicans more often than Republicans reach
across to Democrats, then conservatism is in
trouble.

Tod Lindberg is the editorial page editor of The
Washington Times.

—— Don Eberly —

he electorate, sometimes a brutal tutor,
has been kind to the Republicans. The
lesson of the 1996 election is that the A-
merican people generally support the direction
the party is traveling in, but are worried about



he resuscitation of
society is dramatically
different work
than the demolition
of government.
—Don Eberly

the driving. Don’t change direction, they are say
ing, your policies are sensible and necessary. But
slow down and navigate more carefully. This
republic is not the land of revolutionary jihads.

Three areas require attention: mindset, mes-
sage, and messenger. Republicans must think
and talk in the language, not of revolution, but of
governmental reform and social renaissance.
The past two years proved just how natural is the
impulse among conservatives to oppose rather
than propose. For decades, this tendency was well
honed through the daily practice of confronting
the totalitarian state abroad and the welfare state
at home. The former is now functionally gone,
the latter is at least ideologically spent.

The challenge now is to create something
new—a humane and viable American society.
The resuscitation of society is dramatically differ-
ent work than the demolition of government. A
society ravaged by cultural decay and social re-
gression needs a politics of persuasion and pru-
dence. Republicans must quickly evolve from
political wrecking balls to architects of a pru-
dently redesigned federal system and a revived
civil society.

All this requires a different message. To use a
football analogy, American politics is played be-
tween the 40-yard lines. The greatest gains for
conservatism came in convincing the country
that liberals had pulled America and the Demo-
cratic party too far to the left. These converts to
conservatism were not looking to replace the
ideological stridency of the Left with a rigid tri-
umphalism of the Right. What they wanted was
nonideological common sense,
which is what conservatism has
historically been about.

At stake is nothing less than
a realignment that favors con-
servative ideas. America will be
governed from neither the Left
nor Right, but from the mid-
dle, albeit a middle dramatical-
ly redefined by conservatism.
On a host of domestic policy
issues—welfare, crime, affirma-
tive action, taxes, and decen-
tralization—today’s center was
yesterday’s Right. Properly guided, these trends
can be guided toward more important reforms,
from downsizing government to voucherizing
housing and health care to privatizing retire-
ment programs.

Finally, regarding the messenger, Republi-
cans must think generationally. Half of Clinton’s
advantage was generational—he embodied the
Zeitgeist of the Baby Boomers, and to a lesser
extent of Generation Xers. For the vast majority
of the new electorate, the complexity and diver-

sity of life obscures core certainties. The great
temptation in an age of complexity is nostalgia.
If the conceit of the Left is that it often ignores
the past, the folly of some on the Right is think-
ing we can live in the past.

The Republican party should skip a genera-
tion or two in its leadership to bring up talented
women, minorities, and young people. To think
that Republicans can govern for long on the
Anglo vote alone is fantasy. The party must find
a way to connect its principles to the aspirations
of new generations and emerging constituen-
cies. Hence the party would be unwise to nomi-
nate anyone over the age of 55 in the next pres-
idential campaign.

The greatest legislative priority of the new
Congress must be entitlement reform. Republi-
cans need to seize the historic moment to craft a
bipartisan package to reform Medicare and So-
cial Security. This is both a moral imperative and
a political opportunity. There is a new antien-
titlement constituency forming, led by Genera-
tion X, which is deeply concerned about the
crushing burden of debt it will carry. Entitlement
politics are already beginning to shift as politi-
cians are forced to pay greater attention to this
emerging generation.

Republicans must also address the threat that
judicial review poses to constitutional balance.
Increasingly, the courts have arrogated to them-
selves the power to decide controversial moral
and political questions. The result has been a
serious erosion of self-government and of the
credibility of the judiciary. To avoid a constitu-
tional crisis, we will need to restore judicial
restraint. This might well require congressional
action to limit the jurisdiction of the federal
courts. Ultimately, the success of such efforts will
depend upon increased conservative influence
in America’s culture-forming institutions, partic-
ularly the academy and the legal profession.

Finally, we must recognize that many of our
urgent national problems can’t be solved
through legislative fiat. Our efforts instead
should be directed toward facilitating the efforts
of citizens to solve problems at the local level.
For example, Republicans need to develop and
refine policies which encourage local involve-
ment and private charity. The nation is on the
verge of a historic turn-of-the-century civic and
moral transformation, promising to curb teen
pregnancy, renew fatherhood, recover charac-
ter, and inspire faith-based charity.

Republicans have been in the classroom,
cramming for two years of tests in parliamentary
skills that the other party perfected over 50 years.
Confounding the naysayers, it has received
pretty decent grades and is now poised to excel.

Don Eberly is a former White House aide, the
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fore he leaves,
Clinton will have
chosen 60 percent
of the federal judiciary.
—Paul M. Weyrich

Jounder of several institutions for renewing civil socie-
ty, and the author of Restoring the Good Society.

——Thomas W. Carroll ——

he election of 1996 demonstrated that
Twhen candidates articulate and believe in

a conservative agenda, they generally win.
When candidates take contradictory positions
on major issues and convey with their every ac-
tion that their positions are campaign props and
not a reflection of their core beliefs, they gener-
ally lose. The American public clearly supports a
conservative agenda of lower taxes, a balanced
budget, and strong action against crime and
drugs. The re-election of President Clinton is a
testament to the essentially conservative message
he adopted (tax cuts, balanced budget, welfare
reform, school uniforms, et cetera), and to Bob
Dole’s implausible stand as a pro-growth presi-
dential candidate.

In hindsight, it is clear that the crowning
achievemnent of Republicans in the 104th Con-
gress was the Contract With
America. Their biggest mis-
take, however, was their failure
to articulate a second Contract.
Once the Contract votes were
completed, congressional Re-
publicans lost their momen-
tum. And the GOP erred in se-
lecting Medicare as the key
issue of the 104th Congress.
The Democrats were able to
step into this vacuum with lib-
eral issues such as health care and the minimum
wage. Without a unified position, the Repub-
licans were left looking defensive and divided.

Republicans must offer the public an agenda
for the next two years. They would be wise to
force President Clinton to offer a detailed Medi-
care rescue plan, but wait-and-see is not a sensi-
ble long-term strategy. The Republican agenda
should include cutting taxes across the board,
rolling back regulatory burdens that afflict small
business and individuals, climinating federal in-
trusion into education and the arts, combating
drugs, and affirming the rights of parents.

As well, someone in Congress should step for-
ward and defend the right of individuals to have
fun. If adults enjoy smoking or drinking, let
them. If we expect adults to sacrifice their lives
on foreign soil and turn over half of their in-
come to the government in taxes, they should at
least be entitled to smoke if they so desire with-
out fear of condemnation by the FDA or the
president of the United States. Similarly, if some-

40 POLICY REVIEW January ¢ February 1997

one likes to collect guns or hunt—or even wear
fur coats, let them. It is, after all, a free country.
Politicians should stand up to the politically cor-
rect. Fun-loving Americans across the nation
would applaud.

Thomas W. Carroll is the president of Change
New York.

—— Paul M. Weyrich

erhaps the most troubling aspect of the
1996 election is that half of the registered

voters didn’t bother to show up. The 1996
elections saw the lowest percentage of voter turn-
outsince 1924. That suggests that neither political
party is connecting with the American public.
Without recognizing it, both parties may already

be on ]iFP-Quppnrf svgteme
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refused to discuss the values-related issues that
contributed to the large increase in turnout in
1994. Absent that, many voters saw little differ-
ence between the Republicans and the Demo-
crats. Thus, when we hear about President Clin-
ton’s “mandate,” it is helpful to keep in mind that
only about 24 percent of the total eligible elec-
torate voted him back into office.

Was Bob Dole’s defeat inevitable as some of
his supporters are now saying? The Zogby poll,
the only one which was right on the money, sug-
gested otherwise. A week before the election,
Bill Clinton was attracting only 44 percent of the
vote. Bob Dole was within striking distance. He
simply didn’t connect. Voters gave him every
chance to tell them why he should be elected
President instead of Bill Clinton. He never did so
in a fashion that could be easily understood by
the voters.

The election of 1996 is significant because it
is the first time that Republicans have kept con-
trol of the Congress in back-to-back elections
since 1928, and because Republicans held on to
most of the ground they gained in state legisla-
tures in the 1994 elections and subsequent
defections by Democrats. It is extraordinary that
Republicans lost only 67 state legislative seats
nationwide (net), after gaining more than 600
seats from 1994 to 1996. Many of those losses
were in New Hampshire’s huge house of repre-
sentatives, as well as in Vermont and Maine, so
the actual number of chambers affected was rela-
tively small.

The election results of 1994 were not, as the
media contended, a fluke, and not likely to be
reversed soon. Indeed, 1998 will be the six-year-
itch of the Clinton administration. Throughout
U.S. history (except during the Civil War, every
party that occupies the White House over an



eightyear span suffers significant losses in the
sixth year of that cycle. That means Republicans
should be able to look forward to controlling the
Congress at least until the year 2000. That fact
alone will cause many older Democrats, who
were used to power and who have been in limbo
for the past two years, to throw in the towel in
1998. Republican opportunities will be legion,
although the weakest Senate incumbents of both
parties are up for re-election in 1998.

The 1996 elections have produced a more
ideologically-polarized House and Senate. New-
ly-elected Republicans are more conservative
than the retiring congressional incumbents they
replace. Newly-elected Democrats are more lib-
eral than their predecessors. As a result, fewer
moderates remain in both chambers.

So now what comes next? So far, Republicans
have behaved correctly since the election. It is
time for Bill Clinton to take responsibility for
governing the country. If he moves left, he will
become again as unpopular as he was in his first
term. If he moves right, he will enrage his base.
Either way, Republicans would do well to make
no moves until Clinton is forced to take a stand.

Organized labor is the big loser in the elec-
tion. It spent a fortune (probably $300 million or
more) to win back the Congress. It failed. The
Religious Right saved the Republicans, but some
in the GOP have already drawn the long knives
to further disassociate the party from issues of
concern to social conservatives. The Republican
establishment risks precipitating a new party if
they persist on alienating these conservatives.

Our military continues to
suffer greatly under the Clin-
ton regime. We have been bles-

And what of the Clinton scandals? Most Re-
publicans are interpreting the elections as a mes-
sage from voters to ease up on their investiga-
tions. I don’t see it that way. Of course Republi-
cans need to be careful how they go about their
investigations, but I think it would be a dreadful
mistake for the GOP to surrender this territory
to Clinton.

Paul M. Weyrich is the president of the Free
Congress Foundation, in Washington, D.C.

—— Bob Williams ——

xactly what did this last election tell us
Eabout what the American people want?

Half the American people—the nonvot-
ers—didn’t tell us directly what they want. But
their indifference tells us that no one has
reached their minds and hearts.

Half the people who did vote chose to re-
elect a moderate-sounding Bill Clinton because
he is a man of the ‘90s and seems to understand
us. But they retained a Republican House and
Senate because the economy is doing pretty well
and because President Clinton is a little loose
with the truth and the national checkbook.

The American people don’t want their enti-
tlements axed, but neither do they want to pay
for loafers on welfare. They want regulatory bar-
riers lifted, but not if it means relaxing environ-
mental standards.

Voters embraced a moderate to conservative
campaign message. Gone were radical social
policies and governmentrun health-care plans.
Suddenly tax cuts were a good idea and the bud-
get deficit could be reduced in less than 10 years.

nservatives in
Congress failed to
remind Americans what
they were doing and why
they were doing it.
—Bobh Williams

sed by not having any world
threats we can’t handle. It is
amazing that we got through
the first four years of Clinton
without a major collapse. If
Clinton stretches American for-
ces any thinner, however, that
collapse is nigh.

President Clinton was spouting lines like:
“Families are the foundation of American life.”

Voters heard a message they liked—a conser-
vative message of tax cuts, balanced budgets, wel-
fare reform, tough crime policies, education
choices, family values, and neighborhood and
personal charity—all items on the agenda of the
104th Congress.

The most dangerous out-
come of the 1996 election is
that by the time he leaves
office, Bill Clinton will have had the opportunity
to appoint nearly 60 percent of the federal judi-
ciary (if he lasts the whole term, and I believe he
will not). He may get to appoint three more
Supreme Court justices. If so, the Clinton legacy
will linger for more than another generation.
Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott has warned
Bill Clinton that he had better temper the sort of
judges he is sending up for Senate confirmation.
It will take only 41 of the 55 GOP Senators to
block a confirmation.

So how did Bill Clinton replace his abysmal
record with that of the 104th Congress? Conser-
vative leaders in Congress failed to remind
Americans in simple, compelling language, what
they were doing and why they were doing it. They
used the language of the head and forgot about
the heart. Clinton co-opted the successes of the
104th Congress, got on his white horse, and took
the high road to the White House, while his
henchmen in Big Labor did the dirty work.

The lesson for the 105th Congress is that it
was not the meat of the conservative message that
troubled voters, but the presentation. The 105th
Congress need not please everybody—just the
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majority of voters who sent conservative lawmak-
ers back to Congress and sent a conservative-
sounding president back to the White House.

Conservatives should call the president’s bluft
on his campaign promises. They should refuse to
discuss compromises until Clinton ofters the bud-
get he discussed during the 1996 campaign. For
example, the president said he would agree to
balance the budget in seven years. This means
the federal government will spend about a wil-
lion fewer dollars between now and 2004.
Conservatives should hold the president to his
agreement.

If the 105th Congress wants to take big or
controversial actions, like wiping out a whole
federal department, it must do so early and com-
pletely. If, instead, the budget for an agency slat-
ed for the scrap heap is merely cut, special inter-
ests will the opportunity to mobilize against
those “mean conservatives.”

We can expect to see more of Bill Clinton’s
“triangulation” strategy—steering a course be-
tween conservative Republicans and liberal
Democrats. If Republicans do not have a clear
game plan, Clinton will get 75 percent of what he
wants and conservatives will get 25 percent. Both
will declare victory. Conservatives need a sensible
agenda with a compassionate public face.

The 105th Congress can expect labor unions
and liberals to seek government-run health care.
A unified front of special interests will try to block
entitlement cuts and a Balanced Budget Amend-
ment. The payoff for labor’s campaign spending
will be pension “reform” and federal protection
from independent contractors. Stronger environ-
mental regulations will be proposed. The Na-
tional Education Association will insist that the
federal government use the public-education sys-
tem to provide health care and day care for all
preschool children.

Liberals are opening a can of worms. But con-
servatives can use worms to bait their own hooks.

Bob Williams, a former state legislator and a cer-
tified public accountant, is the president of the Ever-
green Freedom Foundation, in Olympia, Washington.

—— Karen Kerrigan ——

n re-electing GOP majorities in both houses

of Congress, the American people rejected

the scare tactics of the Left and ratified its
movement toward limited government. The Big
Government coalition, however, will not disap-
pear in the 105th Congress. The greatest men-
ace to the conservative agenda over the next two
years is the White House, aided by the Left’s deft
and well-funded demagoguery.

After seeing his grand health-care scheme go
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down in flames, while other initiatives such as
the minimum-wage hike and the Kennedy-Kas-
sebaum health-care reform sailed through the
Congress, President Clinton and his allies will
aim to expand government a little at a time. In-
stead of openly attempting to socialize health
care or the workplace, for example, President
Clinton will likely emerge during his second
term as an “aggressive incrementalist.”

“Aggressive incrementalism” remains the
president’s most practical option to appease the
Democrat Party’s left wing. It is a crafty way to
avoid the label of “Big Government liberal”
while offering to ease the life of middle-class
tamilies. These initiatives—mostly in the form of
mandates on business—will be sold individually
as little ways that employers should help their
workers. But as most businesses know, the weight
of all these “little ways” add up to big costs. Of
course, any new mandate on business, especially
in the area of workplace issues, presents a new
opportunity for employment lawyers to exploit
these foggy areas of the law. President Clinton
gets a “twofer’--he pleases both Big Labor and
the trial lawyers.

These incremental reforms include an
expansion of the Family and Medical Leave Act;
universal health insurance
for children; a six-month
health-care safety net for the
“temporarily unemployed”;
and a list of other health
insurance requirements like
mastectomies (following the
recent law requiring 48-hour
hospital stays for new moth-
ers and mandating parity for
mental-health  coverage).
And, of course, government
agencies will move forward
with their own aggressive
rulemaking. From indoor-air
quality to ergonomics and the like, Big Labor
will be pushing government bureaucrats to
micromanage our workplaces like never before.

President Clinton will likely move ahead with
various executive orders to pay back key political
supporters like labor and the environmental
lobby. Chairman William Gould of the National
Labor Relations Board will continue to act as a
labor advocate rather than an impartial arbiter
of labor law. For example, he will aggressively
promote his “single-site organizing rule” to make
it easier for unions to organize small businesses.

The aggressive incrementalists can be
stopped. With the passage of the Congressional
Review Act and the Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act, regulatory agencies
have been curbed on paper, but Congress needs

he greatest menace
to the conservative
agenda is the White
House, aided hy the
Left’s demagoguery.
—Karen Kerrigan



to make sure the agencies are complying with
the new laws. Congress must show due diligence
to ensure that regulators are not operating
uncontrollably (as they now are). If it fulfills its
oversight function aggressively, Congress has the
tools to slow down the pace of regulation.

Now that everyone “agrees” that government
is too big, conseivatives have a great opportunity
to further cut government spending. Corporate
welfare is the perfect place to start, but Republi-
cans and Democrats alike must join to wean their
friends in business from the government dole.

Small businesses continue to support a big
cut in the capital-gains tax. Cutting the tax in
half is the best thing Congress and the president
can do to spur growth. If an economic slowdown
becomes the main issue of the 1998 mid-term
elections, Clinton will deepen his party’s losses
in the House and Senate. A cut in the capital-
gains tax is his best insurance against the pos-
sibility that an economic downturn may threaten
the health of both the economy and his party.

Karen Kerrigan is the president of the Small
Business Survival Committee, in Washington, D.C.

—— Thomas C. Patterson ——

he 1996 election was simply not a refer-

endum on public policy. The Left learned

in 1994 not to fight elections on the is-
sues. President Clinton so obscured the policy
differences between conservatives and liberals
that the public did not perceive that any such dif-
ferences existed.

Unfortunately, most Republicans actually
helped him in this regard; very few ran on the
principles embodied in the party’s Contract
With America. Apparently intentionally, they
failed to make the case that the Contract needed
to be augmented and extended.

Exit polling suggests that those who voted for
Clinton were not supporting any particular poli-
cy or even policy direction. Clinton voters voted
primarily on personality issues and their per-
ceived selfinterest as members of a favored
group. The old political bromides were correct
on this point: In times of relative prosperity, vot-
ers seldom see a need to take any political risk or
to tolerate significant change. Republicans failed
to supply the incentive necessary to induce vot-
ers to inconvenience themselves. And, of course,
Bill Clinton was the perfect candidate for a
media-intense age marked by voter apathy.

Clinton’s core liberal constituencies hope
that this lame-duck president will now have an
unfettered opportunity to enact the liberal agen-
da. However, Republicans were granted legisla-
tive majorities to prevent this. Their task proba-

bly won’t be difficult. For one thing, the press is
much less likely to protect a president who faces
no more elections and whose past behavior may
very well yield Pulitzer Prize material to enter-
prising reporters.

A much more perplexing problem for con-
servatives is how to achieve important public-pol-
icy goals such as the structural reform of Medi-
care, restraint of federal spending (including de-
funding the Left), tort reform, and the reduc-
tion or elimination of the federal role in educa-
tion. These issues all involve tradeoffs between
short-term political concerns and lasting results.
Conservatives must figure out how to take their
case directly to the people, emphasizing our
courage and contrasting that with the short-
sightedness of the president and his backers.

Conservatives need to explain to voters that
we are not so much anti-government as un-
government. For example, our vision of welfare
reform is not improving the design of the pro-
gram, but truly getting the government out of
the business of inducing dependency. In educa-
tion, we favor control by parents, not hureau-
crats, and we believe that teachers and princi-
pals, not administrators, should set policy. We do
not stop to calculate whether we can “pay for”
tax cuts, but rather insist that we are reducing
the ultimate government intrusion into personal
economic affairs,

We also need to take our legislative victories
wherever we find them and keep moving the pol-
icy debate to the right. Home runs are great, but
they’re not the only way to win. We should not
fear to appear doctrinaire or radical when speak-
ing the truth. We should always contrast our-
selves with politicians and bureaucrats. Ours is a
message of hope and optimism that can appeal
to a public weary of business as usual.

Thomas C. Patterson, a Republican, is the Ma-
Jority Leader of the Arizona senate.

LANDSLIDE /

January e February 1997 POLICY REVIEW 43



The Liberal Rout

hy conservatives are winning in the 1990s.

By John Engler

ustration by Alexander Hunter

here is a story the
late publisher Henry
Regnery liked to tell
about one of his first
conversations with Rus-
sell Kirk, the founder
of postwar American
conservative thought
and a native of Michigan. In 1952, Kirk submit
ted a major book manuscript to Regnery and
suggested that it be titled The Conservative Rout.
Regnery talked him out of it. That title seemed
too gloomy, too fatalistic. What if conservative
ideas made a comeback? Would not The
Conservative Mind be a better title in the long
run? And so it was.

Were Kirk and Regnery alive today, they
might revisit the word “rout”—and this time ap-
ply it instead to liberalism. Apologists for the
most liberal ideals of FDR, JFK, and LBJ are in
serious retreat on the eve of the 21st century.

Bill Clinton had enough liberal credentials to
win the nomination (and renomination) of the
Democratic party. But his re-election in 1996 can
hardly be viewed as a victory for the left wing of
his party. The Man from Hope remains at best a
“plurality president,” having failed to win a
majority of votes in both 1992 and 1996. After
Democrats finished off the champagne on Elec-
tion Night last November, they were no doubt
sobered by the realization that, beyond the Oval
Office, the Democratic Party is now much weak-
er than it was in November 1992 when Bill Clin-
ton was first elected. The composition of the
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nation’s legislatures and gover-
norships shows why: In 1997,
there are 11 more GOP sena-
tors than in 1992, prior to Clin-
ton’s election. What’s more,
Americans returned a more
conservative Senate to Wash-
ington than occupied that
chamber during the last Con-
gress. Not since the 1920s have
so many Republicans filled the U.S. Senate.

Americans expressed their confidence in
most of the conservative freshmen from the
Class of '94 by sending them back to the House.
At press time, several elections were undecided,
but this much is clear: Today there are about 50
more House Republicans than in 1992. Only
twice since the onset of the New Deal (in 1947-
49, during the 80th Congress, and during the
last Congress) have there been more GOP rep-
resentatives on Capitol Hill.

Today there are 14 more Republican gover-
nors than in 1992, More Americans are repre-
sented by Republican governors than ever be-
fore in our nation’s history—192 million. That’s
74 percent of the American people. In state sen-
ates, there are 172 more Republicans today than
in 1992. And in the lower chambers of state leg-
islatures, there are 228 more Republicans today
than in 1992. These numbers suggest that a
major realignment of American politics is under-
way. Even before the votes were counted, New
York Times reporter R. W. Apple remarked, “No
matter who wins the presidency on Tuesday, no
matter who gains or loses control of Congress,
the returns, like the conduct of candidates great
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and small these many months, will confirm the
nation’s drift to the right.”

So what of President Clinton’s re-election?
Two factors helped the silver-tongued Arkansan
retain control of the White House, and both
have to do with the conservative temper of the
1990s. The first concerns Bill Clinton’s political
instincts and his skill as a campaigner. In re-
sponse to the 1994 elections—a debacle for lib-
eral Democrats across the nation—Clinton re-
cast himself to fit the Zeitgeist and campaigned
on the premise that “the era of Big Government
is over.” Sounding positively Reaganesque, he of-
fered the most conservative rhetoric of any
Democratic president this century. (One won-
ders whether Clinton has recently graced the
walls of the Oval Office with portraits of Grover
Cleveland and Martin Van Buren—the only
Democratic presidents in history who both
preached and practiced the virtues of a limited
federal government.)

With the help of consultant Dick Morris and
a bevy of polls and focus groups, Clinton suc-
ceeded in marketing himself as a centrist con-
siderably to the right of his liberal friends and
his liberal past. He ran on such conservative

themes as deficit-cutting, targeted tax cuts, job
growth, welfare reform, school uniforms, youth
curfews, and more cops on the street. An English
observer recently mused, “If you imagine a pres-
ident committed to a balanced budget, welfare
reform, and a stronger death penalty, would you
say conservatism was losing?”

The second factor has little to do with Bill
Clinton himself, yet it played an enormous role
in his re-election. Few commentators noticed,
but the campaign themes of 1996 were deter-
mined largely by politics and policies in the
states, where conservative ideas have long been
ascendant. It was the achievements of the na-
tion’s 32 Republican governors and their legisla-
tures, not those of the White House, that made a
majority of Americans believe the nation was on
the right track. Their record of reform helped
Bill Clinton win re-election. The Man from
Hope adroitly, if shamelessly, took credit for the
many impressive accomplishments of GOP ad-
ministrations from Albany to Sacramento, and
from Lansing to Austin.

Cutting Taxes and Spending

One of the critical debates before American
voters in the 1990s has been the proper size and
scope of government at every level. All sides have
reached a consensus that government should
serve citizens better, limit its role in society, and
give taxpayers more value for their dollar.

Quietly, without fanfare, Republican gover-
nors and legislatures beyond the glare of
Washington politics have been balancing bud-
gets, cutting taxes, and making government
more responsive to the people. Over the past
four years, while Bill Clinton has consistently
refused to support the Balanced Budget Amend-
ment to the Constitution, every GOP governor
has been submitting a balanced budget to his or
her legislature on an annual basis.

In just one year, Connecticut governor John
Rowland turned a $174-million deficit into a $74-
million surplus. Ohio governor George V. Voino-
vich has held state spending to its lowest rate of
growth in four decades, and turned a $1.5-billion
deficit in 1991 into an $800-million surplus.
Similarly, in Minnesota and Michigan, respec-
tively, Governor Arne Carlson and 1 each inheri-
ted deficits of $1.8 billion. Governor Carlson not
only erased that deficit; he turned it into a $824-
million surplus for 1996. In Michigan, we trans-
formed a $1.8billion deficit into a surplus of
more than $1 billion. Today Michigan’s “rainy
day” fund is among the largest in the nation.

At the same time they were submitting balan-
ced budgets, most GOP governors and legisla-
tures were—guess what?—cutting taxes. Liberal
Democrats have ignored an overwhelming body
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of evidence that tax cuts help create new jobs and
fill the treasury at the same time. Yet the exam-
ples are legion. In recent years, many governors
have seen significant growth in jobs after enact-
ing significant tax cuts, including Massachusetts’s
William Weld, New Jersey’s Christine Todd
Whitman, Pennsylvania’s Tom Ridge, Virginia’s
George Allen, Idaho’s Phil Batt, and Arizona’s
Fife Symington.

Since 1991, Michigan has cut taxes more of-
ten than any other state—21 times. These 21 tax
cuts have resulted in a savings of $6.5 billion to
taxpayers. The average family of four has been
able to keep $2,000 more in their wallets every
year; itis they, not government bureaucrats, who
get to choose whether to save or spend the
money.

The economic results of these tax cuts have
been nothing short of spectacular. They have
helped create more than a half-million new jobs.
Remember that Michigan used to be thought of
as a Rust Belt state suffering high unemploy-
ment rates. From the late 1970s to the early
1990s—in fact, for 192 months in 4 row—our
unemployment rate was consistently above the
national average. By contrast, it has been at or
helow the national average for the past 34 con-
secutive months. As of this writing, Michigan’s
unemployment rate has been below 5 percent
every month in 1996, while the U.S. rate has hov-
ered above 5 percent. That makes Michigan’s
unemployment rate for 1996 the best since 1969.
The Michigan experience shows that significant
tax reductions do help cut the deficit, balance
the budget, and turbocharge the economy.

Last September, the Cato Institute released a
study that compared the 10 states that raised
taxes the most during the 1990s with the 10
states that cut taxes the most. Just what were the
econoiic and fiscal results of these “laboratories
of democracy”?

The 10 tax-cutting states economically out-
performed the 10 tax-hiking states. Measured in
current dollars, the economies of the tax cutters
grew by 33 percent from 1990 to 1995, while the
economies of the tax hikers lagged behind, with
27 percent growth. More striking is the contrast
in job growth. The top 10 tax-cutting states
gained 1.84 million new jobs between 1990 and
1995, while the top 10 tax-hiking states created
zero net new jobs over that same period.

Income for a family of four grew by $1,600
more in the tax-cutting states than the tax-hiking
ones. The tax-cutting states have experienced
more vigorous population growth in the 1990s:
7.4 percent, compared with just 4.2 percent aver-
age growth in the tax-hiking states. The tax-cut-
ling states have not only balanced their budgets;
but they also now enjoy a budget reserve that
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amounts on average to 7.1 percent of state ex-
penditures. The tax-hiking states, by contrast,
have a budget reserve on average of only 1.7 per-
cent. As a result, Moody’s bond ratings are high-
er for states that cut taxes than for states that
raised them.

Expanding economies, robust job growth, ris-
ing personal income, vigorous population
growth, historically large “rainy day” funds—no
wonder Clinton could claim that it looks like
morning in America. But odds are that it is only
dawning brightly if you live in a fiscally conserva-
tive state. Bill Clinton owes his re-election in part
to the policies of these GOP governors.

Regulatory Reform
The top tax-cutting states are doing relatively
well, no doubt about it. But the United States is
currently experiencing its slowest economic

recovery this century. Bureaucratic strangulation
is a major factor in the long-term slowdown of
the national economy. In 1965, there were about
17,000 pages in the Federal Register. Just since
1992, the volume of federal rules and regula-
tions has grown by 231,000 pages—the most
prodigious growth rate since Jimmy Carter. It
appears that Messys. Clinton and Gore are not so
much reinventing government as simply invent-
ing it—and doing so prodigiously. Richard
Vedder at Washington University’s Center for
the Study of American Business estimates that
government regulations now cost our nation a
staggering $1.3 trillion each year.

Most governors believe government should
be less intrusive. Many are aggressively attacking
unnecessary rules and regulations wherever they
can. In California last year, Governor Pete Wil-
son abolished some 4,000 useless and outdated
rules and regulations. In Kansas, Governor Bill
Graves imposed a six-month moratorium on new
government rezulations, then eliminated 530 of
the most burdensome and obsolete ones. In the
past year, we in Michigan have rescinded more
than 2,000 rules and regulations.

With Republicans in control of the 105th
Congress and GOP governors at the helm in
about two-thirds of the states, the Clinton admin-
istration will be thwarted in its attempts to pro-
mulgate new rules and regulations. GOP gover-
nors support the efforts of congressional Repub-
licans to reform the federal regulatory system

OP governors are halancing budgets, cutting
taxes, and making government more responsive.



and impose cost-benefit analysis before the
Federal Register grows any larger.

Welfare Reform

The so-called Great Society turned out to be
neither great nor good for society. By the 1990s,
it was clear that the federal welfare system was dis-
couraging work, financial independence, and the
formation of families. Yet Bill Clinton twice
vetoed welfare reform and held his nose last
August when he signed the third bill Congress
sent to his desk. Four years into his presidency,
Clinton had done little to fulfill his 1992 cam-
paign pledge “to end welfare as we know it"—but
he was happy to take credit for the success of the
states while masking his party’s hostility to trans-
ferring power out of Washington.

Shortly after Clinton signed the welfare-re-
form bill, Health and Human Services Secretary
Donna Shalala told the New Yorker magazine,
“Everyone agrees that [Clinton] signed [welfare
reform] and he has to fix it, and to fix it we need
to elect a Democratic president and Democratic
Congress in 1996, so we can repeal the parts of
the bill we hate.”

There’s more than a little irony to the fact
that for three years, Clinton talked the talk of
welfare reform while refusing to sign a bill. New
York senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan aptly
observed of Clinton’s decision to sign this legis-
lation 14 weeks before the election, “If it were 14
weeks after the election, he’d say no.”

Once again, the governors deserve the credit
for leading the welfare-reform movement. They
understood that the welfare system could not be
transformed unless it was linked to personal re-
sponsibility and accountability. Throughout the
1990s, many governors have applied for and re-
ceived federal waivers to loosen Washington’s
grip on the welfare system. Waivers are cumber-
some, bureaucratic procedures, but they have at
least enabled the states to begin finding innova-
tive solutions to the social and economic prob-
lems caused by dependency. The results have
been dramatic. States with Republican governors
for at least the last four years have already seen
the number of people receiving Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) decrease by
an average of 16 percent since 1993.

No GOP governor has garnered more nation-
al attention for his welfare reforms than Wiscon-
sin’s Tommy Thompson. Building on the highly
successful “Work Not Welfare” program, his
administration in 1996 launched “Wisconsin
Works,” or “W-2.” This program requires welfare
recipients to participate in employment and job
training to receive benefits. Since Wisconsin
implemented these and other reforms, its wel-
fare caseload has decreased by 33 percent.

Common-sense welfare reforms have also
been implemented by, among others, New
Hampshire’s Steve Merrill, Connecticut’s John
Rowland, New York’s George Pataki, Illinois’s
Jim Edgar, Jowa’s Terry Branstad, Tennessee’s
Don Sundquist, Mississippi’s Kirk Fordice,
Texas’s George W. Bush, Utah’s Mike Leavitt,
and Arizona’s Fife Symington.

Our experience with welfare reform in the
Great Lakes State has also been encouraging.
Michigan requires welfare recipients to seek
work, receive job training, or perform commu-
nity service for at least 20 hours a week. Since we
implemented our program “To Strengthen
Michigan Families” in 1992:

* The AFDC caseload has dropped for 30 con-
secutive months;

e The number of welfare recipients in Michigan
has fallen to its lowest level in a quarter-century;
¢ 101,652 families no longer receive cash benefits
because they are working and earning paychecks;
¢ Almost one in three Michigan welfare recipi-
ents on AFDC is working; nationally, only one in

11 is working. In our state, more-
over, about half of all two-parent
families on welfare are working.
The success of Michigan and
other states shows that the 104th
Congress was right to try to get
Washington out of the way of wel-
fare reform. Some, like Virginia
under Governor Allen, have
passed time limits for benefits so
that welfare cannot become a way
of life. Others, like California,
require beneficiaries to stay in
school and earn educational cre-
dentials, a crucial step toward
achieving independence. Still oth-  L#
ers, such as Massachusetts under Governor Weld
have ended the financial incentive to have addi-
tional children while on welfare by requiring
teen mothers under the age of 18 to live at home.
Whatever the particulars of reform, the 50 labo-
ratories of democracy will continue to find inno-
vative solutions to help the poor help themselves.
Washington should just stay out of the way.

Education Reform

As William Bennett and Lamar Alexander
have frequently noted, education in America is
the constitutional responsibility of our states, the
social responsibility of our communities, and the
moral responsibility of our families. Our nation
does not need a $31-billion federal Department
of Education. This agency contributes 7 percent
of the funding of our nation’s schools while
mandating about 50 percent of the paperwork.
And for all that meddling, not one bureaucrat in
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the Education Department teaches our students
to be more competent in math, science, English,
history, and government. It is time to return the
money held hostage in Washington to the states
and their citizens. After all, it’s their money.

The national leaders in education reform
have been the states, not Washington bureau-
crats. More parental involvement, higher stan-
dards, greater discipline, increased autonomy for
teachers, more choice for students and their fam-
ilies—these are the keys to improving our public
schools and making them the best in the world.

Governors have long understood that. They
have led the burgeoning charter-school move-
ment, which is injecting competition into the
nation’s public schools. Now there are hundreds
of these innovative schools around the nation—
including 116 in California, 114 in Arizona, and
74 in Michigan. In my state alone, charter public
schools are serving more than 10,400 students.
And contrary to union propaganda, they are not
eliist. In Michigan, for example, one in every
three charter public schools was founded by
African-American educators; more than 50 per-
cent of the enrollment in charter schools is Afri-
can American or atrisk students. As a result,
charter public schools serve more than twice the
minority population that conventional public
schools do. Michigan’s first charter school, in the
heart of Detroit, was so popular that its 300 slots
drew more than 5,000 applications. One child
was so eager to be admitted that he applied
more than 100 times!

Even more sweeping plans have been enacted
in Wisconsin and Ohio, giving students in the low-
estperforming and least-disciplined schools the
opportunity to choose better schools for their
children. Bureaucrats and special interests can no
longer keep our nation’s children chained to a
monopoly of mediocrity. The states will be in the
vanguard of educational liberation, ensuring edu-
cational options for all families.

Free the States!

Observers of all political persuasions agree:
Liberalism is suffering a rout. America is choos-
ing to go right and return to its conservative
roots. In the 1990s, Republican governors have
worked closely with legislatures to spearhead
needed reform. Year after year, it is the gover-
nors who are slashing deficits and balancing the
budget; who are cutting taxes and eliminating
red tape; who are restoring personal responsibil-
ity to and reducing dependency on the welfare
system; who are making public schools more ac-
countable to parents and their communities.

In 1996, Bill Clinton was able to parlay the
governors’ accomplishments into a successful re-
election bid. But more enduring than any clev-
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erly run campaign is the legacy of state-driven
reform. For the foreseeable future, the domestic
reforms that are most needed and most attuned
to the conservative temper of the American peo-
ple will continue to come from the nation’s gov-
ernors, working with their respective legisla-
tures. They have a proven record of success. And
they are more accountable to the people than
any Beltway bureaucrat. Thus it is critical that
Washington do the right thing for our nation.
Our message is: Free the states! Unshackle us
from overweening federal control. Let us in the
states govern as the U.S. Constitution meant us
to govern. This is already beginning to happen,
of course. During the past two years, the Re-
publican-led 104th Congress ushered in a new
spirit of cooperation with the governors and
began the process of returning power to the
states. All indications are that the Republican-led
105th Congress will try to devolve even more
power, consistent with the Tenth Amendment.
But what of the Democrat in the White
House? Although Bill Clinton is a former gover-
nor and has lately learned to speak like a conser-
vative, deep down he probably has little sympa-
thy for the states and their drive for reform.

Therefore those of us beyond the Beltway dare
not take devolution for granted. We know all
about the false starts of the past.

In 1935, when the New Deal was taking root,
Supreme Court justice Louis Brandeis told a top
aide to Roosevelt, “This is the end of this business
of centralization, and I want you to go back and
tell the president that we are not going to let this
government centralize everything. It’s come to
an end. As for your young men, you call them
together and tell them to get out of Washing-
ton—tell them to go home, back to the states.
That is where they must do their work.”

Amen to that.

Let us hope that enough people in the Wash-
ington establishment see the wisdom of these
words. Let us also hope that, during the presi-
dential campaign four years from now, there will
be candidates who do not merely speak like con-
servatives, but who truly believe in conservative
ideas and know how to implement conservative
policies consistent with the best in our nation’s
tradition.

John Engler, a Republican, is the governor of Michigan.

ring in America? Odds are, it’s only dawning
brightly if you live in a fiscally conservative state.
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embers of Congress have traditionally defined compassion by
how much of other people’s money they spend on their

favorite causes. Perhaps it’s time for a new definition: How

senators and representatives use their own time and leader-
ship skills to help organizations that aid the needy. Here are the stories of four leg-
islators who, without relying on government tax collectors, are making an extraor-

dinary difference in people’s lives:

By Nick Schulz

Rep. Mark Neumann
ark Neumann, a sophomore congress-
man from Wisconsin, is a risk-taker. In

1980, he started a homebuilding com-

® o
pany that promptly lost money. He pressed on.
By 1991, he had established a thriving construc-
tion firm, Neumann Developments, that

employs several hundred workers.
But if you ask Neumann about success and
overcoming the odds, he’ll tell you to talk to
Eileen McCaffrey. As head of the Orphan Foun-
dation of America (OFA), she works with a lot of
children who find the odds stacked against
them. The OFA is a scholarship and grant pro-
gram that offers college tuition to kids who have
bounced around foster homes their whole
lives. “Kids who come from disadvantaged
backgrounds need help on three fronts if
they are going to succeed,” McCaffrey says.
“They need to know they belong in a com-
munity, they need to develop some life skills,
and they need opportunity. And that’s where
we and our scholarship program come in.”
That’s where Neumann comes in as well.
Though he sits on the powerful House Approp-
riations Committee, Neumann—if pressed—
might tell you raising money for the OFA is the
most significant thing he does in Washington.
Neumann rarely passes up an opportunity to
ask his colleagues to support the charity. “Some-
times when we are assembled on the House floor
for a vote, I'll go up to other members and ask
them if they could help out the foundation,” he
says. “In my Christmas cards, I've included dona-
tion slips in case people want to send the OFA
some money.” He, along with several congres-

Today he’s a Boy Scout.
Perhaps one day, like
Thad Cochran, he’ll be
an honorary Scout
master and a U.S.
senator.
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With the help

Children’s Heart Link
and Rep. Jim Ramstad,
Mimi Ayanew got a
second chance at life.

of

Senator

ome members of Congress are helping the needy

the old-fashioned way—one on one.

sional colleagues, belongs to a ragtag rock band
called “The Amendments,” which performs ben-
efit concerts for the Orphan Foundation. His
efforts have translated into thousands of dollars
in scholarship money for needy kids. In June,
the congressman announced that five new schol-
arships worth $500 each were available for foster
children in his Wisconsin congressional district.

In most states, foster-care assistance runs out
when a recipient hits his 20th birthday. Once fos-
ter care ends, those in the system are immedi-
ately left to their own devices, which makes it dif-
ficult for them to escape the cycle of dependen-

cy. More than 40 percent of homeless adults
spent time in foster care as children,
McCaffrey says. Only 50 percent of children in
foster care ever graduate from high school.
Those who do typically have trouble getting
into college, for both economic and academic
reasons.

“All too often these kids have been in four or
five different schools and maybe they don’t have
a lot of extra-curriculars,” McCaffrey says. “They
aren’t too attractive to the traditional scholarship
sources.”

The OFA targets at-risk youngsters and helps
them gain access to universities, community col-
leges, and trade and technical schools so they
can make the transition from foster care to self-
sufficiency. Toward that end, Neumann is help-
ing McCaffrey organize an OLIVER project
fund-raiser. OLIVER (an acronym for “Orphan
Leadership Initiative: Values, Education, Resour-
ces”) is a week-long Washington event in which
orphans meet with public officials and policy-
makers, attend career workshops to help them
develop the skills needed fo look for a job, and
set up internships with government officials and
businesses.

“Mark has done so much to help us get recog-
nized on Capitol Hill by talking our organization
up with his friends,” McCaffrey says. Even social
workers in Neumann’s district—adversaries
when it comes to policy issues—are taking note.
“They may not be sympathetic to what some in
the Republican Congress and Mark are trying to
do politically,” she says, “but they Iespe(twhat he
does for us. They think he’s terrific.”

Senator Dan Coats

an Coats remembers that day in 1985 as

if it were vesterday. Standing with his

family in an anxious crowd, the music
playing softly, he turned to the back of the
church as the doors opened. CJ.’s bride made g
her way down the aisle to greet her groom on g
the most important day of their lives. Coats was <
struck at how much the bride reminded him of § 2
his wife Marcia on their wedding day 20 years g
earlier. Dan Coats was immensely proud. C]J., he =
thought, he’s going to make it.

In the early 1970s, when the Hoosier first met
C]J. in a Big Brother program in Ft. Wayne,
Indiana, he wasn’t so sure. C.J. was growing up on
some of the toughest streets of Ft. Wayne, where ’g,
good male role models are hard to find, and itZ
had taken its toll.

Big Brothers is a mentoring program that
matches fatherless youngsters with responsible,
caring men. It has 500 chapters nationwide.
“These are kids coming from extremely under-z

oalt Link ana Boy

otos courtesy of C

January ® February 1997 POLICY REVIEW 51



privileged backgrounds,” Coats says. “They have
suffered an assortment of unfortunate experi-
ences at an early age. They have trouble forming
coherent opinions and values about the world in
part because they’ve never had strong male role
models to look to for guidance.”

Big Brothers is one of the most effective men-
toring programs on the map: According to Pub-
lic/Private  Ventures, participation in Big
Brothers cuts first-time drug use by 46 percent,
reduces school absentecism by 52 percent, and
reduces violent behavior by 33 percent. The
numbers, according to the Philadelphia-based
research group, are consistent across all races.

nationwide and by escorting Scout troops
around Capitol Hill for a first-rate civics lesson.
Cochran has for many years been an active
spokesman for the Boy Scouts. “Within the Scout
troop, young men learn the role of a good citi-
zen,” he says. “They learn that there are rules in
life that need to be obeyed and that emergencies
and dilemmas will confront you that cannot be
ignored. These are lessons that need to be
learned and at a very young age.” Indeed, these
are lessons which, when learned early and put

11

e cannot sustain a nation,”
says Senator Thad Cochran, “whose citizens
have no sense of ohligation to others or their country.”

Although Coats last year proposed an ambi-
tious legislative package of tax credits and pro-
grams to empower needy families, he is quick to
acknowledge the limits of government action.

Government programs, he says, rarely get at the
root causes of social problems.

That’s a warning he picked up from a black
minister in Macon, Georgia. The minister blunt
ly told Coats and other politicians at a hearing
that “resources and money are not enough. The
moral and spiritual sides of the person are more
important.” The warning has stuck with Coats,
and helped cement his commitment to Big
Brothers.

In recent years, Coats has served on the
National Board of Big Brothers, raising funds
and drawing attention to the need for more men-
tors. With more kids entering the program every
year, mentors are being assigned groups of five
youngsters, which Coats says dilutes its effective-
ness. “Programs such as these can have such a
powerful impact because they provide more than
Jjust material needs. They are able to address the
needs of the whole person, which makes them
quite different from government programs.”

Senator Thad Cochran
e walked together in the shadow of
all the great monuments on the Mall
here in Washington, D.C. We even
got to see Connie Mack and the Philadelphia
Athletics play in Boston against the Red Sox.”
These were some of Thad Cochran’s earliest
memories as a Boy Scout in Mississippi.
Cochran was a devoted Scout as a young boy.
Later he helped found a new Scout troop at
Spring Ridge Methodist Church and served as its
first junior assistant Scout master. Of the nearly
100 million scouting alumni of the 86-year-old
program, Cochran is among the 2 percent who
reached the rank of Eagle Scout, an accomplish-
ment of which he is immensely proud. The sena-
tor has hung up his uniform, but still considers
himself an “honorary Scout master” as he helps
the Boy Scouts of America today by raising funds

14
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into practice, can produce substantial accom-
plishments. Just ask William Lugg.

An Eagle Scout, William was one of 10 recent
winners of the Presidential Environmental Youth
Award. Lugg, along with the rest of Scout Post
No. 220 from Van Nuys, California, logged more
than 9,500 hours of building and maintaining
trails in forests, parks, and camps in an effort to
“make nature available to everyone.” They built
access paths to local lakes; developed booklets
and signs in various languages, including Braille,
for nature trails; and restored the habitats of
endangered fish in canyon riverbeds. They also
initiated programs to encourage other con-
cerned citizens to do the same. Brought to
Washington for a tour of the capital and the pre-
sentation of the award by Vice President Gore,
Lugg received private grants to continue his
environmental restoration projects.

Cochran applauds the Scouts for fostering
the work ethic and for expanding children’s
goals and horizons. “The conferral of merit
badges for excellence in achievement and good
works reinforces the notion that hard work will
be rewarded,” he says. “Nothing comes for free.”
The Boy Scouts confer merit badges for every-
thing from the study of art or atomic energy to
excellence in public speaking or wilderness sur-
vival. All Scouts are subjected to high standards
for demonstrating sufficient ability in each merit
field. More than 85 million merit badges have
been conferred since the Boy Scouts were found-
ed, in 1910.

“The Scouts helped me by expanding my
world view,” says Cochran. “I came from « small,
rural community in Mississippi. Our Scout troop
went to Washington, D.C,; Valley Forge, Pennsyl-
vania; and New York City. Those trips have a great
impact on a young man’s horizons. Given my



background in Mississippi, I might never have
thought of becoming a civil servant on a national
level had it not been for my visit to Washington as
a Scout.” Cochran was one of more than 300 for-
mer Scouts in the 104th Congress.

How does Cochran’s devotion to the scouting
ethic affect his political views as a U.S. Senator?
Cochran doubts the wisdom of some recent pro-
posals to remove all incentives for charitable giv-
ing or civic action from the tax code. “I had a
friend donate some property of his to the Boy
Scouts, and I can assure you he wouldn’t have
done it if it hadn’t been for the tax incentive to
do so. That’s just the way people are. We need to
understand the implications of removing [the
charitable deduction]. There are other prob-
lems that could be created if we’re not careful.”

The transmission of values from one genera-
tion to the next, says Cochran, is the most impor-
tant obligation adults owe their children, their
communities, and their country. No sooner do
we forget this than our experiment in liberal
democracy is lost. “We cannot sustain a nation
whose citizens have no sense of obligation to oth-
ers or their country. We need to support the
groups and associations, like the Boy Scouts, that
do a good job in promoting strong citizenship.
It's a reciprocal relationship.”

Rep. Jim Ramstad

t was the winter of 1982 and Minnesota state

senator Jim Ramstad could hardly believe his

eyes. When Shemsiya “Mimi” Ayanew arrived
at the hospital, her skin was blue. She couldn’t
walk. She suffered from atrial septal defect—a
hole in her heart. She would not live another
month without serious corrective heart surgery.

A few months earlier, Mimi’s family had
sought help from the Children’s Heart Link, a
medical charity, as a last, desperate hope for their
daughter. Ramstad, having offered his services to
Heart Link, sponsored Mimi to fly her from her
home in Ethiopia to Minneapolis for corrective
surgery.

“I remember it vividly,” Ramstad says. “When
I first saw Mimi, she was wheeled into the hospi-
tal and was in terrible shape. Then the next time
I saw her, she had a big smile on her face and she
was running up and down the hospital halls. She
had her life restored. It is an incredible feeling
to know that you've touched someone’s life in
that way.”

The Children’s Heart Link is an international
medical charity founded in 1969 to treat and
help prevent heart disease in children. An Ameri-
can G.I stationed in Vietham encountered three
village children with heart defects in need of
surgery, but the only place with the necessary
technology and skills was the United States. He

arranged for them to be flown to Minnesota, and
the only international heart-care charity of its
kind was born.

Today, Heart Link works in conjunction with
cardiovascular units located in developing coun-
tries throughout the world, providing treatment
for needy kids who otherwise might not have
access to quality heart care. Sometimes Heart
Link sends American doctors overseas—to
places like Costa Rica, Kenya, and Ethiopia—to
perform surgery.

The charity also is establishing clinics and
training centers in Central and South America
and Africa. American doctors and nurses are
sent to teach local medical students and techni-
cians a range of skills, such as giving echocardio-
graphic exams, administering cardiac catheteri-
zations, and performing surgery.

About 1 percent of children around the
world are born with some sort of heart condi-
tion. Of those, one-third will die without some
medical treatment, either in the form of medi-
cine or surgery. The clinics sponsored by Heart
Link received 24,000 pediatric patients last year
and performed more than 1,500 heart surgeries.
And over $200,000 in medical supplies and
devices was donated and distributed to develop-
ing countries. By establishing clinics overseas
and educating and training the local medical

caregivers, Heart Link is better able to provide
the vital follow-up care that children with heart
conditions need.

Heart Link raises funds from private donors
by hosting celebrity benefits and auctions. Last
year, it held its biggest annual event, a gala in
Minneapolis featuring Kirby Puckett, then an all-
star outfielder for the Minnesota Twins. Puckett
enlisted some fellow sports stars, including the
Baltimore Orioles’ Cal Ripken, to play in a
celebrity billiard tournament to raise money.
The remainder of funds come through direct-
mail solicitation.

Today, Ramstad is a congressman from
Minnesota’s Third District. He still helps out his
favorite charity as a board member, raising funds
for the medical supplies necessary to sustain the
operation.

Nick Schulz is a management consultant and a former
policy analyst with Empower America.
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he doctrine of judicial review
gives unelected federal judges
awesome power to usurp

the democratic process.
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... And What Congress

Can Do About It

nder the modern
doctrine of judicial
review, the federal
judiciary can invali-
date any state or fed-
eral law or policy it
considers inconsistent
with the U.S. Consti-
tution. This doctrine gives unelected federal
judges awesome power. Whenever these judges
exceed their constitutional prerogative to inter-
pret law and instead read their personal views
and prejudices into the Constitution, the least
democratic branch of government becomes its
most powerful as well.

America’s Founding Fathers created a demo-
cratic republic in which elected representatives
were to decide the important issues of the day. In
their view, the role of the judiciary, although cru-
cial, was to interpret and clarify the law—not to
make law. The Framers recognized the necessity
of judicial restraint and the dangers of judicial
activism. James Madison wrote in The Federalist
Papers that to combine judicial power with exec-
utive and legislative authority was “the very defi-
nition of tyranny,” and Thomas Jefferson be-
lieved that allowing only the unelected judiciary
to interpret the Constitution would lead to judi-
cial supremacy. “It is a very dangerous doctrine
to consider the judges as the ultimate arbiters of
all constitutional questions,” said Jefferson. “Ttis
one which would place us under the despotism
of an oligarchy.”

Unfortunately, the federal judiciary has
strayed far beyond its proper functions, in many
ways validating Jefferson’s warnings about judi-
cial power. In no other democracy in the world

do unelected judges decide as many vital politi-
cal issues as they do in America. We will never
return the federal government to its proper role
in our society until we return the federal judicia-
1y to its proper role in our government.

Supreme Court decisions based on the Con-
stitution cannot be reversed or altered, except
by a constitutional amendment. Such decisions
are virtually immune from presidential vetoes or
congressional legislation. Abraham Lincoln
warned of this in his First Inaugural Address
when he said:

“[TThe candid citizen must confess that if the
policy of the government, upon vital questions,
affecting the whole people, is to be irrevocably
fixed by decisions of the Supreme Court . . . the
people will have ceased to be their own rulers,
having, to that extent, practically resigned their
government into the hands of that eminent tri-
bunal.”

When the most important social and moral
issues are removed from the democratic process,
citizens lose the political experience and moral
education that come from resolving difficult
issues and reaching a social consensus. President
Reagan explained how judicial activism is in-
compatible with popular government:

“The Founding Fathers were clear on this
issue. For them, the question involved in judicial
restraint was not—as it is not—will we have lib-
eral courts or conservative courts? They knew
that the courts, like the Constitution itself, must
not be liberal or conservative. The question was
and is, will we have government by the people?”
[Emphasis added.]

Judicial Excesses

When federal judges exceed their proper
interpretive role, the result is not only infidelity

January e February 1997 POLICY REVIEW 55



to the Constitution, but very often poor public
policy. Numerous cases illustrate the consequen-
ces of judicial activism and the harm it has
caused our society. Activist court decisions have
undermined nearly every aspect of public policy.
Among the most egregious examples:

Allowing racial preferences and quotas. In
United Steelworkers of America v. Weber (1979), the
Supreme Court held for the first time that the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 permits private employ-
ers to establish racial preferences and quotas in
employment, despite the clear language of the
statute: “It shall be an unlawful employment prac-
tice for any employer . . . to discriminate against
any individual because of his race, color, religion,
sex, or national origin.” Had the Court decided
Weber differently, racial preferences would not
exist in the private sector today. The Weber deci-
sion is a classic example of how unelected gov
ernment regulators and federal judges have
diverted our civil-rights laws from a color-blind
ideal to a complex and unfair system of racial and
ethnic preferences and quotas that perpetuate
bias and discrimination.

Creating a “right” to public welfare assis-
tance. In Goldberg v. Kelly (1970), the Supreme
Court sanctioned the idea that welfare entitle-
ments are a form of “property” under the Four-
teenth Amendment. The Court’s conclusion: Be-
fore a government can terminate benefits on the
grounds that the recipient is not eligible, the re-
cipient is entitled to an extensive and costly ap-
peals process akin to a trial. Thanks to the Court,
welfare recipients now have a “right” to receive
benefits fraudulently throughout lengthy legal
proceedings, and never have to reimburse the
government if their ineligibility is confirmed.
The decision has tied up thousands of welfare
workers in judicial hearings and deprived the
truly needy of benefits. By 1974, for example,
New York City alone needed a staff of 3,000 to
conduct Goldberg hearings.

Hampering criminal prosecution. In Mapp v.
Ohio (1961), the Supreme Court began a revolu-
tion in criminal procedure by requiring state
courts to exclude from criminal cases any evi-
dence found during an “unreasonable” search
or seizure. In so holding, the Court overruled a
previous case, Wolf v. Colorado (1949), which had
allowed each state to devise its own methods for
deterring unreasonable searches and seizures.
The Supreme Court in effect acted like a legisla-
ture rather than a judicial body. As a dissenting
Jjustice noted, the Mapp decision unjustifiably
infringed upon the states’ sovereign judicial sys-
tems and forced them to adopt a uniform, fed-
eral procedural remedy illsuited to serve states
with “their own peculiar problems in criminal
law enforcement.”
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In fact, nothing in the Fourth Amendment or
any other provision of the Constitution mentions
the exclusion of evidence, nor does the legislative
history of the Constitution indicate that the
Framers intended to require such exclusion. In-
stead we ought to explore other means of deter:
ring police misconduct without acquitting crimi-
nals, such as permitting civil lawsuits against reck-
less government officials and enforcing internal
police sanctions against offending officers with
fines and demotions.

Since Mapp v. Ohio, the exclusionary rule has
had a devastating impact on law enforcement in
America. One recent study estimated that
150,000 criminal cases, including 30,000 cases of
violence, are dropped or dismissed every year be-
cause the exclusionary rule excluded valid, pro-
bative evidence needed for prosecution.

Lowering hiring standards for the U.S. work-
force. In Griggs v. Duke Power Co. (1971), a plain-
tiff challenged a company’s requirement that job
applicants possess a high-school diploma and
pass a general aptitude test as a condition of
employment. The lawsuit argued that because
the diploma and test requirements disqualified a
disproportionate number of minorities, those re-
quirements were unlawful under the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 unless shown to be related to the job
in question.

The Court ruled that under the Act, employ-
ment requirements that disproportionately ex-
clude minorities must be shown to be related to
Jjob performance, and it rejected the employer’s
argument that the diploma and testing require-
ments were implemented to improve the overall
quality of its work force. Moreover, the Court
held that “Congress has
placed on the employer the
burden of showing that any
given requirement must
have a manifest relationship
to the employment in ques-
tion.”

In fact, the Act explicitly
authorizes an employer to
use aptitude tests like the
one challenged in Griggs.
This insidious court decision
has lowered the quality of
the U.S. workforce by mak-
ing it difficult for employers
to require high-school diplomas and other neu-
tral job requirements. It also forced employers to
adopt racial quotas in order to avoid the expense
of defending hiring practices that happen to
produce disparate outcomes for different ethnic
groups.

“Discovering” a right to abortion. In Roe v.
Wade (1973), the Court considered the constitu-

ederal judges
have diverted our
civil-rights laws from
a color-blind ideal
to a complex and unfair
system of racial and
ethnic preferences.



tionality of a Texas statute that prohibited abor-
tion except to save the life of the mother. Al-
though the Court acknowledged that the Consti-
tution does not explicitly mention a right of pri-
vacy, it held that the Constitution protects rights
“implicit in the concept of ordered liberty.” The
Court ruled that “the right of personal privacy in-
cludes the abortion decision,” and it struck down
the Texas statute under the Due Process Clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment. The Court then
went on, in a blatantly legislative fashion, to pro-
claim a precise framework limiting the states’
ability to regulate abortion procedures.

The dissenting opinion in Roe pointed out
that, in order to justify its ruling, the majority
had to somehow “find” within the Fourteenth
Amendment a right that was unknown to the
drafters of the Amendment. When the Four-
teenth Amendment was adopted in 1868, there
were at least 36 state or territorial laws limiting
abortion, and the passage of the Amendment
raised no questions at the time about the validi-
ty of those laws. “The only conclusion possible
from this history,” wrote the dissenting justices,
“is that the Drafters did not intend to have the
Fourteenth Amendment withdraw from the
States the power to legislate with respect to this
matter.”

One of the most pernicious aspects of the Roe
decision is that it removed one of the most pro-
found social and moral issues from the democra-
tic process without any constitutional authority.
For the first two centuries of America’s exis-
tence, the abortion issue had been decided by
state legislatures, with substantially less violence
and conflict than has attended the issue since
the Roe decision.

Overturning state referenda. In Romer v.
Evans (1996), the U.S. Supreme Court actually
negated a direct vote of the people. This case
concerned an amendment to the Colorado con-
stitution enacted in 1992 by a statewide referen-
dum. “Amendment 2” prohibited the state or
any political subdivisions therein from adopting
any policy that grants homosexuals “any minori-
ty status, quota preference, protected status, or
claim of discrimination.” The Court ruled that
the amendment was unconstitutional because it
did not bear a “rational relationship” to a legiti-
mate government purpose and thus violated the
Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment.

The state of Colorado contended that this
amendment protected freedom of association,
particularly for landlords and employers who
have religious objections to homosexuality, and
that it only prohibited preferential treatment for
homosexuals. But the Court rejected these argu-
ments and offered its own interpretation of what

motivated the citizens of Colorado, claiming that
“laws of the kind now before us raise the
inevitable inference that the disadvantage im-
posed is born of animosity toward the class of
persons affected.”

The dissenting opinion argued that Amend-
ment 2 denies equal treatment only in the sense
that homosexuals may not obtain “preferential
treatment without amending the state constitu-
tion.” Noting that under Bowers v. Hardwick
(1986), states are permitted to outlaw homosex-
ual sodomy, the dissent reasoned that if it is con-
stitutionally permissible for a
state to criminalize homo-
sexual conduct, it is surely
constitutionally permissible
for a state to deny special
favor and protection to ho-
mosexuals. The Court’s deci-
sion, the dissent charged, “is
an act not of judicial judg-
ment, but of political will.”

It is hard not to regard
the Romer decision as the pin-
nacle of judicial arrogance:
Six appointed justices struck
down a law passed by 54 per-
cent of a state’s voters in a direct election, the
most democratic of all procedures. In one of the
most egregious usurpations of power in constitu-
tional history, the Court not oaly desecrated the
principle of self-government, but appointed itself
the moral arbiter of the nation’s values.

Turning the Tide
Fortunately, Congress has a number of strate-
gies at its disposal to confine the judiciary to its
proper constitutional role:

1 o The Senate should use its confirmation authori-
ty to block the appointment of activist federal judges.

When a president appoints judges who
exceed their constitutional authority and usurp
the other branches of government, the Senate
can properly restrain the judiciary by carefully
exercising its responsibilities under the “advise
and consent” clause of Article II, Section 2 of the
Constitution.

Normally, the Senate Judiciary Committee
conducts a hearing on the president’s nominees.
Those nominees who are approved by the com-
mittee or submitted without recommendation go
to the full Senate for a confirmation vote.

Unfortunately, the confirmation process in
recent years has been relatively perfunctory. The
Senate has been reluctant to closely question a
nominee to ascertain the candidate’s under-
standing of the proper role of the judiciary. The
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Senate committee hearing provides an excellent
opportunity to discern a judicial candidate’s
understanding of a constitutionally limited judi-
ciary. It also provides a public opportunity for
judicial watchdog organizations to testify in sup-
port of or against a particular nominee.

The Constitution established Senate confir-
mation to ensure that unqualified nominees
were not given lifelong judgeships. In carrying
out this important responsibility, senators should
ascertain a prospective judge’s commitment to a
philosophy of judicial restraint and fidelity to the
Constitution. In so doing, they should carefully
review all the opinions, legal
articles, and other materials
authored by the candidate,
the personal background
report prepared by the
Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation, and the testimony of
judges and other attorneys
who have had ample oppor-
tunities to view a candidate’s
work.

In the name of efficiency,
the full Senate sometimes
votes to confirm judicial no-
minees in bundles. This prac-
. tice should cease. Senators
should vote on each nominee individually, in
order to remind the prospective judge and the
public of the awesome responsibility of each new
member of the judiciary and to hold themselves
accountable for every judge they confirm to the
federal bench.

2 o Congress should strip the American Bar Associa-
tion of its special role in the judicial selection process.

The American Bar Association (ABA) has
shown itself to be a special-interest group, every
bit as politicized as the American Civil Liberties
Union or the National Rifle Association. In the
104th Congress, for example, the ABA officially
supported federal funding for abortion services
for the poor, racial and ethnic preferences, and
a ban on assault weapons; and it opposed a ban
on flag-burning, reform of the exclusionary rule
and of death-penalty appeals, and a proposal to
restrict AFDC payments for welfare mothers who
have additional children. Hence it should be
removed from any official role in evaluating judi-
cial nominees. It would still be free to testify
before the Senate Judiciary Committee concern-
ing potential judges, but it would not have any
special status or authority.

The Senate will always need the impartial
assessment of judges and lawyers who have a de-
tailed knowledge of the work and background of
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a judicial candidate. In place of the ABA, the
Senate should appoint a special factfinding
committee in each of the 94 federal judicial dis-
tricts. These lawyers would be selected for their
objectivity, ideological neutrality, and under-
standing of the constitutional role of the judicia-
ry. They would obtain the detailed information
the Senate needs to evaluate a candidate, and
would give that information directly to the Judi-
ciary Committee without subjective comments
or evaluation.

3 o Congress should exercise its power to limit the
Jurisdiction of the federal courts.

Congress has great control over the jurisdic-
tion of the lower federal courts. Article I1I, Sec-
tion 1, of the Constitution provides that “[t]he
judicial power of the United States, shall be vest-
ed in one supreme Court, and in such inferior
Courts as the Congress may from time to time ordain
and establish.” [ Emphasis added.] It is well-estab-
lished that since Congress has total discretion
over whether to create the lower federal courts, it
also has great discretion over the jurisdiction of
those courts it chooses to create. In fact, Con-
gress has in the past withdrawn jurisdiction from
the lower federal courts when it became dissatis-
fied with their performance or concluded that
state courts were the better forum for certain
types of cases. The Supreme Court has repeated-
ly upheld Congress’s power to do so.

Congress also has some authority to limit the
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court and to regu-
late its activities. Article III of the Constitution
states that the Supreme Court “shall have appel-
late jurisdiction, both as to law and fact, with such
Exceptions, and under such Regulations as the Con-
gress shall make.” [Emphasis added.] Although we
recognize that the scope of Congress’s power to
regulate and restrict the Supreme Court’s juris-
diction over particular types of cases is under
debate, there is a constitutional basis for this
authority.

In the only case that directly addressed this
issue, the Supreme Court upheld Congress’s
power to restrict the Court’s appellate jurisdic-
tion. In Ex Parte McCardle (1869), the Court un-
animously upheld Congress’s power to limit its
Jjurisdiction, stating:

“We are not at liberty to inquire into the
motives of the legislature. We can only examine
into its power under the Constitution; and the
power fo make exceptions to the appellate jurisdiction of
this court is given by express words. What, then, is
the effect of the repealing act upon the case
before us? We cannot doubt as to this. Without
Jjurisdiction, the court cannot proceed at all in
any case.” [Emphasis added. |
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Although some respected constitutional
scholars argue that Congress cannot restrict the
Supreme Court’s jurisdiction to the extent that it
intrudes upon the Court’s “core functions,” there
is no question that Congress has more authority
under the Constitution to act than it has recently
exercised.

The 104th Congress displayed an encourag-
ing willingness to assert its authority over the
jurisdiction of the lower federal courts. For exam-
ple, the Prison Litigation Reform Act of 1995
reduced the discretion of the federal courts to
micromanage state prisons and to force the early
release of prisoners. The Act also makes it more
difficult for prisoners to file frivolous lawsuits.
(An incredible 63,550 prisoner lawsuits were filed
in federal court in 1995 alone.) Congress also
passed the Effective Death Penalty Act of 1995.
This Act limited the power of the federal courts
to entertain endless habeas corpus appeals filed
by prisoners on death row, significantly expedit-
ing the death-penalty process.

Other issues are due for some congressional
muscle-flexing to restrain an activist judiciary:

Private-school choice. Some radical groups
like the American Civil Liberties Union argue
that the government would violate the First
Amendment’s Establishment Clause if it gave a
tuition voucher to a family who uses it at a reli-
gious school. Under current Supreme Court pre-
cedents, school vouchers are almost certainly
constitutional. Nevertheless, some federal judges
have indicated that they would invalidate private-
school choice plans under the
Establishment Clause. More-
over, if more activist justices are
named to the Supreme Court,
a liberal majority could crush
one of the most promising edu-
cational initiatives in recent
years by judicial fiat. To ensure
that the issue of private-school
choice is decided through the
democratic process, Congress
should consider restricting the
Court’s jurisdiction over this
issue.

Judicial taxation. “Judicial
taxation” refers to federal court orders that
require a state or local government to make sig-
nificant expenditures to pay for courtordered
injunctions. For example, one federal judge or-
dered the state of Missouri to pay for approxi-
mately $2.6 billion in capital improvements and
other costs to “desegregate” the school districts
of St. Louis and Kansas City, which in recent
years had lost many white students. To attract
white students back into the system, a federal
judge required Kansas City to maintain the most

lavish schools in the nation, and actually ordered
the city to raise property taxes to pay for his
court-ordered remedies.

There’s a name for tax increases imposed by
appointed, life-tenured federal judges: taxation
without representation. Under the Constitution,
only Congress can lay and collect taxes; our
Founding Fathers would be appalled at the
thought of federal judges doing so. In Federalis
No. 48, James Madison explained that in our
democratic system, “the legislative branch alone
has access to the pockets of the people.” To cod-
ify this principle, Congress should consider
restricting the federal courts’ authority to order
any government at any level to raise taxes under
any circumstance.

Use of special masters. Federal judges some-
times appoint “special masters” to micromanage
prisons, mental hospitals, and school districts. In
the past, these special masters have been ap-
pointed to carry out the illegitimate excursions
of judges into the province of the legislative and
executive branches. Moreover, the use of special
masters has been a form of taxation, in that state
and local governments are required to pay their
salaries and expenses—which have often been
extravagant. In some cases, special masters have
hired large staffs to help execute the court order.
Congress should outlaw special masters; without
them, federal judges would be constrained by
the limits on their time and resources from man-
aging prisons or other institutions.

Same-sex marriage. No area of the law has
been more firmly reserved to the states than
domestic relations. Nevertheless, the Court’s rea-
soning in Romer v. Evans suggests the possibility
that some federal judges will “discover” a consti-
tutional right to homosexual marriage, and thus
remove the issue from the democratic process.

The Hawaii Supreme Court recently indicat-
ed that it would soon recognize homosexual
marriages, which all other states would then
have to recognize under the Full Faith and
Credit Clause of the Constitution (Article IV).
This possibility motivated Congress to pass the
Defense of Marriage Act, which authorized any
state to refuse to recognize a same-sex marriage
performed in another state. The Act does not,
however, prevent the federal judiciary from
usurping this issue. Congress should consider
going one step further to remove the jurisdiction
of the lower federal courts over same-sex mar-
riages to ensure that this cultural issue is decid-
ed by the legislative process in each state.

4. The states should press Congress to amend the
Constitution in a way that will allow the states to rat-
ify constitutional amendments in the future without
the approval of Congress.
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One reason judicial activism is so dangerous
and undemocratic is that reversing or amending
federal court decisions is so difficult. When a
decision by the Supreme Court or a lower feder-
al court is based on the Constitution, the deci-
sion cannot be reversed or altered except by a
constitutional amendment. Such constitutional
decisions are immune from presidential vetoes
or congressional legislation.

The existing means of amending the Consti-
tution, however, are seldom effective in halting
Jjudicial activism. The amendment procedure set
forth in Article V of the Constitution is difficult
and lengthy for good reason: to avoid hasty
changes spurred by the passions of the moment.
But history has shown that even the most egre-
gious court decisions—particularly those that
affect the balance of power between the nation-
al government and the states—have been imper-
vious to correction by constitutional amend-
ment. One reason for this is that Congress,
which must initiate such amendments, is loath to
give up federal power.

The amendment procedure of the U.S.
Constitution led Lord Bryce to conclude in his
1888 study, The American Commonwealth, that
“[t]he Constitution which is the most difficult to
change is that of the United States.” This diffi-
culty has encouraged judicial activism and
allowed the unelected federal courts to “twist
and shape” the Constitution, as
Jefferson predicted, as an
“artist shapes a ball of wax.”
The reason that the difficult
amendment procedure encour-
ages judicial activism is simple:
Life-tenured judges are less
likely to show restraint when
the possibility that their rulings
will be rejected is slight.

Consequently, one strategy
to rein in the federal judiciary
is to revise the amendment pro-
cedure in Article V of the Con-
stitution to allow the states to amend the
Constitution without Congress’s approval and
without a constitutional convention,

Here’s how it would work: When two-thirds of
state legislatures pass resolutions in support of a
proposed amendment to the Constitution, Con
gress would have to submit it to all the states for
ratification. The proposal would then become
part of the Constitution once the legislatures of
threefourths of the states ratify it. Congress’s
role would be purely ministerial. This process
would give the states equal power with Congress
to initiate an amendment and would further
check the power of the federal courts and of
Congress.
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5 « Congress should stop the federalization of crime
and the expansion of litigation in federal court.

Whenever Congress enacts a new federal
criminal statute or a statute creating a cause-of-
action in federal court, it enlarges the power and
authority of the federal courts and provides
more opportunities for judicial activism. At the
same time, the federalization of crimes that have
traditionally concerned state and local govern-
ments upsets the balance between the national
government and the states. The following steps
can help reduce the federalization of the law and
once again restore balance to the federal-state
relationship.

Recodify the U.S. Code. In the present fed-
eral criminal code, important offenses like trea-
son are commingled with insignificant offenses
like the unauthorized interstate transport of
water hyacinths. The Federal Courts Study Com-
mittee found that the current federal code is
“hard to find, hard to understand, redundant,
and conflicting.” Ideally, Congress would start
with a blank slate, recodifying only those offens-
es that truly belong under federal jurisdiction.
Due to the highly political nature of crime, such
an undertaking might require the creation of an
independent commission, modeled after the re-
cent commission for closing unneeded military
bases.

Require a “federalism assessment” for legis-
lation, This idea would require that all federal
legislation offer a justification for a national solu-
tion to the issue in question, acknowledge any
efforts the states have taken to address the prob-
lem, explain the legislation’s effect on state ex-
perimentation, and cite Congress’s constitution-
al authority to enact the proposed legislation.

Create a federalism subcommittee within the
judiciary committees of the House and Senate.
First proposed by President Reagan’s Working
Group on Federalism, federalism subcommittees
would attempt to ensure compliance with feder-
alism principles in all proposed legislation.

Judicial activism has harmed virtually every
aspect of public policy in America. Liberalism
has accomplished much of its agenda in the last
30 years not through the electoral process, but
instead in the federal courts. Conservatives will
never be able to shape public policy until they
can curb activist judges. Congress can and
should move to do so.

Edwin Meese IIl, the 75th attorney general of the
United States (1985-1988), is currently the Ronald
Reagan Fellow at The Heritage Foundation. Rhett
DeHart is special counsel to Mr. Meese. This article is
adapled from Mandate for Leadership IV, pub-
lished by The Heritage Foundation in January 1997.




own Square

Groups To Watch

A Head Start for Charities

There may be no such thing as a
free lunch, but individual citizens, fam-
ilies, and companies interested in start-
ing charities can now receive the
required legal work absolutely gratis.
Through its new “Counsel for Chari-
table Giving” program, the Washington
Legal Foundation hopes to spur the
formation of new philanthropic groups
throughout the country. Setting up
such tax-exempt institutions usually re-
quires legal counsel and copious help
filing forms with the IRS. The foun-
dation, a nonprofit, public-interest law
firm in Washington, D.C., is
offering to provide free
advice and the services of
D.C. tax lawyer William ]J.
Lehrfeld to people starting
nonprofits.

The activities and philos-
ophy of such charities must
be in accord with WLF’s own
principles: free enterprise,
limited and accountable gov-
ernment, entrepreneurial
spirit, and patriotism. Hop-

thropy overall, WLF has al-

ready fielded several dozen serious
inquiries from would-be foundation
founders.

& Washington Legal Foundation; contact
Danzel Popeo, chairman and legal coun-
sel—2009 Massachusetts Ave., N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20036. Tel.: 202-588-
0302, fax: 202-588-0371.

Education Reformers

Nobel laureate Milton Friedman
and his wife, Rose, have started a new
foundation bearing their names to pro-
mote ‘reform of elementary and sec-
ondary education by increasing com-
petition through parental choice.”

The new group, headquartered in
Indianapolis, Indiana, will champion
education alternatives to public schools
by sponsoring research on the benefits
of such competition, raising public
awareness, providing legal assistance to

Milton Friedman,
ing to create more philan- education reformer.

NEWS FROM THE CITIZENSHIP MOVEMENT

activists, granting money to parental
groups and nonprofits, and main-
taining a database of legislative devel-
opments. Friedman was one of the first
advocates of vouchers that allow par-
ents to choose among public, private
nonsectarian, and private religious
schools.

@& Milton and Rose D. Friedman Found-
ation for Educational Choice; contact:
Robert Enlow—One American Sq., P.O.
Box 82078. Indianapolis, Ind. 46282.
Tel.: 317-681-0745, fax: 317-634-0945.

Renewing American Character

A new Washington-based founda-
tion is launching a pair of programs “to
renew the American
character.” Lamenting
the isolation and moral
relativism of modern
American culture, the
Tricentennial Founda-
tion for America (TFA)
seeks to promote civic
virtue by creating “char-
acter-building programs
for youth, family, and
professional people in all
walks of life.”

One of the founda-
tion’s projects is an after-
school program for youth called
Tricentennial Clubs for America. The
youth activities would combine volun-
teerism, recreation, mentoring by
adults, and character education, often
in partnership with existing service
organizations like Rotary Clubs and
Kiwanis Clubs.

The foundation’s second major pro-
jectis a “calendar-based home-learning
system” for promoting awareness of
family history and reestablishing the
family as the “primary stewards” of civic
character. The program, called the
Almanac for the American Family, al-
lows households to “journal their cur-
rent family events, document their
family history, and reconstruct their
roots with reference to American histo-
ry and cultural customs and traditions.”

TFA hopes to establish a grassroots
network of “resource centers” and

communication links joining families
to their local cultural, civic, and reli
gious institutions.

@ Tricentennial Foundation for Ameri-
ca—INational Press Bldg., ste. 941, Wash-
ington, D.C. 20045. Tel.: 202-637-2076,
Sfax: 202-637-0070.

Gautionary Tales

Young Thugs

Although the overall crime rate in
New York City has declined dramatical-
ly in recent years, prosecutor Peter
Reinharz notes that violent crimes
committed by teenage predators have
increased sharply. Reinharz blames this
soaring teen crime wave on the New
York state legislature, which passed and
continues to preserve the Family Court
Act governing juvenile justice in New
York. This Act, with its anti-incarcera-
tion, pro-rehabilitation bias, “has made
sure that a New York crime victim’s suf-
fering comes cheap.”

Under current New York law, the
maximum sentence that 13- to 15-year-
olds can receive for most crimes—
including many crimes of violence—is
18 months of incarceration in a camp-
like residential facility. In practice,
even hard-core juvenile offenders guil-
ty of reckless manslaughter or robbery
serve no more than 10 months, while
most car thieves usually get off with
probation. (In New York, 16-year-old
offenders are tried in adult criminal
courts-—rather than in family court—
but the state’s youthful-offender law
authorizes judges to reduce their sen-
tences sharply and expunge all crimi-
nal aspects of the case from their re-
cords.)

New York law favors youthful of-
fenders in other ways as well. For exam-
ple, it denies family court judges the
authority to issue search warrants and
arrest warrants, so that if police retrieve
a gun used by a l5-year-old mugger
without a search warrant, lawyers for
the offender (usually from the Legal
Aid Society) can seek to suppress the
weapon as evidence. And even if juve-
nile offenders are convicted, they are
considered not to have committed
actual crimes, but only “acts which, if
committed by an adult, would be a
crime.” Since no crime was committed,
juvenile offenders acquire no criminal
record.

According to Reinharz, “The phi-
losophy behind the state’s no-fault
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juvenile justice system”—its emphasis
on rehabilitation rather than punish-
ment—"“might have made sense in the
days when juvenile offenders stole
apples and picked pockets, often dri-
ven by poverty. . . . But are the teen
criminals in court today, almost nine
out of 10 of whom are violent felons,
really juvenile delinquents rather than
criminals?”

Reinharz argues that the New York
state legislature’s emphasis on rehabili-
tating youthful offenders is misplaced,
since all the evidence indicates that
authorities have had very little success
in rehabilitating violent teens. He calls
on the New York state assembly to emu-
late most other states and modify its
juvenile justice code by lengthening
sentences and trying violent teens in

criminal courts at an earlier age.
“Surely,” he concludes, “it’s time for
our assembly leadership to get mugged
by reality, as the expression goes,
betfore the rest of us all get mugged in
earnest.”

o “Why Teen Thugs Get Away With
Murder,” by Peter Reinharz, City Journal,
Autumn 1996.

Thoughts on Civil Society

A New Model for Communities

The November-December 1996
issue of the American Interprise address-
es “Cures for Lonely Suburbs and
Dying Cities.” Journalist Philip Lang-
don describes a new trend in contem
porary architecture . nd community
development: The attempt to over-

costs of treatment.

senior patrol.”

doned buildings for habitation.

pline.

723-2277, fax: 617-723-1880.

Policy, in Boston, Massachusetts, sponsors an annual competition for

“better government.” Recently it honored 10 innovations in public safety,
its category for 1996. These state and municipal government initiatives and
nonprofit projects, many of them in Massachusetts, include the following:

Alliance All Purpose (Mass.)—A group home for adolescent boys that seeks
to “channel the energy and ambitions of troubled youth into the main-
stream through manual labor and entrepreneurship.”

Right Tumn (Mass.)—A proposal for private operation of public alcohol-treat-
ment facilities, under which it would expand treatment to include monitor-
ing and aftercare and would require nonindigent DUI offenders to pay the

Volunteer community policing (San Diego, Calif.)—A “volunteer services
unit” in San Diego that uses 600 citizen volunteers to staff community
policing initiatives, including a “crisis-intervention team” and a “retired

ReTec America (Cambridge, Mass.)—A supervised, after-school educational
program for computer literacy, offered in schools and public-housing pro-
jects for "youth who might otherwise turn to crime.”

Dudiey Street Neighborhood Initiative (Boston, Mass.)—A community
development program that seeks to “design crime out of the neighbor-
hood” with strategies such as lighting public parks and renovating aban

Operation Night Light (Boston, Mass.)—A joint venture between Boston's
police and probation departments, it promotes the sharing of information
about offenders and sends Boston detectives to the homes of probation-
ers to provide protection for probation officers and issue lessons on disci-

Zero Tolerance (Worcester, Mass.)—Seeks to drive drug activity out of target-
ed neighborhoods by coordinating the efforts of several city community-
development offices with those of the police department.

For more information, contact the Pioneer Institute for Public Policy
Hesearch, 85 Devonshire Street, 8ih floor, Boston, Mass. 02109. Tel.: 617-

|

Innovations in Public Safety

Like many conservative state policy groups, the Pioneer Institute for Public
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come the loneliness of conventional
suburban life by returning to tradition-
al community designs. “Traditionalist”
community developers stress the im-
portance of the public realm-—streets,
sidewalks, parks and gathering pla-
ces—as a way of fostering a sense of
community. In traditionalist develop-
ments, houses are built close enough
together so that neighbors get to know
each other, streets tend to be narrow to
slow the flow of traffic, and most essen-
tial neighborhood services are accessi-
ble without cars.

“This setting benefits children as
much as adults,” Langdon contends.
Children have the opportunity to
explore the neighborhood and devel-
op a healthy sense of autonomy, while
simultaneously enjoying the kind of
adult supervision characteristic of tra-
ditional communities. By contrast,
Langdon believes that conventional,
automobile-dependent suburbs de-
prive children of the skills and Jjudg-
ment needed to manage unfamiliar sit-
uations.

Today, about 100 traditionalist
developments are in planning or un-
der construction. Perhaps the strong-
est indication that the new traditional-
ist town “is more than a hobby horse
for nostalgic visionaries” is the Walt
Disney Co.’s decision to build an entire
new community—to be called Celebra-
tion—near Orlando, Florida. Designed
to house 20,000 people and costing
$2.5 billion, “Celebration elevates tra-
ditionalism from the province of most-
ly small, local, and often contrarian
developers to the realm of amply
financed mainstream corporations.”

But what can be done to improve
the neighborhoods of the overwhelm-
ing majority of Americans who do not
live in traditional communities? Har-
vard professor Harvey Mansfield ar-
gues that neighborhoods can be im-
proved by a renewed emphasis on “re-
spectability.” Littering, decorating pub-
lic spaces with graffiti and begging are
all instances of the breakdown of
respectability. “It is wrong and unde-
mocratic,” Mansfield writes, “not to
make the effort to gain our fellow citi-
zens’ respect.”

Robert H. Nelson of the University
of Maryland believes that residents of
mner-city neighborhoods should be
allowed to privatize essential services.
“Private  inner-city neighborhoods
could contract competitively for trash



collection, street cleaning, and other
services, bypassing expensive and inef-
fective municipal bureaucracies.” Alan
Ehrenhalt, editor of Governing maga-
zine, regards neighborhood schools as
the engine of neighborhood renewal.

Robert B. Hawkins Jr. of the In-
stitute for Contemporary Studies be-
lieves that, “Washington and the state
capitals must return real authority to
citizens in the form of charter schools,
tenant ownership, and governance of
public housing projects, and the like.”
And traditionalist developer Henry M.
Turley Jr. believes in returning to
“older, traditional ways of building
communities [that] were often more
wholesome, comfortable, and effi-
cient” than their modern counterparts.

But it’s not only community devel-
opers who are concluding that in many
respects the past was better than the
present. Fred Siegel, a professor at the
Cooper Union in New York City, writes,
“If we could simply return our older
cities to the conditions they enjoyed
before Lyndon Johnson declared 1965
“The Year of the Cities’. . . it would be
considered an historic achievement.”
The massive failure of the urban-
renewal programs begun during the
1960s has led to a radical rethinking of
how best to help the urban poor.
Instead of pouring billions of taxpayer
dollars into an ineffective social service
bureaucracy, the emphasis now is on
fostering business-financed inner-city
economic growth.

Currently, the most important
sources of such economic growth in
New York are in retailing and niche
manufacturing. “It would be a happy
conjunction of forces if some of the
workers in these new manufacturing
jobs could come from the ranks of
those scheduled to be moved off AFDC
by the 1996 welfare reform bill,” con-
cludes Siegel. “But that will be a diffi-
cult task.”

The task would be much simpler,
writes Joel Kotkin, if our large and
poorly governed urban mega-jurisdic-
tions were broken up into smaller polit-
ical units. And, in fact, “regional seces-
sion movements” exist throughout
California, in the New York boroughs
of Queens and Staten Island, and even
in Kansas. In Los Angeles, that hotbed
of contemporary urban secessionism,
both conservative and liberal politi-
cians endorse the general right of cities
or school districts to secede.

unnoticed and unappreciated.

The Real Status of Women in America

he Independent Women's Forum and the American Enterprise Institute
Thave released an invaluable almanac of statistics on the political and

economic status of American women. The booklet challenges conven-
tional wisdom about the severity of the glass ceiling and other measures of
women'’s lack of progress, and demonstrates that many gains have gone

For instance, women actually lead men in the attainment of higher educa-
tion. And, as this chart shows, the disparity in pay between men and women |
has been closing steadily as women enter new fields and climb corporate
ranks. The gap has almost disappeared when controlled for demographic
characteristics such as education and type of job.

Pay of single women 16 to 29 years old as a percentage of men’s pay, controlled for demographic
characteristics including education, race, part- or full-time work, job type, and union status.
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Source: Women's Figures: The Economic Progress of Women in America, by Diana
Furchtgott-Roth and Christine Stolba, published by the Independent Women's Forum
and the American Enterprise Institute. IWF—tel.: 703-243-83989, fax: 703-243-9230.
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Secessionism is popular, argues
Kotkin, because governing can be
done far more flexibly, quickly and
intelligently in smaller jurisdictions.
*When city deficits mounted in LA
he writes, “the city council raised city
taxes and fees. The smaller cities, in
contrast, responded by slashing fees to
provide businesses with Incentives to
expand, while putting the lid on city
spending.”

As a result, the unemployment rate
in small cities adjacent to Los Angeles,
such as Burbank and Glendale, is
much lower than in its giant neighbor,
and while major corporations have
been fleeing Los Angeles in droves, its
smaller neighbors are experiencing a
massive business expansion fueled by
such firms as Time Warner, Disney, and
NBC. “The comparative fortunes of
these smaller cities and the big city of
Los Angeles,” he concludes, “is telling

evidence of the benefits of devolving
political power to a more local level
than most current city boundaries
allow.”

@ “Cures for Lonely Suburbs and Dying
Cities,” American Enterprise, November-
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rofiles in Citizenship

A Union Leader
Betrayed

efore the last election, the AFL-
BCIO, under the direction of its

president John Sweeney, spent
nearly $40 million lobbying on behalf
of candidates who wished to expand
the size and scope of government. It
was the most ambitious political pro-
gram the AFL-CIO had ever under-
taken. It was also one at odds with the
vision that labor pioneer Samuel Gom-
pers had for the union movement.

Gompers was born in London in
1850. His formal education ended at
the age of 10, when poverty forced him
to leave his neighborhood’s Jewish
school and find work in the shoe-
making business. He quickly grew tired
of that trade and coaxed his father into
teaching him cigarmaking. But even
with the addition of Samuel’s income,
the family was unable to make ends
meet. So in 1863, the Gompers family,
like thousands of other European fami-
lies of that period, secured passage to
New York. In America they didn’t ex-
pect to find a handout, but rather the
opportunity for a better life.

Gompers soon began work in a New
York cigarmaking factory. He was in-
strumental in the founding of the Na-
tional Cigarmakers Union and served
as its vice president for four vears. In
1881, the cigarmakers joined several
other unions in creating the Federation
of Trades and Labor Unions of the
United States and Canada.

In 1886, the federation was reorga-
nized and renamed the American Fed-
eration of Labor (AFL). Gompers was
elected president and paid a yearly

hy Aaron Steelman

Aaron Steelman is a staff writer at the
Calto Institute, which is located across
Jrom the Samuel Gompers Park in
Washington, D.C.

“salary” of $1,000. He quickly proved
himself capable and, with the exception
of 1895, was annually reelected presi-
dent until his death in 1924. During
that period——as the AFL’s membership
grew to more than 4 million—real wag-
es increased, work weeks shortened,
and working conditions

to issue after issue.

He argued that “compulsory sick-
ness insurance for workers is based
upon the theory that they are unable to
look after their own interests and the
state must interpose its authority and
wisdom and assume the relation of par-
ent or guardian. There is something in
the very suggestion of this relationship
and this policy that is repugnant to
free-born citizens.”

As for welfare programs, Gompers
believed that “social insurance cannot
remove or prevent poverty.” Moreover,
he maintained that welfare is “unde-
mocratic” because it tends “to fix the
citizens of the country into two classes,
and a long established system would
tend to make these classes rigid.”

Gompers also worried that welfare
would undermine the

improved in industry af-
ter industry.

Although he support-
ed such legal protections
as child-labor laws and
general liability laws for
employers, he favored
union bargaining power
over government regula-
tion as a means to ad-
vance the economic
standing of wage earners.
As historian Florence
Calvert Thorne has writ-
ten, Gompers thought
that “by joining hands with like-minded
workers,” laborers could increase their
“bargaining strength for higher wages
which could make more material com
forts available.” That, coupled with “per-
sonal freedom and self-dependence,
would help them to be alert and respon-
sible citizens of their community.”

A Nonpartisan Union

From the beginning, Gompers was
wary of embroiling the AFL in politics
of any kind, partisan or otherwise. He
had seen a rival labor organization—
the Knights of Labor—implode over
faulty political alliances and feared that
the same thing could happen to the
AFL. More fundamentally, he believed
that government activism was harmful
to the working man.

In 1915, he wrote, “Doing for peo-
ple what they can and ought to do for
themselves is a dangerous experiment.
In the last analysis the welfare of the
workers depends upon their own pri-
vate initiative.” He applied that belief
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Samuel Gompers, first
president of the AFL.

ethic of self-responsibili-
ty. As early as 1915—20
years before the enact-
ment of Social Security—
he stated, “Whether as a
result of laziness or in-
competency there is a
steadily growing disposi-
tion to shift responsibility
for personal progress to
outside agencies. What
can be the result of this
tendency but the soften-
ing of the moral fiber of
the peopler”

Undoubtedly, he would have disap-
proved of the modern regulatory state
as well. In an article for the American
Federationist, Gompers argued that
“regulation of industrial relations is not
a policy to be entered upon lightly—
establishment of regulation for one
type of relation necessitates regulating
of another, until finally all industrial
life grows rigid with regulation.” And
when asked in 1916 if he favored a law
mandating an eight-hour day, he re-
marked, “Do you know where the
eighthour law in California originat-
ed? It was started by the Socialist Party
of California.” For Gompers, a fierce
critic of the American Socialist and
Communist parties, that seemed be a
sufficient response.

Samuel Gompers’s lifelong devo- ¢
tion to both the union movement and §
Jeffersonijan political principles im-%E
proved the lives of millioins of workingg
men and women. He rightly deservesé
to be called the greatest friend labor g
has ever known.
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CPAC ’'97

“For nations in history, just as for individuals
in everyday life, character determines destiny.
America faces a test of character that may well
decide it’s destiny.”

— President Ronald Reagan

The Election is Over. Our Vision is Clear.
Now Our Work Begins. |
The 1997 Conservative Political Action Conferenc

For the past twenty-four years, CPAC has provided conservatives worldwide a unique opportunity to
meet and hear recognized leaders speak and participate in forums and panel discussions on both
domestic and foreign issues.
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Sﬁevls Forbes ¢ Dick Cheney ¢ Pat Buchanan have all addressed this conference for conservative
thinkers.
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1-800-752-4391.
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