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Based on the data, he argues that neither the middle class nor 
the "angry white males" drove the 1994 results.
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Analyzing the moderates, he divides them into 2 groups. One are 
voters who distrust the extremism of both the left and the right. 
The second, however, place heavy weight on experience, integrity 
and other personal characteristics of the candidate, and, 
therefore, they tend to favor incumbents of both parties because 
they have more information about incumbents than challengers.

He divides conservatives into 2 groups, one the economic 
conservative, and the other the cultural conservative. The 
latter is concerned about traditional morality concerning belief 
in God, hard work, patriotism, frugality, personal and family 
responsibility and self-reliance. Cultural conservatism has

Attached is a copy of an article by Fred Steeper entitled "This 
Swing Is Different: Analysis Of The 1994 Election Exist Polls," 
which was published in a Cook Political Report of 8 February 
1995. Mr. Steeper is a partner in Market Strategies, Inc., a 
national research firm based in Southfield, MI that polls for 
Republicans.

Looking at the support of conservatives, moderates and liberals 
for Republicans in 1994, he concludes that the substantial 
increase of conservative votes for Republicans (up 19 points over 
1990), compared to the substantial decrease for liberals (minus 8 
points compared to 1990), with virtually no change for moderates, 
that, unlike most elections which he characterizes as 
"xetrospective elections" which merely reward or punish the 
[incumbent party based on whether the voters believe that times 

. good or bad, 1994 was a policy election.

He asserts that a conservative "mandate" must be looked at in 
terms of cultural conservatism rather than economic conservatism.
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become politically charged because many believe these values are 

threatened.

Consequently, we must seriously consider the proposition 
that the New Deal party system came to an honorable but 
definite end this past November and was replaced by a new 
system with a different competitive relationship between 
the parties and with a new set of issues defining them

> the older economic ones. Id.

According to the author, conventionally religious Americans are 
the core of the constituency that believes traditional values 
must be revitalized. This constituency is not limited to 
evangelical or fundamentalist Christian, although they are part 

of it.

He claims that "Democrats are in total denial of any significant 
moral values component to their 1994 defeat."

He concludes that "1994 represents the first, deep change in the 
competitive situation between Republicans and Democrats in over 

60 years."

Economic conservatives are an integral part of the 
Republican coalition, as are economic liberals in Democratic 
coalition. What is new is that the economic conservatives 
have been joined cultural conservatives, representing the 
conservative side of the new issues, to form a coalition, at 
least, equal to the Democratic coalition of the economic and 
cultural liberals. Id. at 12.

[violent crime, a permanent welfare population, and lagging 

I student performance have led many to conclude that there has 
been a break down in important traditional values such as 
personal and family responsibility, self-reliance, 
individual merit and religious principles. Specific 
cultural issues such as capital punishment, school prayer, 
abortion, illegal immigration, gay rights and affirmative 
action together form a new continuum in our politics. Id. at 

11.



0 r *>

1994—This Swing is Different

6
7

The Cook Political Report February 8, 1995 February 8, 1995

Ry Fred Steeper

The Normal Pattern: 
Recent Presidential Elections

activism of cultural conservatives concerned about the 
threat to traditional values.

These policy and even ideological trends had 
some impact on recent presidential elections, but they 
did not define them in an emphatic way. And, they had 
jto evident impact below President.

A normal subgroup pattern corresponding to 
short term tides can be seen in the exit poll data for 
recent presidential elections. Figure 1 uses self­
identified liberals, moderates and conservatives as 
examples of subgroup movement across the last five 
presidential elections. All three groups, after 1976, 
move in tandem through the Republican victories in the 
1980s, returning to a Democratic win in 1992. (The one 
point decline in the 1980 Republican vote of liberals 
compared to 1976 is a minor exception. It is partly due 
to the above average third party vote for Anderson. The 
Anderson vote also dampens the increase in the 1980 
GOP moderate and conservative vote.)’

There are similar parallel movements across the 
five presidential elections by race, gender, party

perceptions, no matter what the subgroup. Watergate 
(1974) was a national disgrace. So was the holding of 
American hostages (1980) in Iran for 444 days. Double 
digit inflation (1980) and double digit unemployment 
(1982) were intolerable. All Americans shared or 
begrudgingly felt these sentiments. These common 
perceptions moved all Americans, in varying degrees, in 
the same direction on election day—toward Republican 
congressional candidates in 1980 and toward Democrat 
congressional candidates in 1974 and 1982.

All subgroups do not reach the same majority 
decision, of course. Different groups have different 
degrees of built-in biases that resist a trend, but the 
groups rarely move in different directions in a single 
election.2 (When they do, it is called a “realignment.") 
It is a non-finding to report, for example, that the 
Republican vote is higher among Protestants than 
Catholics or higher in non-union households than in 
union households. These differences merely report 
group biases that have existed for decades, long past 
their original rationale. So, different groups, in any 
given election, start at different points in their 
inclination to vote Republican or Democrat. From their 
different starting points, American voters usually move 
in the same direction—as sensible people making 
sensible judgments about what is best for the country, in 
spite of the partisan biases learned from their parents 
and grandparents.
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identification, age, religion, and so on. The special 
interests of none of the subgroups defined by these 
variables were primary factors in recem presidential 
elections.

Substantively, Figure I nicely illustrates the 
two important components of short term swings. First, 
voters have different starting points as witness the large 
differences among liberals, moderates, and 
conservatives that are maintained in varying degrees 
across all five elections. Second, the three ideological 
groups movejn the same direction, reflecting the same 
net consensus on the short term issues in a particular 
election year. When conservatives, moderates, and 
liberals all agree, the “meaning of the election” can 
hardly be ideological. The outcome of such an election 
is primarily the result of short term perceptions and 
issues that prevail across all groups and change by the 

I next election.
Presidential elections (and congressional 

elections) have been more “retrospective elections" than 
“policy elections." In retrospective elections the voters 
reward or punish the incumbent party based on whether 
they believe times are good or bad. In so doing, the 
voters are judging the results of policies rather than the 
policiesThemselves. Rarely have our elections been 

’ determined by voters explicitly choosing one set of 
policies over another.

The retrospective pattern is clearly seen in the 
diagram of recent presidential elections. There was a 
net consensus by virtually all groups that "times were 
bad” in 1980, so the vote of the out-party, the
Republicans, went up across-the-board. Times are better 
in 1984 and the vote for the GOP, now the incumbent 
party, goes up for all three groups; times are not quite as 
good in 1988 and the GOP vote of all three goes down, 
and times are worse in 1992 and the GOP vote of all 
three falls further. Place this retrospective voting along 
side the nation’s economic growth rates or changes in 
real per capita income between these elections, and one 
can see that these are perfectly reasonable verdicts by 
the voters.

Retrospective elections do not carry much 
policy meaning even in the broad sense of voting for a- 
Jiberal direction or a conservative direction. They are 
votes of punishment or reward of the party in power and 
oTfer noprediction for what wjlLhappcn in the Jim ~

THIS SWING IS DIFFERENT
Analysis of 1994 Election Exit Polls

We have had large swings in our national 
elections before. For the past 40 years, they have 
occurred more frequently for President than for 
Congress. For Congress, we’ve been having rather dull 
outcomes even in years of excitement at the top of the 
ticket. Occasionally, we have had noteworthy 
congressional swings; 1974, 1980, and 1982 were our 
most recent examples. However, all these swings, 
presidential and congressional, meant little for the next 
national election. Indeed, our series of elections have 
been like watching an NBA basketball game—whoever 
is ahead in one quarter is likely to fall behind in the next 
quarter. It is not without justification that some
Democrats are already predicting the election of a 
Democratic Congress in 1996.

Usually our national elections are dominated by 
short term issues. As the description implies, the result 
they produce in one election means little for the next 
election. The large swings for Congress in 1974, 1980, 
and 1982 were all built on short term issues—Watergate, 
Carter’s presidency, and a severe recession. Watergate 
did not mean the demise of the Republican Party as 
some speculated; the 1980 “Reagan Revolution" was not 
the precursor of a Republican U.S. House of
Representatives in the next election as many
Republicans believed in 1981; and the 1981-1982 
recession did not mean a Democrat President in 1984. 
History was quite perverse.

A consistent feature of a short term tide is that 
it pushes virtually all groups in the same partisan 
direction. Some groups are propelled more than others, 
but they all move in the same pro or anti direction. In 
1982, for example, the Republican congressional vote 
was down among liberals and conservatives, among 
women and men, among blacks and whites, and so on, 
virtually without exception. Some groups were down 
more than others, to be sure, but all were "down" 
nonetheless.'

Much is made of differences in subgroup 
voting, sometimes too much. With some exceptions, 
U.S. voters do not fall into true voting blocs the way 
voters do in many European countries. The outcomes of 
our elections usually can be explained by common 
Reprinted with permission.
Originally published January 9, 7995.
Fred Steeper is a partner in Market Strategies, Inc., a 
national research firm based in Southfield. Michigan 
that polls for Republicans.

J994 is different. Everyone did not move in 
Jhe same direction. And, once these rare subgroup 
movements are sorted out, one is struck by the 
unavoidable conclusion that the voters made a policy 

^decision in 1994, not just a retrospective “nature of the 
times" decision. Indeed, the retrospective model would 
not have predicted a sweeping defeal of Democrats—by 
conventional definitions, the economy was doing well 
and there was relative peace abroad. ,

1994 was a policy election. The voters 
perceived Republicans as representing a conservative 
direction and Democrats as representing a liberal 
direction and chose accordingly more than they have 
ever done in, perhaps, over 60 years. There is, indeed, a 
conservative mandate in the 1994 election result. '-----

Of the myriad subgroup results reported in the 
exit polls for the U.S. House, the most significant is the 
one for liberals, moderates, and conservatives. (Among 
other things, the results for these three groups drive the 
results for all the other groups.) As seen in Figure 2, 
there has been a surge in conservative voting for 
Republican House candidates beginning in 1992. In that 
year, Republican House candidates won 72% of the 
conservative vote, setting a new high waler mark in 
congressional elections for the GOP—only to be 
incredibly raised another eight points in the 1994 
election. Liberals, on the other hand, have been selling 
new lows in Republican voting for the House in the last 
two elections. Moderates are mysteriously impervious 
to the liberal/conservative polarization. (See later 
section on “The Mystery of the Moderates ”)

In 1994, self-described conservatives reported a 
huge 80% vote for Republican House candidates. In 
contrast, less than a majority of moderates voted 
Republican (42%), and only 18% of liberals voted
Republican.

The 80% vote for House Republicans by 
conservatives is eight points higher than conservatives 
have "ever" voted for House Republicans, going back to 
1980. Moreover, the conservatives’ vote for
Republicans is 13 points higher than their average 66% 
Republican House vote between 1980 and I992.,‘

But, what makes the conservative result 
extremely important is that moderates and liberals did 
not move in the same direction. Even though
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Jliaiiion.__
There have been important policy trends during 

this period. In the early 1980s, many voters did want a 
stronger national defense and less government spending. 
There seemed to be a national demand for the federal 
government to take action on health insurance in 1992. 
During this entire period, there has been growing
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The importance of ideology in 1994 can be 
further illustrated within five of the groups that were not 
part of the Republican swing, i.e. post college grads, 
eastern whites, Jews, blacks, and unmarried women. 
Taking these counter-trend voters together, the 
conservatives among them still voted Republican by 
75% to 25%. The problem for Republicans, if it is a 
problem (see later section on "The Politics of Inclusion 
and Exclusion”), is that there simply are fewer 
conservatives in these five groups than in other groups 
of voters.

While this analysis identifies a new Republican 
plurality in congressional elections, some Republicans 
will not be happy with the apparent "exclusion” of some 
groups from the new plurality. Our political parties 
naturally want to be "inclusive." The more voters and 
groups under the tent the more legitimate the governing 
majority. Political scientists describe this as the 
inlegration or aggregation liinction of out parties.

Catholics 
Born agains 
Married men 
Married women

+9 
+7 
+13 
+9 
+5 
+8 
+9 
+ 15 
+6 
+4

Republicans 
Whites 
Southern whites
White men 
White women

Republicans achieved their highest national proportion 
in decades, they did not exceed their previous highs with 
liberals or moderates. Moreover. Republicans did not 
exceed even the average support of liberals and 
moderates for Republican House candidates between
1980 and 1992.

Moderates have been voting for Republican
XHouse candidates in the surprisingly light range of 40% 

to 43%. Their 42% Republican vote in 1994 indicates 
no Republican tide at all. In fact, their 1994 vote is 
equal to just their average support for Republicans 
between 1980 and 1992.

The comparison of conservative voters to 
liberal voters is truly dramatic. The 18% liberal vote for 
Republicans in 1994 is 11 points under their highest 
vote for Republicans (29% in 1986) and 6 points under 
their 24% average Republican House vote between 1980 

and 1992.

-3 
-2 
+3 
-2 
-4 
-1

Table 4.
1994 House Vote of Counter-trend Voters 

(Post college grads, eastern whls, Jews, blacks, and unmamed wmn)1 
1994 Vote
Republican
Democrat

-11
-1
+8

Similarly, every group that did not join the 
Republican surge contains a larger than average number 
of liberals (and/or fewer conservatives). In 1994, they 
voted below their prior Republican highs and even, in 
several cases, below just their average Republican 
House vote.

Pushing a single group’s agenda is the function of 
interest groups; aggregating those interest into a 
governing majority is the function of parties?

The point about 1994, however, is not about 
conventional interest group voting; it is about 
ideological voting. Conservatives voted Republican. 
Liberals voted Democrat. And, they did so for good 
reasons. Some social groups are disproportionately 
conservative; others are disproportionately liberal. 
Groups that have an above average number of 
conservatives or liberals, stand out as voting more or 
less Republican than before. They did so because of 
their conservative or liberal values.

It would be a huge mistake for Republicans to 
interpret these results as identifying groups the Party 
needs to target for improvement or "inclusion” by 
moderating its conservative message. That would be 
standing this analysis on its head. If Republican 
improvement is sought, it should be by convincing more 
people in the group that conservative policies are better 
for them, for the country, or for both. In attempting this, 
the Party needs to accept that many people believe in a 
liberal welfare state or rely on the opinions of those that 
do. Some people and groups may never be convinced 
otherwise. But, then, that is why we have a two-party 
system.

These results, also, strongly suggest that the old 
paradigm of the parties as aggregations of economic

Moderate
38% 
62%

Conservative 
75% 
25%
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Table 2.
1994 GOP House Vote Compared to Past Elections 

for Groups Joining the GOP Swing
(numbers represent % differences in their vole compared to their 

highest previous vote and their average vole from 1980-1992) 
Compared to Compared to 

Their Prior High Their '8O-’92 Avg. 
+2
+3
+9 
+5 
+2

While Protestants/Christians +3 
+6
+9
+3
+3

The pro-Republican movement of only 
conservatives means the 1994 election was not driven 
mainly by such non-policy factors as Clinton’s personal 
unpopularity, anger with "politics as usual" and 
“gridlock,” or unhappiness with the economy. This 
election is more than kicking the ins out because of an 
amorphous dissatisfaction with government 
performance. All such explanations would be supported 
by parallel movements of the three ideological groups. 

V That did not happen.
What did happen was a rare policy reaction by 

the volers~~Conservatives polarized toward the ’ 
Republican Party; liberals toward the Democratic Party. 
The conservatives produced the Republican Congress. 
The content of their mandate is open to question. 
Republicans tend to interpret it as a call for smaller 
government. Democrats acknowledge this possible 
meaning, but they talk about making government "more 
efficient," not necessarily smaller. Significantly^both 
explanations interpret the conservative mandate in terms 
of economic conservatism rather than cultural

Jews
... vvUi.u>».v .... .........___ _ Blacks
conservatism. Whether this is a fair interpretation will 571 Unmarried w

Liberal
12% 
88%

interest groups has been eclipsed by the politics of 
shared cultural values. Many, if not most, ol the cutting 
issues of today defy an interpretation based on economic 
self-interest, e g. school prayer, gay rights, gun control, 
abortion, and capital punishment. Other issues such as 
welfare reform, immigration, and affirmative action are 
more value issues than economic issues although many, 
especially liberal Democrats, will disagree. To the 
extent economic self-interest influences modern voting 
choices, the voter as "taxpayer” is more relevant than 
the old, New Deal era notion of the voter as a worker in 
a particular industry. “Taxpayer," however, is too broad 
a group to fit the old paradigm of parlies as aggregations 
of competing economic groups.

Interestingly, the first counter-offensive by the 
Democrats after the 1994 election was an attempt to gain 
political leverage by dividing taxpayers into the middle 
class and the wealthy. Their middle class lax cut 
proposals reflect the way Democrats think about the 
electorate—in terms of economic conflict. But, the 
1994 election was not about lax cuts or "classes." (See 
Figure 3.) Unfortunately, the Republican Party is being 
seduced by the Democrats into a monetary bidding war 
when its mandate was about broader issues than the 
materialistic issue of taxes.

Table 3.
1994 GOP House Vote Compared to Past Elections 

for Groups Not Joining the Swing 
(numbers represent % difference in their vote compared to their 
highest previous vole and their average vote from 1980-1992) 

Compared to Compared to 
Their Prior High Their 80-'92 Avg. 

-8
-2
-I
-7
-10
-4

be discussed in a later section. (See section on "The 
"Conservative-Cultural Realignment ”)

The polarization of conservatives and liberals 
in the 1994 congressional election is responsible for 
many other subgroups either reaching new highs in 
Republican congressional voting or moving in a contrary 
direction. In every case, the groups that reached new 
highs contain a larger than average number of 
conservatives (and/or fewer liberals).5 Consequently 
the following groups were part of the Republican surge 
iiTT994: they voted above their prior Republican highs 
Snd, in most cases, substantially above their average 
Republican House vote.

White Democrats 
Po^college grads 
Eastern whiles

Table 1.
1994 GOP House Vote Compared to Past Elections 

for Ideological Groups 
(numbers represent % differences in their vote compared to their 

highest previous vote and their average vote from 1980-1992) 
Compared to Compared to 

Their Prior High Their'80-'92 Avg. 
-6 
0

+ 13

the 1994 result? The exit poll data say “no." Liberal 
middle class voters voted 82% Democrat to 18% 
Republican in the House races. Conservative lower 
income voters voted 73% Republican to 27% Democrat. 
Indeed, overwhelming majorities of conservatives, 
regardless of income, voted Republican. Overwhelming 
majorities of liberals, regardless of income, voted 
Democratic. (See Figure 3.) The story of 1994 is not 
income, it is ideology.

What about “angry white males?” Didn’t they 
drive the 1994 result? Again, the exit poll data say "no." 
Conservative white women voted 82% Republican to 
18% Democrat in the House races, similar to 
conservative white men who voted 85% Republican to 
15% Democrat. Liberal white men voted 83% 
Democrat to 17% Republican, similar to liberal white 
women who voted 80% Democrat to 20% Republican. 
(See Figure 4.) The story of 1994 is not gender, it is 
ideology.
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issues dshning them along side the older, economic _ 

pnes.11

There are two brands of conservatism in the 
country. One is economic conservatism. The other is 
cultural conservatism. Cultural conservatism is the 
newer of the two, and it is likely the reason for the 
historical result on November 8, 1994. An interesting 
ramification of the latter assertion is that all of the 
Democrats’ post election counter-offensive and much of 
the Republicans’ response to their victory miss the 
revolutionary meaning of the 1994 election. 

^Economic conservatism has been politically 
relevant since the beginning days of the FDR era. It is 
about the role of the federal government in the national 
economy and in individual financial situations. Liberals 
favor a large federal role; conservatives favor a small 
federal role. We are all familiar with this battle. 

Cultural conservatism hjts been politically 
relevant for a shorter period of time and is less well 
understood. It is about traditional morality concerning 
belief in God, hard work, patriotism, frugality, personal 
and family responsibility, and self-reliance. Cultural 
conservatism has become politically charged because 
many believe these values are threatened. They are 
threatened, according to cultural conservatives, by a 
decay in society’s commitment to traditional values and 
by government policies that are hastening the decay. 

Conventionally religious Americans are at the 
core of the constituency that believes traditional values 
must be revitalized. The conslituency is not limited to 

'evangelical or fundamentalist Christians although they 
are part of it. Most religious Americans would not 
consider themselves part of the “religious right 
movement” or even know of the Christian Coalition. 
The impact of traditional religious values on the 1994 
election are woefully understated if limited to those who 
describe themselves as evangelical Christians or part of 
the religious right If, however, the term “religious 
right” covers people who are religious and conservative 
on cultural issues, then it covers a majority of
Americans.

The Democrats are rationalizing their losses in 
1994 by interpreting the election’s message as one for a 
more efficient government and not necessarily for a 
government that does less. Their agenda of “reinventing 
government" combined with a “taxpayer’s bill of rights” 
manifest an economic understanding of the election 
without yielding their liberal belief in a large, albeit 
more efficient, role for the federal government. 
Democrats are in total denial of any significant moral 
~Yalues component to their 1994 defeat. J

The position of the Republican Party in all this 
is very intriguing. For decades, it has urged a 
government that does less and spends less although

10

Consequently, we musi seriously consider die 
proposition that the New Deal party system came to an 

^honorable but definite end this past November and was 
replaced by a new systeni with a dilfcrcnl competitive. 

Relationship between the parties and with a new set of

One excluded group from the Republican 
plurality deserving special comment are the 
"moderates.” This would appear to be a fairly 
significant exclusion. More voters identified themselves 
a£moderate.f462i) than identified themselves as either 
conservative (36%) or liberal (18%) on election day? 
However. it is the prediction of this analysis that the’ 

Republican Party will have a surge in moderate support 
in 1996 barring a Republican disaster with the voters 
overall.

To make this prediction, two types of 
moderates need to be considered. One is the voter who 
JTstrusfs lhe extremism of both the left and the right. 
These voters could be pushed to vote even more 
Democratic than they have been if the Republican 
Congress goes "too far” in its conservative legislation. 
It is this first type that many have in mind when they use 
the term moderate voters.

■> However, a second type of moderate voter
needs to be considered for it is they who probably 
represent most moderates and will account for the 
predicted surge in Republican voting in 1996. They are 
voters who say they vote for the “best person.” They 
put a heavy weight on experience, integrity, and other 
personal charactenslics. They, also, areTessTnterested 
in policy choices compared to the first type of moderate 
and, therefore, are not as sensitive to policy 
controversies and extremes.
< With the second type of moderate, incumbents
of both parlies have a rf stmet advantage. A moderate^*? 
much more likely to have the personal information, that 
he or she values most, about an incumbent than about 
the incumbent’s challenger. All one has to assume is 
that most incumbents ere, personally, good people to see 
the advantage incumbents have with the second type of 
moderate on election day.

Return to Figure 2 and what we should how 
characterize as the truly amazing flatness of the voting 
behavior of moderates in past congressional elections. 
Why would this be? The only thing that is a common 
thread through these eight elections is that most of the 
House candidates in a single election are incumbents, 
albeit not the same ones every election. This also will 
be true in 1996 but with a very important difference— 
most of the incumbents will be Republicans!

1994 may be more than a rare policy election oi'l 
a one-time conservative mandate, as significant as those / 

are. It may also mean the full emergence of a new party / 
system. -Lj

Our country has had only five party systems in 
its entire history, two before the Civil War and three 
after."1 While the first four lasted 25 to 33 years each, 
the last was an amazing 62 years old on November 8, 
1994. Party systems are defined by the competitive 
situation of the parties and the fundamental public 
concerns the parties represent or operate within. 1994 
represents the first, deep change in the competitive 
situation between Republicans and DemocratsTn over 60 
years. It is unlikely that such a s'weepmgntrange;—‘ '
Including major changes in state legislative seats as well 

as for the U.S. Congress and state governors, was the 
result of short term concerns alone. It is also unlikely 
that the competitive change between the two parties was 
the result of voters finally accepting the position of 
economic conservatives after 60 years of debate.

When a new party system emerged in our past, 
it was because a new set of unresolved concerns came to 
the fore, commanding at least as much vote attention as 
the older issues. Violent crime, a permanent welfare 
population, and lagging student performance have led 
many to conclude there has been a breakdown in 
important traditional values_such as personal and family 
responsibility, self-reliance, individual merit, and ” 

_religious principles. Specific cultural issues such as, 
capital punishment, school prayer, abortion, illegal 
inmiigration, gay rights, and affirmative action, together, I 
form a new continuum in our politics. ” J

sometimes zigzagging into he territory of advocating a 
“more efficient” government, as well. The Party would 
be most pleased and most comfortable with an election 
that finally embraced this brand of conservatism.

While the top of the Republican Party has been 
' most focused on economic conservatism, the base of its 

voting support has been expanding and changing with 
the intlux of cultural conservatives. Ironically, the 
cultural conservatives have sought out the Republican 
Party more than being solicited by it. Many lost their 
home in the Democratic Party that feels moral issues 
have no place in politics. So, they carried their moral 
concerns into the Republican Party.

Many cultural conservatives carry the 
controversial abortion issue in their bundle of moral 
concerns and/or unabashedly use the label “Christian.” 
On the specific issue of abortion, there is close to a 
national consensus supporting a woman’s basic right to 
an abortion." On the broader matter of the political 
activism of Christians, we have always had a party 
system that has remained neutral toward our nation's 
religious affiliations. The discomfort felt by the 
Republican Party about these features of its new 
adherents is understandable. However, the cultural 
conservatives have become an essential part of tiie 
Republican coalition, and they are probably responsible 
fpr (he Parly achieving what it could not achieve with 
economic conservatives alone, a Republican Congress

The Republican Congress will most certainly 
act to create a government that will do less and costs 
less, or, together with the White House, act to create a 
more efficient federal government. What it does to 
restore traditional values in public policy is more 
problematic but equally important to maintain its new 
coalition.

A direct test of the role of cultural issues 
compared to economic issues in 1994 is not available in 
the exit poll data.’' However, a very suggestive test can 
be made by investigating the relative impact of 
religiosity (a surrogate for cultural issues) and income (a 
surrogate for economic issues) on the 1994 House vote. 
The Mitofsky International exit poll asked voters if they 
attended religious services at least once a week and if 
they were “bom again/evangelical Christians." For 
analysis purposes, we will classify those who were 
affirmative to both questions as “high" on religiosity; 
classify those who were negative Io both questions as 
“low” on religiosity; and classify those who were 
affirmative on one of the two questions as “medium" on 
religiosity. The voters’ income levels are similarly 
collapsed into three groups: low, middle, and high 
income. The income groups are rough measures of the 
voters’ economic expectations of government in so far 
as they are determined by one’s own financial situation.

(Lower income voters presumably desire a larger 
economic role for government; upper income voters, a 
smaller role for government.)

Figure 5 shows the Republican vote for the 
nine combinations of income and religiosity. While the 
Republican House vote increases with income (the 
surrogate for economic conservatism), it increases even 
more across the levels of religiosity (the surrogate for 
cultural conservatism). Religiosity accounts for twice 
"the variance" in the House vote that income does. In ‘ 
layman's terms, religiosity was twice as important as 
income in the 1994 election.
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National Election Studies, going back to 1952, that frequency 
of church attendance was significantly related to partisanship

1987).

golarization below the Presidential level that led to a

Comments on the Exit Poll Data

I
13

February 8, 1995February 8, 1995The Cook Politieal Report

Economic conservatives are an integral part of 
the Republican coalition as are economic liberals in the 
Democratic coalition. What is new is that the economic

Two organizations conducted exit polls in 
1994: Mitofsky International and Voter News Service. 
Both sets of data were reported in various publications 
after the election. To add to the possible confusion, the 
results of both exit polls have been or will be revised 
since their first appearance. The Mitofsky results were 
revised on December I, 1994 and the VNS results will 
be revised in early 1995.

We used both exit polls for this analysis. We 
used the December 1 version of the Mitofsky
International data and the November 9, 1994 version of 
the VNS data. In addition to copies of the complete 
cross tabs from both organizations, we obtained the 
individual level dala from Mitofsky International to run
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is the ideological polarization of the vote for

In the wake of the 1994 election, national 
surveys have been published that give conflicting results 
on whether voters truly support the various parts of the 
conservative agenda, especially as represented by the 
Contract With America. The problem with this evidence 
is that policy questions in public opinion polls are 
notoriously biased, not necessarily in their wording, but 
in the information they include or do not include and in 
the context in which they are placed. Welfare reform, 
for example, is a hugely complex issue, both in 
substance and in the preferences of the voters. “Liberal 
responses” to welfare polling questions are easy to 
obtain. Such contrary findings only confirm the 
complexity of the issue. The big picture remains the 
same—the plurality of voters want a conservative policy 
direction.

Finally, the impact of the controversial 1992 
Republican Convention needs to be reconsidered. In 
light of this analysis, its emphasis on traditional values 
did not harm the Party; it helped the Party. Il did 
polarize voters but with a net gain, at the congressional 
level, for the Republicans, (see Figure I, 1992 and 1994 
elections.) The Republicans lost the White House in
1992 because of disenchantment with national economic 
policy, not because of the GOP Convention’s 
conservative themes.14 An important irony in the 1992 
election is that Republicans gained House seats that year 
while losing the White House—a very unusual event. 
We now see that 1992 was the beginning of a values

13. In the Mitofsky International exit poll, 39% are 
Democrats, 34% are Republicans, and 26% are independents. 
In the VNS exit poll. 38% are Democrats, 36% are 
Republicans, and 26% are independents.

14. An RNC post election survey found “the Republican 
Convention showing the Republican Party was too right-wing” 
was only the 25th most important consideration in voting lor 
President that year out ol 33 items. Twenty-five percent of the 
voters rated this statement about the convention as "very 
much” on their minds when they voted.

The Mitofsky International and VNS results 
were remarkably similar for most subgroups including 
the reported vote of liberals, moderates, and 
conservatives that form the core of our analysis. Rather 
than choose one set of data over the other, we averaged 
the two together, with a weight of two on the VNS 
results as they are based on roughly twice as many 
interviews.

The historical House data is taken from a copy 
of the Voter Research and Surveys cross-tabs for 1992 
and from a table published in the New York Times on 
November 13, 1994 for all other years. Some of the 
results in the November New York Times table were 
erroneous and corrections were made in consultation 
with the newspaper. The New York Times may run a 
revision of the historical table in a January edition.

and voting. See John R Petrocik and Frederick T. Steeper, 
“The Political Landscape in 19&8." Public Opinion (Sept/Oct,

Republican takeover of Congress two years later. The 
conservative messages of the i99ZGOPrConvention 
may very well have played a key role in this process.

8. There is also a national consensus that abortion rights 
should have limits—as all our rights have limits.

9. The exit polls did not ask the kind of general questions 
needed to capture the voters’ philosophical orientations 
beyond having the voters classify themselves as liberals, 
moderates, and conservatives. Instead, they ask issue and 
perception questions of a short-term nature. The one exception 
is in the VNS exit poll that did ask a single question about the 
role of government. Unfortunately, it docs not include a 
philosophical question about moral values to properly classify 
voters in a two dimensional space of cultural issues versus 
economic issues.

10. See Wdliam Nisbet Chambers and Walter Dean Bumham 
(eds.) The American Parry Systems: Stages of Political 
Development. Oxford University Press (New York, 1967) for 
descriptions of party systems in our history.

11. Befitting a new party system, the parties, especially the 
Republicans, have developed, or had developed for them, a 
new way of communicating with large numbers of voters— 
partisan talk radio. Interestingly, partisan talk radio is a 
throwback to the partisan newspapers of the 19th century.

12. 1980 marked the first time in the University of Michigan’s

conservatives, representing the conservative side of the
new issues, to form a coalition, at least, equal to the
~Democratic coalition of the economic and cultural ’
liberals.

A new party system does not necessarily mean
a new dominant party. It is too early to tell if the
Republicans will be the dominant majority the way the
Democrats were in the last system or will remain
roughly equal or even slightly behind the Democrats.
However, there does not appear to be much chance that
the Democrats will have dominant status in the new
system as they did in the last one.

While the data presented here paints a picture
of a cultural realignment confined to 1992 and 1994, 
that is an overly narrow view. A cultural realignment
began in the South in the 1960s and in the remainder of 
the country in the late 1970s. The Reagan election in
1980 was the beginning stage of the national emergence
of the new party system.12 The emergence, below the 
presidential level, was then blunted by several events,
especially the 1981 recession, the Iran/Contra scandal,
and the 1991 recession. All three events elevated short
term, retrospective voting over longer term, policy 
voting. In addition, the Republican Party’s
communication of a provocative conservative agenda 
weakened substantially in Reagan’s second term and in
George Bush’s term in office.

However, the most important reason for the
decade-delay in the realignment may have been
Republican control of the White House. Voters tend to
believe that the party that controls the White House 
controls the federal government. Consequently,
conservative voters wanting to vole for a change were in 
an ambiguous situation during the period of two
Republican Presidents. They perceived the Republican
Party as more conservative, but the Republican Parly
was in control of federal policies that they disliked. Not 
coincidentally, 1994 was the first election since 1980
when there was no ambiguity for conservatives wanting
to vole for a change in policy. In this light, 1994
continued what happened in 1980. The new party
system needed a Democratic President and a Democratic
Congress to fully emerge in the nation’s voting patterns.

The 1994 election does not represent a 
realignment in the conventional sense that there was a 
reversal in the voters’ basic party loyalties. The 1994 
exit polls show that the voting public was still more
Democratic than Republican.1’ The exit polls also
record that the voting public was more conservative than additional analysis, 
liberal. But, even the latter finding is not new. What is 

12

2. One of the rare and dramatic occurrences of groups moving 
in opposite directions was in the i960 Presidential election. 
Protestants moved toward Nixon and Catholics moved toward 
Kennedy. This was a short term effect, unique to the 
candidates that year, and had no relevance for the 1964 
presidential election.

3. Both 1980 and 1992 had significant third party votes that 
complicate comparisons to the other three elections in the 
series which had under 2% for all minor parties. However, if 
one usues the "major party" percentages (dropping the third 
party vole from the denominator) or uses a 50% allocation of 
the third party vote to each major party, a parallel movement 
ot the three groups is still the predominate pattern.

4. The difference between 80% and 66% is 13% due to 
rounding.

5. Based on MSI cross-tabs of Mitofsky International 1994 
exit poll data.

6. U.S. parties are driven to form large aggregations by our 
winner-take-all system. Some political parties in Europe are 
more like U.S. interest groups than U.S. parties. They place a 
priority on representing a group interest over forming a 
governing majority. They typically exist in parliamentary 
systems that reward minority parties with pieces of power. 
Our system does not.

7. Based on the average Mitofsky International and VNS exit 
poll results. The two exit polls are within two percent or less 
of each other in their respective estimates of the proportions of 
liberals, moderates, and conservatives in the 1994 election.

1. "Down” can mean down from the Republican vote in 1980 
or down from the average Republican vote for the group from 
1980 to 1992, for which there is exit poll data. Both 
comparisons are true in describing the 1982 Republican vole 
as "down." There is one major exception—Republicans. The 
1980 and 1982 Republican voles by Republicans for the U.S. 
House were the two highest in the seven elections between 
!980and 1992. This is part of 1980-1982 being precursors, 
not for 1984, but for 1994.
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The 1994 midterm elections sent shock waves 
throughout the U.S. political system. The Republican 
Party sweep was of historic proportions. The GOP 
gained 53 seats in the U.S. House of Representatives, 
eight seats in he U.S. Senate, eleven governorships, and 
nearly one in every five state legislative chambers. The 
fact that hardly anyone predicted these outcomes makes 
them even more remarkable.

What explains the Republican victory? This 
essay provides a partial answer by examining the factors 
that influenced the most extraordinary of the election 
outcomes: Republican control of the House of 
Representatives.

Our principal finding is that voters in moderate 
and conservative congressional districts overwhelmingly 
rejected President Clinton and those House members 
who supported the president’s policies. The impact of 
these voters was particularly important in the Rocky 
Mountain, Rust Belt, and southern states. Normally, 
about 95 percent of incumbents are re-elected. In 1994, 
in districts where the vote for Clinton had been low in 
1992 and the Democratic incumbent supported Clinton’s 
program in 1993, only 30 percent were returned to 
office. We find powerful statistical evidence that 
Democratic incumbents from these districts paid a heavy 
price for their support for the president’s program. The 
more the Democratic incumbent voted to support the 
president’s policies, the more likely he or she was to be 
defeated. Although all elections are to some extent 
about policy issues, the direct link between incumbents’ 
congressional voting records and their re-election 
prospects is striking. In contrast to the recent House 
elections, where incumbency advantages insulated most 
incumbents from national electoral tides, national policy 
issues dominated the campaign.

The results of the 1994 US. national election 
are by all accounts extraordinary. The depth and

breadth of the Republican Party vcitory was historic. 
The party gained 53 seats in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, eight seats in the U.S. Senate, eleven 
governorships, and nearly one in every five state 
legislative chambers. Particularly surprising were the 
results in the House of Representatives, where
Republicans took control for the first time in 40 years. 
Not only will Newt Gingrich be the next Speaker of the 
House but Speaker Tom Foley will be out of the House 
after January. Moreover, almost no one predicted it. 
Pundits, pollsters, and political scientists badly

i underestimated how large the swing toward the
Republicans would be. In most cases Democratic losses 
in the House were predicted to be in the range of 25 to 
30 seats—making the average forecast off by almost 100 
percent.1

t The natural question is how to account for the
Republican victory. Was it, as President Clinton argued 
the day after the election, that the American public 
believed that congressional Democrats had not gone far 
enough in enacting his policy agenda? Or was it that 
they had gone too far? Was it because Republicans had 
better candidates? Did the republicans benefit from a 

. wave of anti-incumbent sentiment or was this the long- 
awaited party realignment that would reorganize the 
American party system?

This essay tries to provide answers to these and 
other related questions. Our most important finding is 
that the large Democratic Party losses in the Hoyse were 
due to voters’ rejecting President Clinton’s legislative 
agenda. We find powerful evidence that, in moderate 
and conservative districts, the more a House Democrat 
supported the president’s agenda, the more likely that 
she or he would be removed from office. The key to 
understanding the 1994 midterm election is that the 
swing to Republicans was regionally and ideologically 
concentrated. In Democratic strongholds where Clinton 
ran well in 1992, such as New England, there was a 
relatively small swing toward Republican congressional 
candidates. Here, if incumbents were hurt at all by their 
votes in support of the Clinton program, traditional 
Democratic advantages were generally enough to 
insulate them against the Republican tide. Il was in the 
South and the West where Republicans made the 
greatest inroads, for a large number of seats in those 
regions were represented by Democratic incumbents but 
were, at best, marginally Democratic. In those districts, 
incumbent Democrats who had supported the Clinton
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1946
1948
1950
1952
1954
1956
1958 
1960 
1962
1964 
1966 
1968 
1970
1972
1974 
1976 
1978 
1980 
1982
1984
1986
1988 
1990 
1992
1994

1994
41
59
76
54 Open Seats 

Avg Vote 
Swing (N)
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highest was 74 for the Democrats in 1948. Republican 
seat swings of around 5 percent or more have generated 
seat changes from 48 (in 1966) to 55 (in 1946). Thus, 
given the vote swing, the change in seats is not out of 
line—a 5.7 percent swing and a gain of 53 seats.

The vote swing to the Republicans varied by 
region. In New England Republicans gained 0.5 percent 
and in the North Atlantic states, 2.4 percent. The other 
regions where Republicans gained less than the national 
swing were in the West-North Central farm states and 
the Pacific West (including Hawaii and Alaska), where 
the gain was slightly less than 5 percent. Republicans 
made their greatest gains in the southern and border 
states, with a shift away from the Democrats of more 
than 8 percent. The mountain West, with 7.1 percent, 
and the East-North Central region, with 6.8 percent 
gains, were right behind. In sum, Republican 
congressional candidates benefited from a national 
swing to the parly of about 6 percent, and the swing was 
strongest from the regions bordered by Montana and 
Nevada in the West and Ohio through North Carolina in 
the East.

Let us begin with a brief description of the 
swing in popular vote and the change in seats for and 
against the Republicans from 1946 to 1994 and the 
corresponding gain or loss in House seats (see table 1). 
(Swing is measured by the difference in Republican vote 
percentages by district between the current election and 
the previous election and averaging the result across 
districts.)

Countrywide, the swing to the Republicans was 
5.7 percent, which is the second highest pro-Republican 
swing since the Second World War. In 1946 and 1952 
Republicans also won a majority of seats, but the 
comparable vole swings were both below 5 percent. In 
the 1966 midterm elections. Republicans gained 6.3 
percent of the vote but did not gain control of the House. 
Republican or Democratic vote swings of about 5 
percent or more generate major seat shifts. The lowest 
seat change, when there was a vote swing of at least 5 
percent, was 36 for the Democrats in 1964, and the

program were defeated at historically high rates. 
Normally, about 95 percent of incumbents are re­
elected; in those districts, the incumbent re-election rate 
was around 30 percent. Republican gains represented 
the confluence of three factors: districts that were 
marginal to begin with, an usually large swing toward 
the Republicans, and incumbents who were out of step 
with their districts.

Our results show that a number of factors 
commonly used to explain those results did not, in fact, 
significantly affect the election. Turnout was definitely 
not a factor. Neither the level of turnout in 1994 nor the 
difference in turnout from 1992 to 1994 was related to 
electoral change. The Perot factor prominent in many 
analysts’ interpretation of the Republican victory, in our 
analysis is at best a minor factor and statistically an 
insignificant predictor of Republican victories. There 
appears to be a modest decline in incumbency 
advantages—the Democratic freshman class of 1992 
received a smaller than usual boost from incumbency— 
but this effect by itself was too small to account for the 
large Republican gains.

Our essay begins with a regional breakdown of 
the House election results and an analysis of these 
results. Data regarding the importance of voter turnout, 
Perot voters, and incumbency are examined. To sharpen 
the evidence, this analysis is followed by a more 
detailed statistical analysis that provides surprisingly 
powerful evidence that Democratic incumbents paid a 
heavy electoral price for supporting the president’s 
policies and contradicts explanations that factors such as 
voter turnout played an important role.

Political scientists have for some time 
accounted for Democratic control of the House by 
arguing that the best predictor of any House race is, if an 
incumbent is running, he or she will win. Between 1964 
and 1992, more than 95 percent of incumbent House 
candidates have won. Thus we begin our analysis by

Party Holding 
Seat Before 

1994 Election 
Democrat 

Republican

Gaining voles does not, of course, always 
translate into gaining seats. The major impediment to 
translating votes into seats is the often-mentioned 
’’incumbency phenomenon": that is, incumbent House 
members win re-election and do so with large margins— 
on average almost 70 percent of the vote. A swing of 6 
percent to the Republicans in a district with a 
Democratic incumbent with 70 percent of the vote will 
not generate a new Republican seal. To analyze where 
Republicans gained seats, we need to look at the 
geographic distribution of Republican seat gains (see 
table 2). Going into the 1994 elections, the Republicans 
were the minority party in every region; coming out, 
they were the majority party in the three most populous 
regions. Republican gains in the Northeast were 
small—a pickup of only three seals. In contrast the 
Republicans gained 15 seats in the Midwest, 19 seats in 
the southern and border states, and 16 seats in the West, 
making them the majority in each of these three regions.

The major question is, what accounted for the 
Republican victory? Immediately following the 
election, pundits filled newspapers and television with 
interpretations of both the causes and the meaning of the 
Republican victory, prominent among which were 
incumbency, voter turnout, better Republican 
candidates, strong anti-Clinton policy reaction, and 
Perot voters going Republican. We now analyze each of 
these factors.

Post-election analyses have pointed to exit 
polls showing that about two-thirds of self-identified 
Perot supporters voted for Republican congressional 
candidates. Exit polls do not, of course, distinguish 
between Republican- and Democratic-held districts. We 
divided the districts into open-Democrat and Democrat­
incumbent running districts and computed the 
percentage of votes cast for Perot in 1992. In districts
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Seals

89
105

•This number counts Susan Brooks (California 36) as the 
winner over Jane Harman (National Journal, November 12, 
1994). Harman has since been named the winner.

Table 1.
Popular Vote Swings and Seat Gains: 1946-1994 

GOP Gain in
Popular Vote from

5.0% 
-7.4%
2.7% 
2.5%

2.1%
-6.7% 
2.8%

Party Controlling 
House after

Elecuon
Republican
Democratic
Democratic 
Republican 
Democratic
Democratic 
Democratic
Democratic 
Democratic 
Democratic
Democratic
Democratic
Democratic 
Democratic 
Democratic 
Democratic
Democratic 
Democratic 
Democratic
Democratic 
Democratic 
Democratic
Democratic
Democratic
Republican

GOP Seats 
1992 
38 

44

57 

38

Table 2.
Republican Gain in Seats from 1992 to 1994, by Region 

GOP Seats GOP Seat 

Gains '92-'94 
3 
15 
19 
16*

Senior
Incumbent
Avg Vote
Swing (N)
5.0% (149) 12.4% (31)

10.8% (42) 7.4% (87) -6.5% (21)

GOP Gain in 
Seats from

Year Previous Election Previous Election
55 
-74 
28
22
-15 
0
-42 
22
2
-36 
48
5

-7
15 
-43 
-2
13
33 
-26
15 
-3 
-2 
-8
10
53

1.0%
-5.0%

Table 3.
Average Republican Vote Swing by Incumbency Status 

Between 1992 and 1994
Freshman
Incumbent
Avg Vote

Swing (N)
3.1% (61)

Region 

Northeast 
Midwest 
South/border 148
West 93

6.3% 
0.2% 
-3.4% 
1.9% 

-6.7% 
1.7% 
2.0% 
3.3% 

-3.2% 
3.8% 

-3.2%. 
0.7% 
-0.9% 
1.2% 
5.7%

breaking down the 435 House districts by incumbency 
status.

The swing in popular vote does vary by 
incumbency status. Previous research has shown that 
incumbents have a personal vote that is independent of 
the partisanship in the district. When incumbents retire, 
their parly’s vote share declines (retirement slump), and 
in incumbents’ first run for re-election, their vote total 
increases (sophomore surge). Over the last 20 years, 
retirement slump has averaged about 10 percent whereas 
sophomore surge has been about 8 percent.2 Both 
figures were down in 1994, with slump at about 8 
percent and sophomore surge at about half its average. 
The data in table 3 reflect these incumbent advantages. 
Swing to the Republicans was more than 7 percent in 
districts where senior incumbents were running, whereas 
the comparable figure for freshman Republicans 
(running for the first time as incumbents) was about 11 
percent. Senior Democrats lost 5 percent on average, 
whereas freshman Democrats lost only about 3.1 
percent, indicating a slight sophomore surge. Thus it is 
fair to say that, although incumbent members still 
retained a personal vote, it was somewhat reduced from 
previous years. One interesting phenomenon is that in 
open-seal districts (where the incumbent was not 
running for re-election) held by Democrats the swing to 
the Republicans was more than 12 percent; in 
Republican open seats there was almost a 7 percent 
swing to the Democrats. The only gains Democrats 
made in the House were in four Republican open seats; 
everywhere else they lost seats.
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1992 Democralic
Vote Percentage
Marginal (less than 55%) 
Nonmarginal (more than 55%)

challengers were experienced. The same difference 
obtains in the incumbent-held seats, with 46 percent of 
seats won by Republican challengers with experience; in 
seats retained by the Democrats the comparable figure is 
9 percent. Again our data are comparable with the 
challenger-quality thesis. Note, however, that, as in the 
case with the Perot and turnout variables, we need to 
ascertain where and under what conditions the quality of 
challengers makes a difference.

taken from the Democrats, the Perot vote was about 21 
percent; in districts held by Democrats, the comparable 
figures are slightly more than 16 percent. Thus, Perot 
did run slightly better in 1992 where Republicans made 
inroads in 1994, but the difference is not very large. 
When all factors are analyzed together (see table 6 
below), the Perot factor appears to be relatively minor.

Those who argue that turnout determined the 
1994 election results claim that the Democrats who 
voted for Clinton and other Democrats in 1992 did not 
turn out at the polls on election day and that Republicans 
did. Thus, the claim is that, where Republicans gained 
seats, Republican turnout was high. We looked at 
percent turnout in 1994 by open and incumbent 
Democratic districts to determine if that was the case. 
The results show that indeed. Republican turnout was 
higher where Republicans took seats from Democrats. 
In open-seat, changed districts, turnout was 40.9 
percent; in changed incumbent districts, turnout was 
40.1 percent. The comparable figures were 35.0 for 
nonchanged open districts and 35.1 percent for 
incumbent districts. Again this is compatible with some 
analysts' claims that turnout was a factor in the 
Republican victory. This result is suspect, however, 
because we are comparing districts that vary greatly by 
race, socioeconomic status, income, and so on. In short, 
turnout must be included in a multivariate statistical 
analysis because we need to know its effect while 
controlling for other relevant characteristics. In fact, the 
multivariate analyses described below show that turnout 
had virtually no impact on Republican seal gains.

What could account for the difference between 
open and incumbent-held seats? In open seats, the 
Republican and Democratic candidates are on an equal 
footing. Neither has a House voting record to defend. 
Given President Clinton’s low popularity ratings and the 
national swing against him and his parly, it is likely that 
in districts where the Clinton vote in 1992 was lowest 
(conservative to moderate constituencies) Republican 
candidates would run against Clinton, rather than against 
their Democratic opponents’ voting records. In more 
liberal districts, such as Michigan’s 13th or
Pennsylvania’s 2nd, where Clinton received more than 
60 percent of the vote, running against Clinton would 
not be as potent a factor. The result is striking. In every 
Democrat-held open seat where Clinton got less than 47 
percent of the 1992 vote (22 total), the Republicans won. 
In contrast, in every seal held by the Democrats (nine), 
Clinton got more than 50 percent of the 1992 vote. In 
short, in conservative-to-moderate open Democratic 
seats, Republican candidates, by making Clinton and his 
policies the issue, were victorious (moreover.
Democratic candidates in these districts tried to distance 
themselves from Clinton).

A few examples from Congressional
Quarterly’s pre-election issue make our point. In North 
Carolina’s 2nd district, the Republican winner, David 
Funderburk, linked his Democratic opponent to 
Clinlon’s policies. In North Carolina’s Sth district 
Congressional Quarterly said, “Here again, the Clinton 
card is played early and often. Richard Burr claims 
Sandy Sands (Dem.) is just like Clinton. David 
McIntosh (Rep.) [in Indiana’s 2nd district] has focused 
almost exclusively on Clinton. His first ads criticized 
Clinton on crime, health care, welfare reform and the 
budget. Matt Salmon (Rep.) [in Arizona’s 1st district] 
has aired an ad similar to those seen in other stales in 
which a computer morphs' a photo of Chuck Blanchard 
(Dem.) into Clinton. [In response] Blanchard has sought 
to distance himself from Clinton. In Tennessee’s 3rd, 
when the Democrat, Randy Button, tried to make 
Republican Zach Wamp’s conservatism the issue, 
Wamp retorted, 'this race is not about him [Button] but 
about Clinton and his Democralic agenda.’ "And so it 
went across the open seats taken by Republicans. In

sum, it seems clear that, in lhe 22 open-seat races 
captured by the Republicans, a strong anti-Clinton swing 
away from Democrats accounts for the Republican 
gains.
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The final variable is in some sense the most 
important given the anti-Clinton interpretation of the 
election put forward by many commentators. As shown 
above, lhe swing to the Republicans across the country 
was significant, and some interpreted lhe swing as a 
reaction against President Clinton or his policies or both. 
One simple way to account for the Republican victory 
would be that the swing to Republicans caused the 
Democrats to lose in districts that were marginal. That 
is, if there were 50 or so districts where the winning 
Democrat in 1992 had won by 10 percent or less (a 
margin of victory less than 55 percent), then a 6 percent 
swing to the Republicans would make the Republican 
candidate the winner. For example, in a district where 
the Democrats had won with 54 percent (to 46 percent 
Republican) in 1992, a 6 percent swing would result in 
the vote being 52 percent Republican (46 percent + 6 
percent) and 48 percent Democratic (54 percent - 6 
percent). In sum, to see if an anti-Clinton mood caused 
Democrats to lose marginal districts, we need to look at 
the won and lost percentages by marginal 1992 totals 
(less than 55 percent Democratic in 1992) in open and 
incumbent Democratic districts (see table 4).

The results are instructive. Most of the 
Democratic incumbents who were defeated came from 
marginal seats, while Republican gains in open-seat 
races were equally likely to come from marginal and 
nonmarginal Democralic seats. In marginal Democratic 
seats with a running incumbent, almost half—45.9 
percent—of the incumbents were defeated, while only 
10.1 percent of running Democratic incumbents from 
nonmarginal seats were defeated. In contrast. 
Republicans won approximately 30 percent of the open 
Democratic seats regardless of whether these seats were 
marginal or not.

Another explanation of why Republicans have 
not won control of the US. House is that Democrats 
have had better candidates. Professor Gary Jacobson of 
lhe University of California at San Diego has measured • 
challenger quality for House elections since 1946 and 
shown that Republican candidates for Congress are not 
as experienced as their Democratic opponents. The 
Sunday after the election the New York Times featured 
an article claiming that the Republican victory was in 
part due to belter Republican challengers and quoting 
Professor Jacobson’s work. Professor Jacobson 
graciously provided us with his candidate experience 
data. Our analysis using his data for the 1994 election 
shows that in open districts won by Republicans, 50 
percent of the victors were experienced whereas in open 
seals retained by Democrats only 11 percent of the

Table 4.
Percentage of Republican Victories in Seats 

with Democratic Incumbents 
Incumbency Status
Running 
Incumbent

45.9%
10.1%

Open
Seat

30.0%
29.6%

Republicans took 35 seats from incumbent 
Democrats, and there must be a different explanation for 
these losses than for open seats. With Democratic 
incumbents running for re-election, Republican 
candidates could use the incumbent’s voting record as a 
campaign issue. As many commentators have noted, the 
president campaigned in 1992 as a moderate Democrat 
and, once elected, proposed a legislative agenda that in 
many respects was on the left of the political spectrum. 
For the many congressional Democratic incumbents 
from relatively liberal districts, voting for the president’s 
policies was not a risky venture because the president’s 
policies were in accord with their constituents’ 
preferences. Consider, for example, Julian Dixon, an 
eighteen-term Democrat fro California’s 32nd district. 
In the 1992 presidential election, an overwhelming 86 
percent of the vote in that district went Io President 
Clinton. Congressman Dixon supported the president’s 
legislative agenda 94 percent of the lime and advertised 
this loyalty en route to an easy re-election.

For many other Democrats, especially those 
representing more conservative districts, the choice was 
more difficult: vote for a decidedly liberal legislative 
agenda, and risk offending constituents, or vote against 
the party leadership. Those who decided to support the 
president’s legislative agenda risked providing
Republican challengers with an obvious line of attack. 
Take the case of Neal Smith, who represented Iowa’s 
4th district for 36 years. In 1992, the 4th district cast 
only 53 percent of its vote for candidate Bill Clinton. In 
lhe ensuing two years, Congressman Smith supported 
lhe president 93 percent of the time. He paid dearly for 
his voting record; after 17 successful re-election races, 
he was defeated in 1994.

Many Democrats tried to distance themselves 
from the president and their voting records by 
emphasizing those occasions when they voted against 
the president’s program. Freshman Ohio Rep. David 
Mann is a case in point. Congressman Mann represents 
the 4th district, a marginally Democratic district that has 
a 30-year history of contested congressional elections, 
(hat split its vole in the 1992 presidential elections 
evenly between George Bush and Bill Clinton, and that 
gave George Bush a 10 percentage point vote margin in 
lhe 1988 presidential election. Despite the district’s 
middle-of-the-road position. Congressman Mann voted 
with the president 81 percent of the time. During the 
campaign, however, he repeatedly stressed his 
opposition tot he president’s agenda. As one of his 
campaign ads put it: "Clinton and the congressional
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recipients to work, reducing taxes for middle-income 
families, shrinking the size of the federal bureaucracy, 
and lowering health care costs by encouraging 
competition through managed-care systems. The higher 
the district’s 1992 electoral vote for candidate Clinton, 
the greater are voter preferences for these moderate 
policies.
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Thus, the likelihood that a Republican 
challenger would capture a congressional seat is 
inversely related to that district’s support for President 
Clinton, the candidate (see table 6). A 10 percentage 
point rise in the vote for President Clinton in 1992 is 
associated with a 16 percentage point decrease in the 
probability that the seat would tum Republican.'’

The coefficient on the presidential support 
variable captures the partial effect of voting for the 
president’s program, holding constant the initial degree 
of support for the president's campaign promises. This 
interpretation is crucial, for using this presidential 
support variable in conjunction with the district’s 1992 
vote for president isolates the impact on Democratic 
incumbents of voting for the president’s legislative 
program. If Democratic incumbents’ voting records 
harmed their chances of re-election, we would expect 
the coefficient on presidential support to be positive.

Our statistical analysis shows that, indeed, the 
greater the Democratic incumbent’s support for the 
president’s legislative program, the higher the 
probability that the Republican challenger would win the 
seat. The estimated impact is significant from a 
statistical standpoint and quantitatively important. A 10 
percentage point increase in presidential support 
increases the likelihood that the seat will go Republican 
by 11.6 percent. ______________
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To obtain a clearer picture of the importance of 
members’ voting records and to pinpoint the effects of 
other factors in the sizable loss of House Democratic 
Party seats, we use statistical methods that allow us to 
compare several possible factors simultaneously. The 
statistical procedure, which is analogous to standard 
regression analysis,4 enables us to isolate what effects 
members’ voting records and other factors have on the 
likelihood of a Republican challenger beating a 
Democratic incumbent.

The primary data used for our statistical 
analysis consist of all 214 House seats held by
Democratic incumbents who sought re-election.5 Later, 
to test the robustness of our key finding, we enlarge our 
sample to include the 31 open House seats from which 
incumbent Democrats retired before the 1994 elections.

The variable we are seeking to explain is the 
Democratic incumbent being defeated by a Republican 
challenger. To explain this electoral outcome, we have 
included three variables that serve as controls for the 
characteristics of voters in the district: the percentage of 
the district’s 1992 presidential election total vote for 
Ross Perot, and the district’s voter turnout in the 1994 
House race. As an additional control, we have also 
included whether the Republican challenger had any 
prior electoral experience. We have assigned this 
variable a value of one of the Republican challenger had 
held any elective office before the 1994 election and 
zero otherwise.

Incumbents’ voting records are measured by 
the Congressional Quarterly’s presidential support 
score, which measures the degree of support for the 
president’s agenda. This score is based on voting for the 
president on 102 votes including motor voter, striker 
replacement, grazing fees, the budget, abortion rights, 
crime, general support for the president’s position (see 
table 6). In column 2, table 6, we see the impact of each 
variable on the probability of the Republican 
challenger’s winning the House scat and in column 3, 
the standard error of the estimated impact.

As our earlier discussion emphasized, the 
importance of the incumbent’s voting record in 
influencing his or her election outcome can only be 
assessed in conjunction with voter preferences in the 
incumbent’s district. The percentage of the district’s 
vole for President Clinton serves as a measure of voter 
sentiment in favor of “Bill Clinton, the candidate.” As a 
candidate. President Clinton campaigned on a platform 
of promises that appealed to a large number of voters in 
the middle of the political spectrum. These moderate-to- 
conservative policies included requiring welfare

The claims tum out to be true. Where Clinton 
ran poorly in 1992, Democratic incumbents with pro­
Clinton voting records in Congress were much more 
likely to be defeated than those with lower levels of 
presidential support (see table 5). In districts where 
Clinton got less than 40 percent of the vote in 1992 
(conservative districts), the higher the incumbent’s pro­
Clinton voting record, the greater the percentage of 
defeats. Only 17 percent of incumbents with a low 
presidential support score (less than 60 percent) were 
defeated, whereas 75 percent of those with a pro-Clinlon 
voting record (greater than 75 percent) were defeated. 
In districts where Clinton got 40 to 50 percent of the 
1992 vote (moderate districts), the percentage of 
incumbents’ losing is lower than in the conservative 
districts, but the higher the pro-Clinton voting record, 
the higher the probability of an incumbent being 
defeated. Where Clinton did well in 1992—winning a 
clear majority of the total vote—only one Democrat was 
defeated.

Error

4.08
2.33
3.35 
12.00 
14.03

NOTE: Coefficients are maximum likelihood estimates of the 
impact of each variable on the probability that the Republican 
challenger will defeat the incumbent Democrat, evaluated at 
the simple means. The coefficients of the variables in the 
probit equations are displayed in appendix A along with 
auxiliary statistics for the likelihood function.

* Entries are percentage of Democratic incumbents in each 
category who were defeated in 1994. The number in 
parentheses is the total number of Democratic incumbents who 
were seeking re-election.

Less than 
40% 

17% (5)

More than 
50% 

0% (1) 

0% (10)

leadership’s tax increase—against. Clinton and the 
leadership’s pork barrel program—against. Clinton 
government takeover of health care—against." Despite 
these claims of opposition, Mann lost his re-election bid.

These anecdotal pieces aside, the question still 
remains, how important was support for the president’s 
legislative agenda in contributing to the large loss of 
Democratic seats among incumbents in the House? The 
claim is that support for the president’s policies affects 
election results differentially depending on districts’ 
characters and that the more moderate to conservative 
the district, the more a high pro-Clinton voting record 
hurts.

It is possible that our presidential support 
variable is capturing the effects of factors other than a 
rejection of Democratic incumbents’ voting records. 
For example, we may be capturing the effects of 
generalized voter anger with the president’s party 
because of the policies he has been pursuing. As a 
check on this possibility, we also analyzed the 31 open­
seat races in which the Democratic incumbent chose not 
to stand for re-election. Using both types of race, we re- 
estimated our equations, allowing the retiring
Democrat’s voting record to have an independent effect 
on likelihood that the open seat turned Republican. If 
voters were expressing their opposition to actual voting 
records, then we should not find any relationship 
because the Democratic candidate did not cast these 
votes. Evidence of a relationship, by contrast, would 
suggest that voters were expressing more generalized 
opposition.

Our statistical results show no evidence that 
retiring Democratic incumbents’ voting records harmed 
the prospects of Democratic candidates seeking to 
replace them. To be more precise, holding constant 
support for the president in the 1992 election, there is no 
statistical relationship between retiring Democratic 
incumbents’ presidential support score and the 
probability that the Democratic candidate seeking to 
replace him or her fails.

This result considerably strengthens our finding 
that Democratic incumbents’ voting records contributed 
importantly to the dramatic loss in House seats. The 
more that incumbents from moderate-to-conservative 
districts supported the president’s liberal agenda, the 
worse were their re-election prospects.

To illustrate the quantitative importance of our 
finding, we use the statistical results to estimate the 
probabilities that Democratic incumbents with high 
presidential support scores (80 percent) would lose re­
election in three different districts (see table 7). The 
districts are identified as conservative, moderate, or 
liberal depending on the degree of the district’s support 
for Clinton in the 1992 election. In the conservative 
district, voting with the president was extremely costly 
in that an incumbent Democrat who consistently voted 
with the president (80 percent of the lime) had only a 48 
percent chance of being re-elected. In contrast, an 
incumbent with the same voting record but who 
represented a liberal district had a 76 percent chance of 
holding on to his or her seat.

Table 6,
Variables Affecting the Probabilities of a Republican 

Challenger Winning a House Seat
Impact of Standard

Variable Variable
Presidential election vote -16.3%
Incumbent's voting record 11.6%
Perot vote 12.4%
Voter turnout -0.6%
Challenger's electoral experience 18.7%

I
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Table 5.
Relationship between 1992 Clinton Vote,

1993 Rollcall Support for Clinton Program, 
and 1994 Democratic Defeat Rates

Incumbent's 1993 1992 Clinton Vote in District*
Congressional Quarterly
Presidential
Support Score
Less than 60%
60% to 75%
More than 75%

40%-50%
0% (4)

31% (16) 19% (3)
75% (28) 29% (75) 1% (84)
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5. This excludes one new Democratic member for whom we 
did not have voting data.

the South ad West is clear. Democratic challengers will 
not only be running against Republican incumbents (the 
incumbency advantage is now with the Republicans), 
but they will have to distance themselves even farther 
from the liberal image of congressional Democrats. In 
many of the districts captured by Republicans in 1994, 
Democrats will find this a difficult task.

6. The magnitude of the impact of a change in any of the 
explanatory variables depends on the levels of the remaining 
explanatory variables. In all our calculations, we have 
evaluated the impact al the mean values of the explanatory 

ariables.

1. The most accurate forecast we are aware of was made by 
Manin Anderson, who predicted, publicly and frequently, a 
Republican pickup of 46 House seats.

3. We used district-level support for Michael Dukakis in 1988 
as a measure of a district’s preferences and obtained similar 
results. The idea is that the higher the support for either 
Dukakis or Clinton, the more liberal the district. In this essay, 
we use the Clinton vote.

4. The statistical method is called probit analysis. Appendix 
A contains the actual probit estimates.

8. We also used the difference in turnout from 1992 to 1994 
because it could be argued that, where the falloff was greatest, 
the Republicans would do best. Not only were the results 
insignificant, but the sign of the coefficient was wrong.

The Republican takeover of the House of 
Representatives in 1994 came as a surprise to most 
election observers. In this essay we sought to account 
for the election results using the explanations most 
frequently put forward—shifts by Perot voters, 
differential turnout, and anti-incumbent sentiment. It is, 
of course, too early to tell whether the vote shifts in this 
election will be permanent, but it is difficult to see how 
Democrats will be able to reverse Republican gains in 
conservative areas. Incumbency advantages and 
campaigns focused on local issues allowed Democratic 
incumbents to survive in districts that had been voting 
Republican at the presidential level for some time. 
Clinton did better in these areas in 1992 than other 
recent Democratic presidential candidates (presumably 
because he was a Southerner running against an 
incumbent in a weak economy), but it does not appear 
that there was any fundamental ideological shift in 1992. 
In fact, support for the Clinton agenda turned out to be 
costly for many Democratic incumbents from marginal 
districts. The losing Democratic incumbents, ironically, 
tended to be relatively moderate or even conservative 
ideologically (though apparently not conservative 
enough for their districts). With the loss of these 
moderates, the Democratic caucus in the House will be 
more liberal in 1995-96 than it was in 1993-94.

The difficulty facing Democratic congressional 
candidates from moderate and conservative districts in

2. John R. Alford and David W. Brady, “Personal and Partisan 
Advantages in U.S. House Elections, 1846-1996,” in Lawrence 
C. Dodd and Bruce I. Oppenheimer, eds.. Congress
Reconsidered, 5th ed. (Washington, D.C.: CQ Press, 1993), pp. 
141-57.

impact of the Perot vole is that it increased the 
likelihood that Democratic incumbents would lose, hut 
the effect is quantitatively small and not statistically 
reliable. Considerable attention had been paid to the 
Perot vote by the popular press, with the sizable 
Republican gains in the House attributed at least in part 
to Perot voters. It is unclear, however, what importance 
should be attached to those attributions. The real 
questions regarding Perot voters are whether or not the 
act of becoming a Perot voter caused the person to cast a 
vote, when in the absence of a Perot opinion he would 
not have done so, or whether the act of becoming a Perot 
voter altered the way the voter cast her ballot. If the 68 
percent of Perot voters who cast ballots for Republicans 
in the House would otherwise not have voted or would 
have punched the Democrats’ ticket, it means one thing. 
It means something else entirely if that 68 percent would 
not have voted for George Bush had Ross Perot not been 
around in 1992. The low reliability of the coefficient 
and the conceptual problem of understanding exactly 
what a Perot vote means lead us to conclude that the 
Perot effect was at best marginal.

NOTE: Sample includes only seals held by Democratic party 

incumbents.

Re-election Probability

47.7%
62.8%
76.2%

Table 7.
Democratic Incumbents' Re-election Probabilities 

District Type

Conservative
Moderate
Liberal

7. The relationship is largely the result of the fact that the best 
predictor of a high presidential support score is a probudget 
vote.
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With these results in hand, we attempted to 
determine if there were crucial votes that contributed to 
the Republican landslide. If any single vote mattered, 
we expected that it would be the vote on the 1993 
Budget Resolution because it was the hardest fought and 
most ideological battle of Clinton’s first two years. The 
results show that a vote in favor of the president’s 
budget had a significant negative impact on incumbents' 
chances of re-election. Put another way, where Clinton 
received less than 40 percent of the total vote in 1992 
and the incumbent supported the president on the budget 
in 1993, 70 percent of such Democratic incumbents 
were defeated. In similar districts where the incumbent 
voted against the budget resolution, only 30 percent 
lost.’ 

-67.5
84%
224

Standard Error 

1.57 
0.02 
0.02 
0.03 
0.02 
0.27
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We also examined the effects of votes taken on 
several other prominent issues—gays in the military, the 
Hyde amendment to prohibit federal funding for 
abortion except in cases involving incest and when the 
life of the mother is in danger, and the North American 
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). The only other vote 
for which we found weak statistical evidence of an 
effect (and it was weak) was the Hyde amendment. The 
other votes do not seem to have affected the election 
results.

The coefficient on the variable measuring 
candidate experience among Republican challengers is 
positive and significant. As with our earlier finding— 
that the more experienced Republican challengers were 
more likely to defeat their incumbent opponents than 
inexperienced candidates—these results show that 
having previous electoral experience increased a 
Republican challenger’s probability of unseating the 
Democratic incumbent by a sizable 23 percent. In view 
of the fact that, in the 1994 House races, the Republican 
Party fielded fewer candidates with prior electoral 
experience than they did in 1992, their sizable gains are 
even more striking.

The effect of voter turnout, measured by the 
fraction of the voting-age population that cast votes in 
House elections in 1994, is small and not statistically 
significant. Even if the estimated impact had been two 
standard deviations larger, its quantitative impact would 
have been negligible. Hence, we conclude that voter 
turnout in 1994 was by itself an unimportant factor in 
influencing the House elections.* Finally, the estimated

Variable

Constant term
Presidential election vole 
Voting record
Chai lenger's electoral experience 0.04 
Voter turnout -0.00
Perot vote 1.00

Log likelihood
Percent correctly predicted 
Number of observations

Appendix A 
Maximum Likelihood Probit Estimates of

Probability that a Republican Challenger Will Win

Coefficient
-0.41 
-0.08
0.03
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George Stephanopoulos, ChristophefEdley
From:

Affirmative Action: Themes and Hard QuestionsRe:

The Central Issue: Questions about "Preferences"L

3z-53

The most likely construction of Dole's opposition to preferences implies opposition to 
several existing policies identified in the Review, for example:

The central and most difficult questions—substantively and politically—concern group- 
based preferences: what are those preferences and when are they appropriate?

Contracting programs, including: the 8(a) program; sheltered competition among small 
disadvantaged businesses (SDBs); and the 10-percent bid preference for SDBs. (Some 
of these could be saved, perhaps, if Dole's phrase "simply because" is satisfied by the 
current requirement that SDB's demonstrate "economic disadvantage"; this, however, 
requires a somewhat tortured construction.)

In public statements, Senator Dole has expressed support for affirmative action as a 
remedy for "proven past discrimination against individuals" and for expanded outreach and 
recruitment of "qualified minorities and women to give them an opportunity to compete without 
guaranteeing the results of the competition." However, he has expressed his opposition to 
"quotas, set-asides, and other preferences that favor individuals simply, because, they happen to 

belong to certain groups."

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Race-specific and gender-specific scholarships and fellowships motivated by inclusion 
rather than remediation. Examples include an academic scholarship program for 
minorities that Secretary Shalala established at the University of Wisconsin and an NSF 
program designed to support women in basic research.

This memorandum summarizes our evolving thoughts regarding policy and communication 
choices arising out of the Review. Part I outlines the central issue and Senator Dole's response; 
Part II offers an alternative response, building on our earlier conversations and on the Review. 
Attachment A presents seven "hard cases" that may facilitate your deliberations. We plan to 
discuss this memorandum and the cases with you on Monday. On Tuesday, we will discuss the 
more specific policy options, some of which are presented in rough draft in Attachment B.

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT & THEJVICE PRESIDENT

, Jr. & Petef^Yu

7?) 7^^

35APH 10 p3 j^53
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There is an alternative approach to the question of preferences,
one more consistent with the

would emphasize five points.

!■

2«

3-

4« We oppose group-based preferences when need-based preferences would be just as

5«

School maintained a two-track admissions policy reserving a minimum of 16 of 100

A preference is an advantage assigned to a candidate solely on the basis of his/her

2

A quota is a rigid numeric or proportional measure that must be attained or that 

cannot be exceeded, without regard to the number of potential applicants who meet 

necessary qualifications. Example: Before the Bakke decision, the UC-Davis Medical 
School maintained a two-track admissions policy reserving a minimum of 16 of 100 
spaces for minority students.

This Part summarizes the approach, proposing definitions and central propositions, and then 
discussing the most significant implications of such a position.

A. Definitinns

a particular

Example: Under the "rule of two," procurement contracts meeting certain requirements

We oppose giving group-based preferences to unqualified persons in the name of 
affirmative action.

President’s rejection of the "colorblindness" and "pure remediation" visions and his embrace of 
a broader justification which includes remediation, opportunity, and inclusion. This approach

A sstraside is a reservation of a set of opportunities or benefits for l

group of potential candidates that effectively excludes members of other groups. 
7T T— J —— xl fl i /• .

may be reserved for small disadvantaged businesses (SDBs). This set-aside is not a 
quota because it does not involve "a numeric or proportional measure that must be 
attained or cannot be exceeded"; in other words, set-asides respect minimum 
qualifications, but quotas need not.

effective at creating genuine opportunity.

We oppose group-based preferences when the benefits or burdens of those preferences 
are unduly concentrated.

Clinton style judicial and Cabinet appointments, assuming consideration of race, gender 
or ethnicity amounts to a "preference."

An Alternative Approach

We oppose quotas and numerical straitjackets (outside of narrow remedial contexts).

We oppose the use of set-asides in employment and contracting (outside of narrow 
remedial contexts).



In sum, the concepts as illustrated in Exhibit 1:

B. Central Propositions

■

3

Proposition 1: Discrimination in every sector of our society and economy must be 

eliminated root and branch.

All quotas are set-asides, but not all set-asides are quotas.
All set-asides are preferences, but not all preferences are set-asides. 
All preferences are considerations, but not all considerations are preferences.

Corollary: We must distinguish among affirmative action tools. Some tools enhance 
opportunity and level the playing field, others come closer to ensuring certain results; 
thus, a targeted surety bond program differs from a procurement set-aside, and multi­
factor admissions differ from admissions quotas.

Proposition 3: Affirmative action remains necessary, but must be transitional. 

Inequality of opportunity persists, as illustrated by the persistence of both discrimination 
and severe social and economic inequalities.

Corollary: Affirmative action practices may be more aggressive and, if necessary, 
intrusive in settings in which there is a demonstration of present discrimination or the 
lingering effects of past discrimination.

Corollary: Affirmative action should be transitional for individual participants: these 

programs should be entryways, not entitlements. Each program should have graduation 
requirements and related supports.

Corollary: We must distinguish among affirmative action in different contexts. 
Education is more closely related to opportunity-creation than is federal contracting; thus, 
minority scholarships differ from procurement set-asides.

Proposition 2: Our paramount aspiration is complete equality of opportunity. We 

do not guarantee equality of results.

gender, race, or ethnicity. A preference does not include consideration of such 

characteristics, when consideration is essential to the effective operation of the 

institution or enterprise. Example: DOD provides a 10% bid preference to SDBs in 
certain situations. Because status as an SDB is not "essential to the effective operation" 
of DOD contracting, this advantage is a preference. In the case of the police force of a 
racially-diverse city, race may be a bona fide consideration and thus positive 
consideration of race would not constitute a preference. Similarly, race, gender, or 
ethnicity may be a bona fide consideration in university admissions if diversity is essential 
to the effective functioning of the institution.
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C, Policy Implications

4

Alternative 1(a): Oppose set-asides except in court-ordered or -supervised remedies. 
Under this alternative, we would oppose the "rule of two" procurement set-aside and the 
8(a) program as currently constituted.

Fully developed, these propositions have significant policy implications, particular as 
concerns set-asides and preferences.

Proposition 4: We must recognize—and limit—any harm that these essential 

programs cause. We must do the right thing, but in the right way.

‘We know of no formal "set-asides" in the employment context, but there is some 

anecdotal evidence that majority candidates sometimes feel that certain positions arc set-aside 
by "bean counters" for minority candidates only (e.g., university faculties).

Implication 2: Preferences and set—asides in education and preferences in 

employment are appropriate to maximize equal opportunity and inclusiveness but 
only if they

Implication 1: In general, we are opposed to set-asides in employment1 and 

government procurement because they are exclusionary; alternative tools should be 
used. We oppose excluding any person from an employment or contracting opportunity 
on the basis of race, gender, or ethnicity. There are two options for when this general 
rule should not obtain:

Corollary: Affirmative action programs must not unduly concentrate burdens. The 
burdens that affirmative action imposes on vested interests (such as seniority rights) or 
on particular regions or sectors of the economy must be limited.

Corollary: Affirmative action programs must respect individual merit. Quotas—in 
virtually all contexts—are unacceptable because they subordinate individual merit to rigid 
numerical objectives.

Corollary: Affirmative action should be transitional for society: when each program 
accomplishes its objectives, it should end.

Alternative 1(b): Oppose set-asides except as a remedy for specific findings of 
discrimination (by court, Congress, or agency). Under this alternative, we would examine 
procurement practices to determine whether set-asides are necessary.

(a) are never awarded to unqualified persons;
(b) are transitional—establish objectives and terminate when those objectives are met;



hl Conclusion

5

Example: Race, gender, and ethnicity are often bona fide considerations in education and 
employment. For example, scholarships set aside for women, if appropriately designed, 
are justified by the values of inclusion and equal opportunity.

In sum, as illustrated in Exhibit 2, we are opposed to certain practices (the shaded area). 
In addition, we believe other practices must be both tailored and justified by past discrimination 
or lingering effects (the cross-hatched area).

(c) are flexible—are neither actually or effectively quotas; and
(d) are narrowly tailored—are the least race-conscious means of maximizing equal 
opportunity and inclusiveness.

1-

2-

3«

4»

5-

6"

7"

The Attachment presents seven "hard cases" and outlines both a "Dole" perspective and 
an "alternative" perspective on each case. The cases are:

SDB set-asides: the "rule-of-two" for reserving contracts exclusively for SDB bidders 

The Adarand case: bonus payments for subcontracting with SDBs

The Piscataway case: race as a consideration in layoffs

Chicago Police Department promotions (Rep. Lipinski's example)

Banneker Scholarships: black-only merit scholarships at the University of Maryland

Admissions to the University of California at Berkeley

Remedial education: a black-only community college course

Implication 3: Contracting is on the "results" end of the continuum because receipt 
of a contract seems in significant measure a commercial success rather than a mere 

entrepreneurial opportunity. Preferences in procurement, therefore, may be 
appropriate only if the above conditions are met and only when necessary to remedy 

demonstrated present discrimination or the lingering effects of demonstrated past 
discrimination.

Example: Procurement preferences, such as the §1207 bid preference, must be 
appropriately designed and justified by the demonstration of past discrimination or 
lingering effects. Race- and gender-neufial advantages—such as competitive advantages 
based on "opportunity creation" as measured by employment and entrepreneurship for 
disadvantaged groups—need not be justified in this way.
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Attachment A: Seven Hard Cases

Case 1. Government Contracting: Sheltered Competition.

quotas. Moreover, in some regions and industrial sectors, large proportions of the acquisitions

face.

asides are only appropriate in [narrow] remedial contexts. Here's why: a set-aside effectively

1

The "Dole " Perspective-.

"This is a preference because it limits the competition that minority-owned firms must 
While I support efforts to reach out to minority contractors, I do not support preferences."

The "Alternative " Perspective-.

"While I believe preferences are sometimes appropriate in the contracting arena, set- 

says?'No white-owned firms need bid.' That is unnecessary. I support assisting disadvantaged 

firms through preferences, but I don't believe we should ever bar a firm from bidding on a 

contract simply because of the race or gender of its owner.

"I have two other concerns about these set-asides. First, they have been implemented in 
a way that has had a disparate impact on certain industries and regions. That's unfair. Second, 
the program has no graduation requirement and so is not transitional it encourages dependency 

rather than diversification and growth.

"There's a better way that includes: (1) outreach and technical assistance to SDBs to 
enhance opportunity; (2) nanowly tailored preferences to SDBs to redress discrimination; and (3) 
a broader race-neutral program focusing on the creation of opportunity through race-neutral 
preferences for companies that create opportunities for disadvantaged workers and communities.

Scenario:

As part of a larger effort to reach its Department-wide goal of obtaining 5% of all 
procurements from small disadvantaged businesses (SDBs), the Department of Defense has 
promulgated regulations that direct that a "contracting officer shall set aside an acquisition for 
small disadvantaged businesses when there is a reasonable expectation that —

(1) offers will be received from at least two responsible [] SDBs...
(2) the award will be made at not more than ten percent above fair market price...".

Each year about $800 million in procurements (20% of all SDB procurement by DOD) are 

awarded under this so-called "rule of two."

Such set-asides are viewed by some majority-owned contractors as exclusive, race-based 
quotas. Moreover, in some regions and industrial sectors, large proportions of the acquisitions 
are set aside under this rule. For example, during one period, Barksdale AFB set aside all of its 

construction contracts for SDBs under the rule of two.



Case 2. Government Contracting & Subcontracting: Incentives.

Scenario:

The "Dole " Perspective:

The "Alternative " Perspective:

1Analyticaliy, this program is a preference but not a set-aside.

2

"While I believe the SCC is flexible, I would revise it to ensure it was transitional—to 
make clear that the program ends when SCCs are no longer needed. I support these programs 
as an effort to remedy past or lingering discrimination, to level the playing field. These bonuses 
encourage the rethinking of old prejudices and the opening up old-boy networks."

"The SCC is a preference based the race of the owner of the subcontractor. I'm generally 
opposed to such preferences. Let me just say that race seems truly irrelevant to the business of 
road-building. If there is discrimination in contracting, it should be prosecuted and eradicated. 
But contracting takes place in a market in which the bases of competition are clear: quality and 

price. Why should a minority-owned firm get a special break?"

In 1989, an agency within DOT awarded a $1 million prime highway-construction 
contract to Mountain Gravel (in most cases, DOT awards are administered through state or local 
entities; this project happened to be on federal land). Adarand bid for a subcontract to construct 
a guardrail. Although Adarand's bid was the lowest, Mountain Gravel selected a "disadvantaged 
business entity" (DBE) with a slightly higher bid. Under the SCC, Mountain Gravel qualified 

for a bonus of approximately $10,000.

Based on its finding of discrimination, Congress has established certain goals with regard 
to minority contracting and subcontracting. To make progress toward those goals, the 
Department of Transportation has provided its prime contractors with incentives to use minority 
subcontractors (typically, these incentives total 1.5-2.0% of the contract price). This incentive 
is referred to as a "subcontractor compensation clause" (SCC).

"This is not a set-aside; Adarand was free to bid on the contract.1 These efforts are 
appropriate only if they are transitional, flexible, narrowly tailored, and necessary to remedy 
demonstrated present discrimination or the lingering effects of past discrimination.
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Case 3. Public Employment: Layoffs.

Scenario:

layoffs are even more problematic: the costs of any affirmative consideration of race or ethnicity

in layoffs fall directly and solely on the losing employee.

A:

B:

3

Two "Alternative " Perspectives;

"Race seems to be a legitimate consideration, particularly in light of the demographics. 
Thus I don't think of the Board as assigning a 'preference.' Race favored Williams in this case, 
but in another setting, such as in an effort to desegregate a black school in a dual system, 

Taxman might well have benefitted from the same consideration."

"A tie-breaker that favors one party feels like a preference. Group-based preferences can 
be appropriate in the employment context if they are transitional, flexible, and narrowly tailored. 
My concern with this case is that it seems to unduly concentrate the burden on Ms. Taxman. 

That's why layoffs are different from hiring decisions."

Although Piscataway's Board of Education had never been to found to have discriminated 
on the basis of race or ethnicity, the Board has long maintained an aggressive — and effective 
— affirmative action policy. Piscataway schools have hired the most qualified candidates, but, 
in cases in which candidates were otherwise comparably qualified, have favorably considered 
minority status. As a result, by 1985, 9.6% of Piscataway's teachers were minorities, compared 
to 7.4% of all New Jersey teachers and 12.1% of the statewide labor pool. More than 40% of 

the school district's students were minorities.

In 1989, budget cuts required Piscataway to dismiss one business education teacher at 
Piscataway High School. The two most junior teachers had been hired on the same day and (it 
is stipulated) were of equal qualifications. Rather than follow another tie-breaking procedure 
(such as drawing lots), the Board looked to the racial composition of the business education 
department and found that one of the most junior teachers (Williams) was the only African- 
American in the department. Based on this fact, the Board decided to layoff the white teacher 
(Taxman) and sent her a letter explaining the use of affirmative action as a tie-breaker.

The Third Circuit is currently considering whether Title VII permits the Board to act as 
it did; the Justice Department has argued that it does. The further issue is whether we would, 

as a policy matter, agree with the Board.

The "Dole " Perspective:

"This is a preference, plain and simple. Except in the remedial context (which this isn't), 
I don't think race should be a preference in hiring, and, as the Supreme Court has recognized, 



Case 4. Public Employment: Promotions.

the highest scores on the promotion exam. Only 3 of these 54 new lieutenants are African 
rpcnnnce thic imhalanrv. th?. Denartment also announced 13 "merit" or

111V I.*', div WlllW) ✓

and ethnicity were considered in the merit promotions. A white sergeant with the 56th-highest

score on the exam has sued the Department.

group receiving 'merit’ promotions indicates to me that certain candidates received a preference—

4

The "Dole " Perspective:

"The Department ignored qualifications in the name of race. The Department promoted 
some sergeants simply because they belong to certain racial and ethnic groups. This looks like 
a quota to me: the 5-5-3 ratio of 'merit' promotions precisely tracks the City's population.

"Clearly, minorities did poorly on the promotion exam. The racial composition of the 

they had lower test score than white candidates but were nonetheless promoted.”

The "Alternative " Perspective:

"This is a classic situation in which race is a bona fide consideration; the racial 
composition of a police force can be essential to its effective performance. Even if one were to 
regard this as a preference, it is an appropriate preference. First, there is no indication that the 
13 candidates were unqualified; the fact that they had slightly lower scores is insignificant. 
Moreover, the fact that five of the merit promotions were awarded to white sergeants indicates 

that this was a flexible preference and not a quota or set-aside.

"The Department's real error was in ever assuming that a written test could somehow 
capture the full richness of what it means to be a good police officer. The initial list should have 

been based on the test scores and other relevant considerations."

Scenario:

Chicago's population is diverse: 39% African-American, 38% white, 20% Hispanic. 
Its police force is less diverse: 66% white, 34% minority (even in the Department's higher 
ranks). These facts have been the subject and source of litigation and court-ordered remedial 
hiring and promotion. In addition, the Department has undertaken extensive efforts to redesign 

its written tests to reduce disparate impact.

Earlier this year, after administering a promotion test, the Department announced 67 
promotions from sergeant to lieutenant. Most of the promotions (54) were awarded to those with 
the highest scores on the promotion exam. Only 3 of these 54 new lieutenants are African- 
Americans. Probably in response this imbalance, the Department also announced 13 "merit" or 
performance-based promotions to persons, none of whom scored in the top 67 on the exam. Of 
the 13, 5 are white, 5 are African-American, and 3 are Hispanic. It is widely assumed that race 



Case 7. Public Education: Remedial Education.

Scenario:

The "Dole " Perspective:

The "Alternative " Perspective:

"I oppose this program as an unnecessary race-based set-aside.

7

Twenty years ago, San Bernardino Valley College created two special programs. The 
Bridge Program is designed to serve African-Americans students who are having academic 
problems but wish to attend a four-year college. The Puente Program is designed to serve 
Hispanics facing similar difficulties. Both provide specialized classes and curricula targeted at 
minority students and offer personal, academic, and career advice. The programs have been 
successful: 66% of the Puente students go on to attend four-year colleges (compared to 7% of 

all Hispanic students).

Earlier this year, a 25-year old widowed mother of three was denied access to an English 
101 class that was part of the Bridge Program—the only class that fit her schedule. The precise 
reason for this rejection is disputed: she claims she was not admitted to the class because she 

was not African-American, the school suggests otherwise.

"This is simply a case of 'separate but equal.' Schools are, of course, free to design 
courses however they wish — but they cannot exclude a student from a course simply on 
account of her race. One possible justification for such classes is a desire to build strong ethnic 
communities — but must such classes be segregated? African-Americans may have distinct 
needs, but those could be served through specially trained counselors to provide services oulsidc 
of the classroom. Moreover, the programs are based on crude stereotypes: why should a 
privileged African-American be allowed in these classes, but not a disadvantaged white?"

"I'm generally opposed to 'set-aside' programs in employment and procurement — I 
believe that no one should ever be barred from applying for a job or bidding on a contract on 
the basis of race, gender, or ethnicity. In education, these sorts of set-asides are a little different, 
but still must be narrowly tailored. The Bridge and Puente programs are designed to meet the 
special needs of disadvantaged minority students by using familiar curricular material and new 
educational techniques. I support that objective entirely. It is not, however, necessary to exclude 

non-minority students in order to achieve these important objectives."



Attachment B
Draft Procurement Options

OPTION (A) — Remedial Preferences and Empowerment Set-Asides

C OPTION (B) — Reform Current Programs to Address Perceived Unfairness and Abuses

draft 4/7: P-1

■ Enhancing the effort:
■ Pool Outreach/Technical Assistance: Better linkage of technical assistance efforts with 

procurement opportunities. Better technical assistance for prime contractors looking for 
subcontractors (in part to avoid pressure to rely on fronts and shams); expand the OFCCP/GSA 
pilot program.

■ Reorganization: SBA’s 8(a) program and Commerce’s MBDA program at Commerce.
■ Subcontracting Plans: Strengthen requirements/incentives for large primes to develop plans for 

outreach to SDB subcontractors.

Curb abuses:
■ Anti-Fraud: Increased enforcement resources against shams and fronts; increased penalties.
■ Need: Economic disadvantage: tighten the test to exclude millionaires.

1 This recasts the Labor Surplus Area program to make it far more effective and aggressive, focused on structural distress 

itB-ather than countercyclical assistance.

■ Deconcentrate Burdens and Benefits:
■ Disaggregate Goals: Refine goals to incorporate concern for sectoral and regional integration -

- opening up opportunities outside of the customary fields, and outside of the customary 
regions.

■ No Concentrated Burdens: Limit regional set-aside "crowding," as at Barksdale AFB. No 
contracting entity my apply preferences to more than a set percent of contracts.

Transitional:
■ Graduation: Graduation requirements for all contracting programs. Link graduation to size, 

experience. Link "graduation" issue to the individuals, as well as to the firm; avoid churning 
in corporate form.

■ Sunsets and Rheostats: With introduction of electronic commerce, growth of the surety 
program, and sophistication of the technical assistance, create "rheostats" to moderate the terms 
of procurement preferences as conditions change. For example, electronic commerce may 
justify converting the preferences for small SDB contracts into technical assistance and a very 
short duration in sheltered competition.

■ Eliminate race/sex-based quotas and set-asides, including "rule-of-two" set-aside
■ Remedial Preferences: Use § 1207-style bid price preferences only in modified Croson situations 

only, i.e., where there is a legislatively or administratively determined factual predicate of 
discrimination or lingering effects of past discrimination, and race- and sex-neutral means will be 
inadequate.

■ Empowerment Contracting: Set-asides for "Most Favored Businesses" who are periodically 
recertified based on objective performance in a combination of (i) hiring targeted disadvantaged 
workers and (ii) activity in distressed communities.' Reform 8(a) to be focus sheltered competition 
and sole-source contracting for Most Favored Businesses. (Transition for current 8(a) firms.)



Draft Employment Options

draft 4/7: p.2

■ Research on Diversity and Merit Selection:
■ Interagency development of alternative job-related selection devices as alternatives to, or in 

addition to, paper-and-pencil tests. The goal would be to develop a variety of mechanisms that 
would provide broader criterion on which to base merit selection, without disparate impact.

■ Reduce burdens:
■ Raise the OFCCP threshold to $100,000 as part of paperwork reduction and procurement 

reform. [DOL strongly opposes.]
■ Eliminate "flowdown" of OFCCP requirements to subcontractors on commercial procurements. 

[DOL strongly opposes.]
■ Eliminate the 30-day delay for pre-contracting surveys (since adverse survey result does not, by 

court order, result in delay or modification of the procurement action anyway).
■ Scale the reporting and audit "burden" to the size of the enterprise or the magnitude of the 

contract, or both. [DOL questions.]
■ Relaxed paperwork and audit burden for good performers. Reduce paperwork burden 

otherwise - form simplification, etc.

■ Clarify rights and responsibilities:
■ Revise E.O. 11246 or the regulations to require that plans expressly prohibit hiring unqualified 

individuals in order to achieve a plan’s goals.
■ Revise regulations so that, for the largest employers, plans should provide for EO training of 

personnel officers to prevent abuses of reverse discrimination and numerical straight jackets.
■ Balanced notice. Ensure that employees receive notice about the legal limitations on 

affirmative action plans, and of their right to redress for discrimination and reverse 
discrimination.

■ Strengthen Enforcement:
■ More enforcement resources for OFCCP - both for compliance and for reverse 

discrimination.
■ More enforcement resources, and added dispute resolution flexibility, for the EEOC to 

eliminate its backlog over three years.
■ Update the statistical labor market data base used by OFCCP to determine the 

reasonableness of employment goals.
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Apply ." Pulling data Gom California indicates that two-thirds (66%) of voters support the

CONFID“

NOT FOR DIS

Defend - To have any hope of defending affirmative action, I believe one must slail by 
slating unequivocal opposition to quotas and reverse discrimination of any kind. Only then is

MARKING INITIALS:
L:

T1ON

WF

The issue is highly emotional and likely to become much higher profile. Note the cover 
headline in U.S. News and World Report a couple of weeks ago: "White Males Need Not 
Apply ." Pulling data fiom California indicates that two-thirds (66%) of voters support the anli- 

affimiative action initiative that stimulated the national debate, (lhe initiative will likely be on 
the ballot in 1996). Nearly three-quarters of whites (71%) support this anti-affirmative action 
initiative. Yet, our histone commitments, together with our base constituency and activist core, 

do not allow us to just give up.

In the end, of course, this is a fundamental policy decision. However, below I have 
outlined some pchtical/communication strategies that could be employed in dealing with 
affirmative action. This memo is not meant to be exhaustive Rather it is designed to stimulate 
further thought. Very' little research has been done on this delicate issue, so I cannot say with 
any real confidence how well any of these strategies might work.

DETERMINED TO BE AN ADMINISTRATIVE

THE MELLMAN GROUP. INC. 10S4 31ST STREET NW SUITE «3C WASHINGTON. DC 33007 (SO2) 6M-C370 FAX (2021 62S-O371

DATE:

The affirmative action issue threatens to do greater long term damage to our party, both 

internally and externally, than any other issue in recent memory. It is a classic wedge issue that 
splits our base voters from oui swing vuteis. It also splits our activist core from the majority 

of our rank and file voters.
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it sven potentially possible to talk about the continuing need to make certain every effort is made 

to insure that opportunity is open to all.

Change the Terms of Debate - This can he done in law or in communications efforts.
Changing the criterion far affirmative action from race and gender to economic disadvantage is 
the most commonly discussed change in law that might alter the terms of the debate. There are
three potential problems with this. First (as with most of these points), we have no research to 
indicate that this kind of affirmative action is any more acceptable than current law. becoiid, the 
activists adamantly oppose such a change because they say it will not do enough to help 
minorities. Numerically, they say, there are a lot more poor whites than poor blacks. Finally it 
is not clear what it would mean to give preferences to businesses ownad by poor people or 

provide a tax deduction to people who sell radio stations to the poor.

From a message/communications point of view, the clearest way to change the terms of 
debate is to talk about affirmative action in gender rather than race terms. Preliminary' data 
Suggests that voters arc 10-1S points more supportive of affirmative action when women, as 

u opposed to racial minorities, get the extra help.

Trade -- One may be able to trade the elimination of some programs for the preservation 
of others' For example one might be able to develop a compelling message around ending 
minority set asides (or other programs that smack of quotas), while preserving programs that 
"require efforts to expend the availability of opportunity." Again the activists will find this 

problematic, but they rhav find part of a loaf is better than none.
La-?

Substitute -- It may be possible to develop a message around eliminating affirmative 
action, but instead significantly increasing the penalties for discrimination, along with an increase 
in enforcement. Perhaps, even turn discrimination into a felony. The same caveat and rejoinder 

applies to the activists as above.

Again, we do not have clear evidence that any of these strategies are sufficient or even 
workable. We also do not know from a political view, which would be best We do have 

enough evidence to know that some coherent strategy is necessary

activists adamantly oppose such a change because they say it will not do enough to help

is not clear whal it would mean to give preferences to businesses ownad by poor people or

minority set asides (or other programs that smack of quotas), while preserving programs that

pend the availability or opportunity, 
ihay find part of a loaf is better than 
L- A-?
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ENTMEMORANDUM FOR THE PRES

Doug SosnikFROM:

Weekly ReportSUBJECT:

1996 PRESIDENTIAL NEWS 

New Hampshire. An American Research Group poll released this week reports that you have a 59%

PHOTOCOPY
WJC HANDWRITING

Iowa. Jesse Jackson was in Iowa this week and said he will make a decision whether to run tor 
president again "before the summer’s out." He added that running as a third-party candidate "is a very 

live option." Clips are attached.

THE WHITE HOUSE

WAS HIN GTON

approval/34% disapproval ratio among New Hampshire Democrats. A clip from the Manchester Union 
Leader’s "Granite Status" is attached. Phil Gramm and Lamar Alexander were in the Granite State this 

week.

Bob Dole was endorsed by Rep. Jim Leach (R-IA) this week. In the wake of the endorsements from 
Sen. Charles Grassley (R-IA) and Gov. Terry Branstad (R-IA) last week, it did not make a big splash. 
Dole, meanwhile, scored first in an Iowa Project 1996 poll of 300 likely caucus attendees. He was the 
favorite of 51%, Gramm was a distant second with 10%. Alexander and Pat Buchanan were also in 

Iowa this week.

Phil Gramm. Frank Luntz has signed on as a senior consultant with Gramm’s campaign and Gramm 
is negotiating with Bill Kristol as well. Kristol has hinted for a few weeks now that Gramm is his kind 
of candidate. Gramm picked up the endorsement of second-term Rep. Ernest Istook this weekend and 
won the straw poll at the Oklahoma Republican State Convention last weekend. He won 50% of the 
vote, followed by Alan Keyes with 22% and Bob Dole with 15%. Gramm and Keyes addressed the 

convention; Dole did not.

Pete Wilson. Pete Wilson visited Arizona and Texas this weekend. In Arizona, he attacked the 
administration’s environmental policies and defended his affirmative action stance. He also likened his 

support of abortion rights to Barry Goldwater’s position.

Robert Casey. If former Pennsylvania Governor Robert Casey decides to make a formal bid for the 
Democratic presidential nomination, the 1988 Kemp presidential campaign manager, Jeff Bell, will serve 
as a senior advisor. Bell has said he would stress issues of concern to "social conservatives" in the 

campaign, such as abortion, gay rights, school prayer and the "role of the family."

A recent poll conducted by the Harrisburg Patriot News showed Casey receiving little Democratic 
support in the central, more conservative region of the state. The poll showed that Casey would receive



1995 ELECTIONS
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only 25% of the vote from midstate Democrats while forty-nine percent said they would vote for you 
and 26% were undecided. On April Sth, Pennsylvania state Representative David Wright (D) sent a 
letter to all Democratic House and Senate Members asking them to support your re-election bid.

Wisconsin Primary Date. The Wisconsin state legislature voted this week to move its 1996 
Presidential primary from the first Tuesday in April to the third Tuesday in March, joining Illinois, 
Michigan and Ohio. The legislation moved the primary on a one-time basis for 1996 only. Referring 
to a possible presidential bid by Gov. Tommy Thompson (R-WI), Assembly Minority Leader Walter 

Kunicki (D) scoffed: "This is for boss Tommy."

Delaware Primary. It looks likely that the Delaware Republicans will continue plans tor a February 
24th state-funded presidential primary without participation by the Democrats. DNC rules prohibit 
states other than New Hampshire and Iowa to hold a primary or caucus prior to March. Delaware 
Democratic Party Chair Gary Hindes has tried unsuccessfully to urge the GOP leadership to move the 
state’s presidential primary date to early March. In anticipation of Delaware second-in-the-nation 
primary, the state GOP will host a fundraiser April Sth featuring five of the announced presidential 

contenders. Gramm, Specter, Lugar, Dornan and Keyes will all participate in Saturday s program.

Louisiana Caucus. The Louisiana House Committee on Government Affairs has approved a measure 
to change the state’s presidential primary to a caucus system. The change was initiated by the state s 
budget crisis; abolishing the presidential primary would save the state approximately $3.5 million. For 
the change to take effect, the full House, Senate Committee on Government Affairs and full Senate will 
also have to approve the measure. The full House is expected to vote on the measure April 20th or 
21st. While the Louisiana Democrats do not view the proposed caucus system as advantageous to their 

party in 1996, they find it difficult to argue against the spending cut.

Louisiana Gubernatorial Race. Senator Bennett Johnston just completed a 12 day tour ot the state that 
included 45 stops in an effort to "test the waters" for a possible 1995 gubernatorial bid. According 
to the Louisiana press Johnston was "encouraged" by results from a recent poll. He is expected to 
conduct another poll in May which should be key to his final decision regarding the race. Should he 

decide to run, Johnston is expected to announce in June.

Kentucky Gubernatorial Race. The Kentucky AFL-CIO endorsed Lt. Governor Paul Patton (D) in 
the ’95 gubernatorial race. The 400 delegates to the state AFL-CIO convention who endorsed Patton 
represent approximately 90,000 workers across the state. Kentucky labor leaders are fearful that a GOP 
victory this year could lead to the passage of a right-to-work law and the repeal of the minimum wage 

law.

Mississippi Gubernatorial Race. Governor Kirk Fordice (R) vetoed a telecommunications bill 
Thursday because he did not like its optional set-aside for minority contractors. His veto will result in 
lawmakers returning to the Capitol on Monday to renew debate on the bill. The Molpus Campaign (D) 
is reluctant to engage Fordice in a debate on affirmative action and has not crafted a clear message 

regarding the issue.

Los Angeles City Elections. Two all-Democratic city council elections will be held tomorrow in Los 
Angeles. County Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky’s wife, Barbara, is the favorite in the largely Jewish west

PHOTOCOPY
WJC HANDWRITING
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San Francisco Mayor’s Race. Assistant HUD Secretary Roberta Achtenberg is likely to announce her 
candidacy for mayor his week, further splitting liberal opposition to incumbent Mayor Frank Jordan. 
County Supervisor Angela Alioto announced her candidacy on Saturday and pledged to contest 
Achtenberg for the city’s large gay vote.

side seat, while respected attorney Stan Sanders challenges iconoclastic incumbent Nate Holden in a 
largely African American district.

Buffalo, New York Primary Splitting Clinton Supporters. On April 6, Erie County Chairman 
Vincent "Jim" Sorrentino (D) announced his support for Buffalo City Clerk David Swarts (D) who is 
running a primary challenge against Erie County Executive Dennis Gorski (D). Gorski is unpopular 
at the moment because he raised taxes and the public thinks he failed to make good on his promises. 
Because both Gorski and Sorrentino were early and strong Clinton ’92 primary supporters, this decision 
is seriously dividing previously united Clinton-Gore support in Erie County. When the County 
Democratic Committee meets Saturday, April Sth, Sorrentino’s endorsement, added with Swarts’ early 
local labor support in Erie County, will give Swarts a safe margin to win the county party endorsement. 
Swarts will then run with County Committee support against Gorski, the incumbent, who still has strong 
fundraising support. The battle is expected to be the ugliest in Erie County in three decades.

Illinois Senate Race. The Chicago Sun-Times and sources close to former Attorney General and 1990 
gubernatorial nominee Neil Hartigan (D-IL) report that Hartigan plans to run for the Senate. A sizeable 
portion of the potential Democratic field, including Rep. Dick Durbin (D), former Senator Alan Dixon 
(D) and David Wilhelm, is expected defer to Hartigan if he does run.

Denver Mayor’s Race. City Councilwoman Mary DeGroot has closed the margin on Mayor Wellington 
Webb and is threatening to force a run-off. She trails Webb 44%-30%, according to a bullet poll 
released this week. Although automated bullet polls are generally less reliable than standard polls, these 
numbers basically reflect Webb’s internal polling from three weeks ago. DeGroot received a boost last 
week from the Rocky Mountain News endorsement, and the Denver Post is unlikely to endorse Webb. 
Webb will soon begin spending his $200,000 warchest, which is more than all three of his opponents 
have combined.

Party Change in Yonkers, New York. On March 28th, Vincenza "Vinnie" Restiano (D), the City 
Council President of Yonkers, the fourth largest city in New York, switched parties from Democrat to 
Republican. Political insiders believe the Republican Party promised her the nomination for Westchester 
County Executive, a seat solidly in the Republican column. Yonkers Mayor Terry Zaleski (D), who 
is up for reelection this November, may be in trouble, and we face a potential loss of his seat to 
Republicans as well. Although he doesnot t yet have a primary challenger, he is unpopular because of 
a series of tough battles with the City Council and is seen as ineffective. Zaleski has also been hurt 
because of some legal and ethical problems that have surfaced regarding his wife. Democrats in the 
state think that if a primary challenger emerges, Zaleski is likely to prevail, but will then lose to one 
of the Republicans who is eyeing the race.

Nebraska Senate Race. Businessman Chuck Hagel (R) officially announced his candidacy this week 
while Attorney General Don Sternberg (R) filed papers with the FEC. Bill Hopner (D), who challenged 
Ben Nelson (D) in the 1990 gubernatorial primary, is eager to run and is already meeting with 
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prominent Democrats to discuss a possible candidacy. Senator Bob Kerrey planned to meet with Nelson 
and Hopner individually last weekend to discuss the race. We will let you know when we have received 
feedback from the meetings, if they were held as scheduled. Nelson still has not yet shut the door but 
says that he still is leaning against making the race. This weekend he said that "I have set a time frame 

for a decision. I know it can’t go on indefinitely."

Senator Claiborne Pell. Rhode Island Senator Claiborne Pell recently disclosed that he suffers from 
Parkinson’s disease. The senator has not displayed symptoms of the disease, such as loss of intellectual 
ability. Despite speculation that he will retire in 1996, Pell has not made a commitment regarding next 

year’s race.
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Nevada Nuclear Waste. The letter you sent to Governor Miller declaring opposition to an interim 

storage facility in Nevada garnered major media coverage this week.

Administration Travel. Vice President Gore was the keynote speaker at the Ohio Democratic Party’s 
Jefferson-Jackson Day dinner last weekend and Secretary Babbitt keynoted the Wisconsin Party’s dinner. 
Both received rave reviews for their performances. Clips are attached. Political Affairs also arranged 
a reception for Carol Browner during her travel to Utah last weekend. George Stephanopoulos will 

attend the Arizona Jefferson-Jackson dinner this weekend.

Representative Sid Yates (D). The Chicago Sun-Times reported this week that the Chicago Democrat 
will likely retire this year. Local Democrats are eyeing hotel executive J.B. Pritzker as a possible 

replacement. The seat is solidly Democratic.

North Carolina Gubernatorial. House Majority Whip Robin Hayes (R), who is affiliated with the 
radical right, is considering a challenge to Gov. Jim Hunt (D) in 1996. Hayes says he is encouraged 
by a recent poll reporting that 61 % of North Carolinians consider themselves evangelical or born-again 

Christians.

a good chance of approval in the Senate, and Governor Lincoln Almond (R) has said he will sign it. 

Similar legislation has failed four times in the state since 1990.

Nathan Deal. Georgia Representative Nathan Deal (CD09) announced today a switch in his party 
affiliation to the GOP. Deal had previously denied his intentions to switch parties; in fact, he stated 
to the press in January that he was elected as a Democrat, and would seek a special election should he 

ever change his affiliation.

, end

________________________________ :

protection to homosexuals in employment, housing, public accommodations and credit. The bill has

constitutional amendment the first week in May. The measure already failed in a state Senate 
committee. The state Democratic party unanimously adopted a resolution opposing the proposed anti­
affirmative action initiative, but failed to adopt a measure denying party support to candidates who 

endorse the initiative.

Xnti-Discrimination. The Rhode Island State House passed a bill Wednesday that would grant



OPR. 9.1995 4:36PM Pll
Panasonic PPFFROM :

I ]
California

Clinton’s tough stance pays off
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» io maneuver Democrats into a
“screaming match” in defense of programs that

We• • ■

Curry.

no retreat’

“We don’t have to retreat from these pro­
grams. .

males.. I
.. ..

i

Hr d -------
® them begun 
fey give pretere 
-’fl housing, edu

ihe party must be sensitive to grievances of 
■so-called angry white males” and be prepared 
don’t work1 minority Preference programs that

Jumping into the battle for public opinion for 
the next 100 days, Clinton gave the strongest

"3

less money than they were making 15 years Association in Los Angeles, Clinton lashed out 
«... a..,.. . ...............  ?L^cror$nat«* proposals to cut education

r.t from the sign-waving a"
“Don’t scream, let’s talk," he

activists.
> said at one

signatures to qualify.

---------------  ■■ , ui]I
Early polls show it has strong support.
Clinton said Democrats can’t allow them- 

selves to be forced into a position by Repubii- 
‘1 ?ans. °f defending programs that may be inde- 
j fensible; and should recognize that there are 
| °f reverse discrimination in the
i agaalst wlute- often middle-aged males.

! What we have done is to give more opportu- 
I mbes to women and minorities. This is a very

His sidetracked speech wins over hecklers
ByTOMRAUM
Associated Press

SACRAMENTO, California - President Clin­
ton told a Democratic audience including many 
vocal affirmative action activists yesterday that 
the party must be sensitive to '

inu next mu uays, ainton gave the strongest 
detense yet of his decision to order a top-to-bot- 
tom review of such programs - alreacfy under . 
Hence assault from the Republican majority in

‘■i’e have to realize that there Is a real prob­

lem out there. We can’t deny that,” Clinton said.
Clinton had been expected to focus his 

speech, to a meeting of the state Democratic

Bl
mbes to women and minorities. This is a very 

we should not stop doing it," 
Clinton said. At the same time, he told the audl- ' 
SncS’ Jwe..do not need 10 say that we’re insensi-

^5,ds at first drew chants of "no retreat, programs, including one to promote C"sa°fe 

rSuCAt iF0m thfi slcrn.u/avmo ftMlulef* SChOOls **
Noting a new Center for Disease Control

ds

it? 54. electoral
-     —-W V MWMW 1W1 C4CCUUU.

Even though it went for him in 1992, the 
.t. .« ;---- conse^  ̂Md

strategists were

.......Tfe>11

Don’t scream, let’s
talk. That’s just what they
want us to do. They want to
get this country into a
screaming match.
have to lower our voices. 9 9

- President Clinton, to chanting viewing affirmative action programs. 
affirmative action activists

party, on a repetition of his problems with re­
maining items in the GOP Contract with Ameri­
ca, and his vow to veto programs that make
large cuts in education, environmental and oth­
er social------------

signs proclaiming “No Retreat - Stand up for As he sooke onml^ohfe^^HL -i. * 18 a ^aQonaJ 00:514 that requires a

^5 ’

ha'5,.b^en the targets of reverse discrimination. 
Bea Cunton said it was tone to have a "national 
KJ conversation” on the issue and not permit Re­
Bn Democrats into a

may have outU^d theV^efuIness* ’
. At issue are over 100 programs, many of 

.w in the Nixon administration, that
___ jrence to women and minorities in 
?■ education and employment

Clinton had planned to deliver a major af­
firmative action speech later in the month.

But his spokesman, Mike McCurry, said 
Clinton wanted to "speak to the frustrations of 
the angry white male" population sooner rather 

Ap than later. “Ninety-nine percent of the people 
Clinton yesterday defends his stand on re- thI ’?st 24 houJrs were ready

tor him to address that issue today, ” said Me-
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dent provide cover for the Senate to trim
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:^f the president’s mouth. Those were° the been tru^ reborn a New Democrat let 
„ themes that helped the president get elect- him prove himself. Does it profi?

ed, and now, tellingly, he is again singing say he has faith but not works?

s

.r .
President Clinton the Re-Newed Demo- Democratic items like free trade he 

•V addrifTdf Up 1!\,Dal?S Friday for a majOr reverted t0 bi8 government form with a gar- 
address before the American Society of gantuan health plan. Appropriately the 

• Slim’S? spiraled downward

a man to

Let us suggest some tests. Mr. Clinton says 
he wants to keep reducing the deficit. Good. 
But where is his plan to reform entitlement

!

1

K

r 

r..
” I

new tax cuts. Good again. But will the presi-

down House Republicans’ huge tax cuts?
Also, the president wants lobby reform 

and campaign financing changes. Great. But

The next 100 days will not only be impor-

the anthem of reform-minded Democrats, 
which is not all that far from reform- 

t minded Republicans on many issues.

-company where he must. In a workmanlike

Republicans completed work on their Con- 
e tract With America, Mr. Clinton presented 
-his interpretation.

rna8re.“' b“' p™m,lsed he w“nts Paradoxically, he could learn from Texas 

; oartks" o •k^ ’»HaS°?h ! b°,h. G0V' GeOrge W Bush' wh° is -pressing
> Ch 1 e «t0 k P a e the momentum of many Texans with his disciplined ability to 

■Wpiu'nd onnd n , r r « “stay on message.” Odd, isn’t it, that Mr. Clin-
diMon’Q wnS dthB 1 trSL run ?resident ton must learn from the son of the man he 
Thp nr^iri t h hlstorys Pnsm- defeated to become president? To save him-

c^nt aSt^lChanCeS t0 lead in 3 Self’ Mr- Clinton must discipline himself to 

Rnt hP h«tn-t e match his New Democrat message with New
r But he hasn t. While he pressed for New Democrat deeds.
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Gore hits GOP
ct in pep talk

cans’ first 100 days last night, 
portraying portions of their "Con-

gathered for their party’s annual 
spring dinner and fund-raiser.*

»•

?^ilies makinS more than “The turnout is great,” he said, 
shannon * __ ? w

n get a cut of $124, he said. 
The basic difference between Sen. John Glenn, who flew in on,

.•

here tonight that it’s time we

gojhg to be a tough fight,” said Harty Meshe]L wR recovering 

fk° mal?e h‘s1entrance last from heart surgery: Glenn

school lunch programs upon Boyle. She joined other Cleve- 
whith so many working families landers at the dinner, including 
rely- Ohio House Minority Leader Pat-
’• I sure wouldn t be bragging rick A. Sweeney; former Attorney 

about it, Gore said. "They did General Lee I. Fisher; defeated

House is nothing for middle- J- Boggs, an Ashtabula Democrat, 
income families to cheer about, shared her optimism.

making more than “The turnout is great,” he said. 
5200,000 a year will receive an “The mood is upbeat. We’re going 
average ’tax cut of 511,000. But to go to war. We’re like the phoe- 
families making $30,000 a year nix rising from the ashes of last 
will get a cut of $124, he said. year’s election.”

The basic difference between Sen. John Glenn, who flew in on 
pur . philosophy and the Republi- Air Force Two with Gore, also an-' 
ciH'Party’s is we believe the way pealed to his fellow Democrats to 
ro jinug our country to economic stand tall. 
^^kltBO^CUSonworkingfam-' u “Let m® suSSest t0 everyone 
r"!d't A - ; here tonight that it’s time we
 Gore appealed to Democrats m stopped wringing our hands and 

_hio — the state that put Bill hanging our heads,” he said. "We

the wrong thing in student loans U.S. Senate candidate Joel Hyatt’ 

going, to let them get away with “We’re building toward "the
‘ , ------------—-------- 99^,

-In addition, he suggested the come back strong,” Boyle said, 
$189 billion tax cut passed by the f- - • -

t Ohio faithful
Referring to that "bleak Tues- 

day” last November when Demo-

APR 10 03:12PN OHIO DEMOCRATIC PARTY

MARY BETH LANE Referring to that "bleak Tues-
day" last November when Demo- 

COLUMBUS — Vice President "ats suffered massive iPsses in 
Al-Gbre lit into House Republi- Washington and lost the Ohio 
cans’ first 100 days last night, Statehouse, Gore urged hope, 
portraying portions of their “Con- To those who think the Demo- 
fr^bt; with America” as a sop to cratic Party is dead, he said, "Not 
the rich at the expense of middle- so fast."
in'edine Americans. That message got a warm re-
•KWhen you hear all the hoopla ception from the Democrats who 
a.?djJt the 100 days, remember Paid $150 per person to attend the 
who '.wins and who loses,” Gore fund-raiser, which is expected to 
told:. 1,000 Ohio Democrats who raise between $150,000 and 
gathered for their party’s annual $200,000 for the party. Others 

dinner and fund-raiser, paid $1,000 for a chance to mingle 
Middle-income families would with Gore at a private reception ■ 

lose and the privileged and pow- before the chicken pesto dinner, 
erful would gain.” which was washed down with bot-
'•r16 heaped special scorn on ties of Ohio wine, 

what he called House Republi- “There’s, tremendous enthusi- 
cans . attacks on the popular col- asm out here,” said Cuyahoga

ilies,” he said.

/ Ohio
Clinton oyer the top at the 1992 are not a hang-dog party. We are 
presidential nominating conven- Ohio Democrats.”
X" redoutlIe their efforts in Glenn brought special cheers 

fool 0Ur?e>vM. I,-t
going to be a tough fight,” said Harry Meshel, who is recovering 

7h° ma1de h’SHfrawe last from heart surgery: Glenn 
h ^umbus-'nade quipped that Meshel has. a heart,

!uh and C1,ntJon .used t0 unlike the House Republicans 
?9&mneai^U 17 durin< the wh° he said are waging heartless 
1992 campaign. war on working famTli4

Ohio House Minority Leader Pat-

Fisher; defeated

arid" school lunches. We’re"not and State Sen7be'nni's Kucinfch, "’ 
mins rn ist- .hom “We’re building toward the 
—  .... next election, and we're going to

Senate Minority Leader Robert



RPR. 9.1995 4:47PM P30
FROM : Panasonic PPP

*

that the f7®55 for so lonS frorn a minority posi-

fact that he is
leadership position in more respects

pcruaps someone will eventu- 
ally alert Senator Dole to the probabil-

i

rresiaent Clinton s arro- g j x e
gant end-run around Congress, by ter- bPendocrats from his top position in

surely

—Jim Finnegan

i t y that: 
conservative tax­
payers in New 
Hampshire, host 
of the nation’s 
first Presidential 
Primary, are 
watching closely 
and that they are 
not the sort of

. z* *•

Has Senate Majority Leader Bob
Dole received the November 1994 
elections’ clear message u-v tIlc .. . - -------- v r—
American people demand sharply re- tlOn that he 1S slow t0 adjust to the 
duced government spending? fact that he is now in the majority

Sure he has. leadership position in more respects
The senator from Kansas heard it. t^an identification only.

But perhaps someone will eventu-

<■ -I

iW®.

He apparently just doesn't be­
lieve it.

As of this writing, Cut-a-Deal Bob,
who doesn’t regard the GOP “Contract
with America’' as applicable to the
elitist political prima donnas in the ,
U.S. Senate, is already busy cutting
some' interesting deals with Senate
Minority Leader Tom Daschle.

The two huddled Wednesday night I
and agreed to:

© Restore §800,000,000 worth of I
Republican-proposed spending cuts. ,

• Preserve $275,000,000 worth of SleWhoforget
Clinton-forgiven U.S. loans for Jordan

• Set aside a Republican senator’s BOB DOLE , They sureiy
attempt to stop short of the line of ean>t ™ow that if Dole
scrimmage President Clinton’s arro- g V die m and resist the
gant end-run around Congress, by ter- bPendocrats from his top position in 
minating Clinton’s $20 billion bailout the U-s Senate, then he surely 
of the Mexican economy. couldn’t, or wouldn’t, do it from the

fit sounds to us that affab’i Bob White House 
Dole has been cutting deals in Con-

[/(/!/\ r

Bob Cut-a-Deal Dole
New Hampshire Taxpayers Are Watching
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Wilsoii blows through 1i

Calif, gov. stumbles in first N.H. touch-and-go

Campaign '96
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California Gov. Pete Wilson was in New Hampshire for 
less than two hours Tuesday, just long enough to get two 
strikes against him.

First, Wilson portrayed himself as a cheerleader for small 
government, There are great similarities between California 
and New Hampshire."’ he said. We 
are in many respects kindred
souls." Yeah, right.

A friendly word of advice for the
governor: people here don’t see many similarities between
California and New Hampshire. Quite frankly, California is i

I
i

an anathema. I,
Now admittedly our perceptions are based on the over­

whelming social impact Southern California has on the rest 
of the country, but Wilson’s state isn’t considered to be a 
bastion of conservative thought - politically or socially.

It sounded patronizing to suggest we’re kindred souls when 
you obviously know so little about us.

That ignorance caused strike two. When asked if he was 
willing to take the pledge,” Wilson responded, I don’t know 
what the pledge is. Sounds like something to do with alco­
hol.”

Not quite governor.
It sounds odd saying this 11 months before the primary, 

but Wilson is getting a late start. Many Republican Party 
activists have already picked sides. Sen. Bob Smith is back­
ing Sen. Phil Gramm and Sen. Judd Gregg is set to embrace 
Senate Majority Leader Bob Dole. The big holdout is Gov. 
Stephen Merrill, but he's more likely to back someone he 
thinks can win.

Wilson will appeal to socially moderate Republicans in the 
state who are pro-choice on abortion and pro-control on guns. 
There are many Republicans in New Hampshire with such 
leanings, but probably not enough.
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that crowd come to town, make them tell you

leatoic RenubKcan. Dresidential candMfl&*<;. wnA-r*™ " echoing King s words to avil nghts pioneer

s. 
a

volved fit the strike “The governor's non- When the Rainbow Coalition holds a march 
' involvement is involvement,” he said to the this spring in Atlanta from House Speaker

must make a decision. They must take a 
• stand.”

<?F

i

By JIM POLLOCK
REOUnKSTAFFWKmjl

Rosa Parks. “If the baseball players could 
holdout, you can hold out”

Jackson first stopped ax rhe picket line, 
where security guards declined his offer to 
shake hands. He and his son, Jesse Jackson 
Jr], then spoke briefly with the pickets.

'These workers must be strong enough not
T_—. —V___f_______ >__ ____ •____ 11 •• V • 1 v- « •

, ■ ----------------------------------va> MJIVb UlVU WVIVACM, IIV.-WIJU. 1 Ji«

tirestone products and also tried to enlist sup- Mandela was inprison for 27 years.

Jesse Jackson may not be running for presf- emorsayserveythirg.” 
dent now, but he offered some presidential ‘______ 2___________
campaign advice Thursday afternoon in a busy day in Des Moines, which foliowtda trip \ “Fight With Dignity”
speech to striking Bridgestone/Firestone to Memphis, Terayon the 27th annivenary of ' However he snen^ most of his time encour-

.“It’s better to fight in dignity than to go

1

Ir

TtiormsKamoowCoalmen. -This is becoming a classic fight. When the
we need picket signs boyrocring Firestone presidential candidates come to Iowa, they

Gov. Terry BranstaiTs reluctance to get in- : hesaid. “Thisis anational fight’'.

volved in the strike “The governor's non­

cheers of the workers. Newt Gingrich's office to King’s tomb,‘‘Thar’s
“When the governor says nothing, the gov- where the rubber should meet the road,” he 

said, inviting URW members to take part In 
Jackson’s speech "to the union capped a\ the demonstration.

speech to striking Bridgestone/Firestone to Memphis, Trntt, nn the 27th nnni-vprxnry nf 
workers. the assassination of dvil rights leader Martin

“When (Bob) Dole and (Phil) Gramm, and Luther King Jr. 
that uvwd comejto town, make them tell you "The perception then was that he was fight-

leading Republican presidential candidates, workers,” Jackson said. "Twenty-s?yen years 
“Dole, which side are you on? Gramm, which later, the workers are becoming whiter and 
side are you on?” more middle-class every day. The fimdamen-

Earlier on his visit to the site of the long, tai issue is not blade and wiiite, it’s wrong and 
bitter strike, he pur it this way: "Those who right” 
would be president must make a derision for 
or against these workers.” Calls for Boycott
Workers Cheer rJar'son fora national boycott of to let their spirits be broken,” he said. “Nelson

Jackson, who twice ran for president him- portfor his ^bowCcralSom 
selLalso gave the crowd at the United Rubber *------------- --------- -------- -
Workers union Loca. 310 haH his opinion on in about 10 nuyor cities around the country,”
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nuisance'm next are "weribdnnngly pro-choice.’ 
yea/s Demoav P
tic primaries, era of political cywdsm do not have 
even If he is to win to have invert -!
Identified pri* Just ask Patrick Buchanan. »bb 
manly as an drew Erst bkxri on George Bush in 
anti-abortion 1992. Or Rc«s Perot, who siphoned 
candidate. off disaffected moderates to help

r*v VUUWU MH r» luu. .

Casey's chalkogt could have an

f

Cas^^pi^esideii|ial bid:;
uidiKeiy to go unnoticed

Casey,
• •• *

I G. Terry’Madonna, director of the
Center for Politics and Public Affairs 

j at Petmsyiyaaia's MUJeraviHe Unher- 
more'than just a sity. said Deowcntk primary voters 

- - - • • - ■ * H

But challenger candidates In a&

even' If he is to wfo to have impact >
Identified pri* Just ask Patrick Buchanan, who 
manly, as an drew Erst blood oo George Bush in

candidate. off disaffected moderates to help
Casey formed give CHaton the White House, 

a presidential Casey's chaDenge could have an 
. exploratory hnpsct on the 1996 primaries by: ■ 
; committee Fri- ■ GMng the Christian Coalition 

day. He has *n opening to get involved In the 
been harshly critical of his party Detnocratic primaries, 
since being denied a speaking ■ Giving Republicans some . 
csppot-tuni^rat the 1992 Democratic the contentious abortion
Co&vefttfofi in New York City. btfik that Ioocdb Id tbelr primaries.

He has little name identification vith anti-abortion and pro-choice 
or proven, fund-raising ability tk. fUM

-------------- B Gutting Inta GOP arguments aoti^bortionnetworkAadteking aatU^oacandidSeshave ’

I nowhere to turn because Democ-

b^ond his state and the national

on an loeffice president, particular­
ly one with the political skills of
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*u»a io wnere i tniDK that cause 
P®0 «?•” s*id in an interview. .

leading role in former Pennsylva- Casey, 65, last month formed a - 
nia Gov. Robert Casey’s likely co^wnittee to explore a 1996 cam-

Joins Casey Camp
“I think the

aX*. 3one it hast Inacth,

Jeffrey Bell

pushing the issue. A kind of col- air his anti-abortion views — to 
lective decision has been made at the Democratic National Conven-
the top level of the party to not tion.

6:09PM Pit

GOP Strategist Bell
By JOHN KING 
AP Political Wntar

“life is getting very confusing.”

Casey began feuding with Clin- 

life aren't really interested in Casey's request to speak — and

on the pro-life 
issue.”

APR. 4.1995

primary challenge to President paign c^paign. Bell said the for- 
Clinton. mer governor was “moving clear-

Bell said he agreed to serve as but wo^d no^m'X a°fW d£?’ : 

a senior adviser to^Casey primari- sion for several weeks.
Bell said Casey’s fundraising 

efforts “are at very early stages ’
ly because of the Democrat’s un­
wavering opposition to abortion.

but show a lot of promise.” talk about the pro-life issue.”
BeU was a senior strategist in When asked if it might raise

Jack Kemp s 1988 Presidential eyebrows that a Democratic pri- n -
campaign and has long been as- mary challenge to a sitting Presi- ^^pUDIICSn Party h^S 
sociated with conservative Re- J
publican causes.

He said he was "still a Republi­
can” but unhappy because most
of the OOP’s leading Presidential . „
candidates, “while nominally pro- ton in 19927when Clinton denied

I??1!*?, *h5re .I.tNnk that caiJ5*
WASHINGTON — Jeffrey BeU, 71 ^ink the Repu^icarTParty 

a veteran Republican operative, has gone at lea8t inactive on the 
is crossing party lines to take a pro-life issue.”
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April 5, 1995

7/^

SUBJECT: Message

All Democratic Housejncl Senate MembersTO: c HouseAQd

David R. WrigFROM:

!

REPRESENTATIVE

DAVID R. WRIGHT

tt you are willing to have your name added to the list of Democratic Members 
who support this message to the President, please call me at (717) 787-2651.
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s“PP°rt«« Bob Casey in his campaigns tor Governor,

every gain we have made

arena but it he b!s guixotlc

Best wishes.

Sincerely,

I

a
on a single issue, not

tor the working men and women of America

i\!e»e?2est,y hope that our former Governor will

support^B^b^yTn^rtm^- Pen(nsyl;anla G8^' Assembly who have

In a world of
"is unwise ter 

withstanding the fact that many of us agree with his position, 

election of stete-w^e consMuencehe 5UPp®rt of Democrats. In every

FROM Pfl DEMOCRATIC STATE COM TO

President Bill Clinton 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:
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Candidate Wilson’s Position
4

already backing incumbent Pres- ] 
ident Gerald Ford.

<

Shift on Key Issues
tor.”

One of Wilson's closest advis­
ers, Larry Thomas, agreed.

“Let’s talk about the real world 
we’re in: Gramm voted for a 
George Bush tax package that 
Wilson voted against. You have 
Bob Dole who is moving to the 
right now in the assault weapons 
ban repeal.”

“There is this standard im­
posed by the media and others 
that there is supposed to be some 
rigid, dogmatic consistency over 
a period of decades,” Thomas 
said. "I don’t think that’s realis­
tic.”

against Brown, when a reporter 
noted that Wilson left his mayoral 
job early to go to the U S. Senate 
and his Senate seat early to be 
governor. Wilson promised he 
would would complete a guberna­
torial term.

The possibility that Wilson 
would leave his office to Demo­
cratic Lt. Gov. Gray Davis has up­
set some supporters, said John 
Kern, a member of the San Diego 
County Republican Central Com­
mittee.

“I have been extremely sur­
prised at the intense reaction to 
breaking his promise,” Kern said.

the fault of an intransigent Legis- T 
lature. !

Wilson attacked Reagan in i 
1976, but it was because he was *

I
I

6:06PM P14

he raised them $7 billion during 
his first year as governor.

He bashed former Gov. Jerry 
Brown for doing the same thing 
Wilson's doing now — leaving the 
state to campaign for President.

As Wilson begins his first foray 
into national politics, his contra­
dictory record — which has excit­
ed little comment in California — 
offers a juicy target.

He opposes affirmative action 
policies he once supported as 
mayor of San Diego in the 1970s.

He criticized Ronald Reagan in 
1976 as a big-spending governor 
who raised taxes three times. 
Four years later, he supported 
Reagan for President.

He describes himself as fiscally 
responsible. But on his watch 
California issued $3.8 billion 

By JOHN HOWARD
Associated Press Wrttw

SACRAMENTO, Calif. — Gov.
Pete Wilson promised he
wouldn’t run for President. He’s
running.

He said he likely would sign a
homosexual-rights law. He ve­
toed it in 1991.

He opposed raising taxes. Then preparing to be gove 
he raised them $7 billion during Wilson only beet

worth of lOUs for the first time 
since the Great Depression.

“He has got to get control over 
it because it can spin out of con­
trol,” Republican consultant Sal 
Russo said of the flip-flop percep­
tion. “The problem is, he hasn’t 
spent the last two years prepar­
ing to be President, he's been 

•mor.”
..’ilson only became serious 

Presidential material after his 
stunning comeback last year to 
defeat Democrat Kathleen Brown 
and win a second term as gover­
nor. He recently formed an ex­
ploratory committee to study a 
run for the White House.

Suddenly, the governor of the 
nation's most-populous state is 
under a national spotlight.

Wilson’s spin: Yes, he raised 
taxes $7 billion, but he matched 
them dollar-for-dollar with cuts, 
closing a $14 billion budget gap 
that was the largest ever in any 
state. In four years he’s cut $30 
billion from state spending.

He did favor affirmative action 
policies as mayor, but says now 
the need for them has passed.

IGUs were issued, but it was

"He's way behind in getting . 
his story told, and if you don't tell; 
your story, somebody else will i 
with a different spin,” said Rus-, 
so. who directed media cam-j 
paigns last year for New York’s; 
Sen. Alfonse D’Amato and Gov. 4 
George Pataki.

Opponents Bob Dole, Phil 
Gramm, Pat Buchanan and La­
mar Alexander already depict 
Wilson as out of touch with a 
party tilting to the right. They 
also bring up his 1994 promise 
not to run for President.

That promise was made most 
publicly last October during his 
televised campaign debate i.

“Pete has this image of unshake­
able integrity, and this has been 
damaged.”

However, he added: “Those 
same people will still vote for 
Wilson.”

Kern says Wilson’s changes 
show that Wilson is a pragmatist 
willing to change positions to 
solve problems.

“For example, he was a big 
supporter of affirmative action at 
one point, and now he’s not," 
Kern said. “The fact is, the issues 
have changed and he has 
changed; it makes him an ex­
tremely competent administra-
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Ithe good news

BE

■nwlZes'bJS'n^th.e fed?raI. R'- C™n>n> said. "In President Clin- "Holiday Inn” teneorisons n.

■nent does business dramatically

But the good news is that we
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jobs.
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when the rieht

He cited several cases of ex­
tremes in environmental regula-

Holiday Inn” type prisons.

??e.n! hala role to in’nation- 

eeonomic thinking, promising to sions, such as those made in the
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J Gramm Message:

jtiriZreZ^SiiiS"5 Uem°- £«" * "directed .ownt-d al- 

“But the imrvt u .Kri. owuig parents and local schools ’
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E Yesterday Gramm promised to 

£ vork hard to see that the Reagan
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direCt'J' be<,"“ 01

He cited the case of a Califor­
nia farmer who couldn’t farm lus 
land because a rat killed on it was 
deemed part of an endangered 
species.

Gramm was elected to Con 
grass m 1978 as a Democrat Afier

■
> Y»

®a -Less Government,
More Opportunity ||

By WARREN HASTINGS --------------------------------------------------
State House Bureau tt

CONCORD - U S. Sen. Phil • - • ^6 gOOd HOWS

Gramm of Texas who calls him- /c fhaf WA Won’t havt» 
self a “foot soldier in the Reagan WG aOn F n3Ve
revolution” took his less govern- 8 problem that WC
ment-more opportunity message flv ”
to employees of Chubb Life of V,i,n 1 "X' 
A^h7^yeS^7lay U S. Sen PNl Gramm

The Republican Presidential 
hopeful, whose professional back­
ground includes teaching eco­
nomics at Texas A&M University,

• revolution comes to fruition.
Gramm said that government

decisions the same way that fam-

ak, •A t >
i

tvv

V.
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■ “i -

1 ' kk k ’-

■
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me American dream. ___i .u . L---------- . , iscneruiiy ir

iilon’t have a problem tha* rewite the President’s crimelaiil area ofknkron^ntai'protwtion
8-4n’t fix," Gramm added. ceSTa nJ? tL T J 'L C°n* WhlCh Said was ’“’^al pro- should be based ontcS neS

-

mt of control. JjJP corporations create more prisons be restructured to offer Gramm criticized land-taking wS ex^XTfrom^6'ft



Spe�ter faces_ dubigu_s 

Iowan_ �epublic;an Party 
. . , . 

OF�� MOIN�:S <AP)-· Not lnni; 
agn. Arlen S�rer Pf'('rt.'<I 0111 
across • c-av1•rnn1111 r>cs Moinl•S 
c<1nven1inn t'f'nter anti d1•llvc-r('(J 
;a ,,,.m call fur motlcr:ile llepuh. 
llcanl�m. 5'auerccl boo., rnlll-<I 
b.,ck.. 

On S.1111rd.iy, amid ran• now• 
ulni: plants ,n a hol:inlr.'ll gar• 
den. Sprcter �,id he wants the 
pany·s p�i•lential nomination 
so he c:in s.vc th, COi' frnm a11 
.. ,n,oi,.rant rii:ht" 
. t'rom ufllr. thr boos N11ltd in. .. , think he's :, One �ntl('J11;,n 
and h:'IS II l01 or i:oo<I things to 
S3y. but I don't think he"s i:oini: 
to he IJkrn ,·e,y scrlou�ly In 
Iowa," s.'lld nrcnt Si�.:r15t. a 
Council Dturr� llepuhllcan. 

Sierrist, m:\jority lc11der of the 
stat, Uou� or Rcpr�entativPs. 
ronclndf!d: �1 woui.t dismis,1, him 
11s a rul sl!f'lou, c:in1li<l11te." 

· "I don't thtnk It'll golnt lo 
work very wPll," !alrl Sh,vr. Roh­
erts. a Des Moinn 11\W\'i'r and 
m"mhc-r or tltc 1t,,n11>1lnm Nn• 
11on11J Commluce. 

•. • S1w-<:ll'f w�s In low;\, wlurh 
: • hohl� 1h, na1lon·s r,nst h•st "' 
: : p�utcntinl ,treni:th with Jore­
.: : clnct c:11uc11�� n,xt f'1•brLL1ry, to 
• f1mnally onn•,unce he'll �k th� 
• party's nomln31inn. 

Th, he.in 1,f the Prnnsylvanl;i 
sen:itor·s c:uup:iii:n i� ;in apl)(':tl 
lo centrist Hc1111bllr-uns. 11, 

• warns th:lt the increa,m,: 1inw('r 
o( n•lii;io11, o,ruervatlve-- threat• 
ens to drive th, COP out of lh" 
polltlc.11 mal1\.�trP.am MUI h,11111 

• • rn.clcw:1lnn In Preshlrnt Clinlon. 
"We nttd lo k�p �ll1:lon 0111 

or polltlc,;• said Sptc;l.,r. at • 
rally 1111end@ot by ahont too peo­
ple. 

"Neither thh 11ation nor this 
PIIMY can nJfonl a llP.llUh)k:m 
candlll.ltt so captive to th, lle­
mands nr the. hllolerant rii;ht. 
l�t we fflcl up re-l!lc-cling 1 
(>Te�lllent of the lnL-om11et1>nt 
kO," said S) lcctrr. 

In Iowa.. he'll make Ui:11 cn,c 
to a party that b:u drlnNI 
srcat1lly tu the rli:ht and where 
religious conscrvatlvts have 

' • calntd effective control of 1114? 
: party m.1r.hl11ery. 

Iowa RepnbUcnn Chairman 
Orlan KenMdy 1clcnnwl� 
the lmporuncc or relli:lous t'on­
�rvatl\'CS ,u a force In Ille 
party. 

''Thtore's n Int nr ucllvlsm 
!here." h• s:old. 
-. Rolll,ns addccl, "In �1:1111 crn­
Jra\ mmmltll-C) r.lll<'tiuu9. In st.1te 
th:ilr tlrctions, In prtclnt'l c:.iu-

.

1 a1�1. tl'M!y 111:iy II major ro�." · 
S1rve Srhr.1ner. n 1<'1'1,t•·r �n ,h,.,

1
: 

Sen. 
Arlen 

Specter 
Seeking 

p,osodency 

Mate·� Chrl�tlnn Coalition. l:i­
heh'II Spcclrr's messni:e "dlvl, 
sivc." While rdli;lous cnn:J1"rva•
tives will likely ml.crate to more
th:in one GOP r.andicl.ite 

.. 

, . 
. . . 

·.-,;· . ,:_ .

SdielTicr is with �nalr Mojorl• 
ty IA•;nlt•r l\oh Oole -· thoy art' 
Jtkcl�· to 1-.: unltl'II in oppo:1itio11 
10 S1iec1cr. 

One or S(le('ter's main Issues
I� his support r11r aborliu11 
rli:hts. H" is ptc.1tcinc to lcatl tho 
char.:e to clclplc 1he �trlcl :mtl• 
ulK>rtlon r,l:ink rmm the lltp11b­
Jlmn pl:,tform. 

Kennedy sah\ th.it's n se11Jcct 
Ii.sup fur low:i Repuhllc:ms . 

"I r<'nlly don't helievc the 
nomlnntmn fight ancl the c.umts 
fli:ht ls 1,;oln1: to tum on that 
bSIIP," h,i Sllicl. 

S11'.:rtst. a hJckrr nr former 
E,lut'lltlon SN:relM}' Lamnr A J. 
l'xnndcr. conc...-ded thnt Specter 
,� raising l:isues thnt may <"Ome 
back 10 haunt Hcpublicans. 

. . ....

"Tl)(' lnnucn<'t' or Cl•rta In sri;-
111rn1s of our l'Mly, tile flNlplr 
Y011 ��11111 lll'C In the rclfglou� 

ni:h1. hnve h.1(1 1hr crTi JIii.Shi t'CI of ng uur c:.111rl11fatrs ro th rii:ht " I l' 
- • 10 salrt. "If we nllnw

-�----=---�• ., 4' A 

a: ! ' • 

nur'4•1vr,; to 1,'l•t shnvcct too far 
,,. lh1• rli:ht ii is cnlni; In MllSC! 
us prohlrni� ... 

)· 


