Interpreting the Republican
Revolution of 1994-1995

A Supplement to Accompany

"THE CHALLENGE OF DEMOCRACY
Government in America -

Fourth Edition and Brief Second Edition:

3

\

Kenneth Janda
Northwestern University

Jeffrey M. Berry
Tufts University

Jerry Goldman

Northwestern University

Houghton Mifflin Company = Boston  Toronto

Geneva, lllinois "Palo Alto Princeton, New Jersey

Conie

Preface

nis

v

Section One: The Republican Party
and Responsible Party Government

Results of the 1994 Election
Explaining the Election Results
The Organizational Factor
The Conttact with America
Responsible Party Government

1

5
5

3

10

1

Section Two: Congress and the President 11
Revolution in the House

A Binding Contract

16

11

House-Senate Differences
The Dole-Gramm Fight
Diminishing the Congress
More Majoritarianism, But Not Less Pluralism
A White House in Retreat
Conflict and Cooperation

i8

19
20

22
23
\

'Section Three: Public Policy
Reducing the National Government

Unfunded Mandates

28

Welfare and Responsibility

¢

£l

27

29

Expanding the National Government

Terror From Within
Civil Justice Reform

35
37

Protecting the Children?
Affirmative Action: Ready for Reconsideration?

Afterword

References

Appendices

41
41

44

38

oy

27

"
The Supreme Court and the Commerce Clause

34

21

31

39




- -

y

-—!"-—-ug—_.___v__'

Y R e B g N AT i TR

i
)

Preface

" ¥

How can dnyone make sense of American politics? For four ‘decades,
Republican candidates dominated presidential politjcs, winning seven of
eleven- elections—three by landslide -victories (Dwight Eisénhower in
1956, Richard Nixon in 1972, and Rortald-Reagan in 1984). But for thase
same four decades, the Republican Party failed to gain control of Con-
gress. Then,“just two years after voters abruptly rejected-President Bush
and elected Bill Clinton as the first Democratic president in twelve years,
the Républicans suddenly won both cHambers of Corigress in the midterm
elections of 1994. Heading into those elections, most-political analysts
thought that the Republicans.had only a moderate chance to win control
of the Senate, and virtually no one thought the party had much ghance'of
winning the forty seats needed to control the House, In the wake of their
party’s astonishing election v1ctory, Repubhcans ernbarked on an un-

precedented program to revolutionize public policy in keeping with the
party’s campaign ‘document, the ¥Contract’ with- America:” Suddenly,
politics in Washington were not as usual. If these events caught seasoned
observers by surprise, how can students hope to make sense of politics?

To be sure, predicting politicsis difficult, and complete prediction lies
outside the reach of us all. Fortunately, it is easier to make sense of
politics after the fact. In The Challenge of Democracy, Fourth Edition, we
present a conceptual framework to help explain “what’s going on” in
politics, Our framework consists of five concepts dealing with the funda-
mental issues of what governmient tries to do and how it decides to do it.
These concepts fall into two groups. The concepts of freedom, order, and
equality relate to how values shape the goals that a government tries to
accomplish. We discuss these values in Chapter 1. The concepts of ma-
joritarian democracy and pluralist democracy refer to two competing
models of government that are used to illustrate the dynamics of the
American political system. We treat these alternative models of democ-
racy in Chapter 2. In this supplement to The Challenge of Democracy,
Fourth Edition, we employ these five concepts in helping to understand
the “Republican Revolution” led by Speaker of the House, Newt Gin-
grich. We contend that the extraordinary electoral and congressional
events of 1994-95 are readily interpretable within our conceptual frame-
work.

In the pages below, we discuss the major political events during the
past year: the 1994 congressional campaign and election results; the
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making of the Contract with America; the fundamental changes in the
House of Representatives, as engineered by the new Republicaf miajotity;
contests for power involving the House, Senate, and presidency; the Re-
publican Party’s record in fulfilling its Contract; important shifts in re-
sponsibilities between national and state governments; and dramatic
struggles over government policies in the. fields of affirmative action,
welfare, crime, taxation, and regulation. To orient you in reading about
these, developments, we foreshadow five key arguments: '

1., The,Contract with America; the centerpiece of the. Republican Revo-
lution, gnd much of the party’s |egislative agenda in the House of

, Representatives, is more lihertarian in philosophy than conservative.

2. The Contrdct;itself can be viewed as an attempt at party government
in keeping with the model of majoritarian democracy.

3. Déspité'thd majoritarian thrust of the Caiitract with America, pluralist
derrtocraty js still practiced in the halls'of Congress. )

e I . = L -

4. ‘Althoug_fx the Contract with-Amgr}ca was proposed by members of the
.Houge, sorne of its proyisions would increase the poyer of the president
at the expense of Congress. .

5. Although the.Contract with.America was based on a philosophy of
limited goyernment, some of its provisions would increase the national
. governnient’s responsibilities. .

Section One: The Republican Party and
Responsible Party Government

The day after the 1994 election, both: the print.and. brogdci:f_asi: media
tagged the event as the “Republican Revolution.”! This-phrase exagger:
ates a bit, as the 1994 election and its legislative consequences pa_le in
comparison with the Americgn, French, ¢r Russian revoluno_ns. But ]'u‘dg-
ments are relative, and in the context of contemporary American pol}t1f:s,
the Republicéﬁ§~ﬁave cause to call their'victory and subseqttlent beh?vmr
“revolutionary.” Let’s look first at how unusual the 1994 copgressional

election was. ’

Results of the 1994 Election

As shown in Figure la, the 1994 election was only the thlrd since 1930—
and the first since 1946—in which Republicahs won a majority of the vote

On September 27, 1994, over three hundred Republic
House of Representatives in the November congréssional election gathered on
the steps of thé Capitol. They.were summoned by the party.to sign the Con-
tract with America, their collective campaign pledge. At.thetime, the-gather-
ing was regarded by most obsetvers more as a campaign giminick than an
histotic occasion, but events proved otherwise.
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FIGURE1 A Reyolutionary Election " .
-’ﬂm 1994 electjon was a historic election for Republican candidates for the
House of Represen;atzves’ wbether measured by votes won or seats won. F1gure
%a plots the Démécratic and Republican percentages of the total vote ddst for,.
Cohgress in'contésted seats sinée 1932. The Republicans butpolled the’ Demo—
crats only three times during this period; and 1994 was the first time t.hey ac-x
complished. this since 1946. Figure 1b shows a similar story for the parties® «
share bf the seats:*Again, the Republicans won a majority, of seats only. three.
times since.1932; the last previous time was in.1952. Source: Everett Carll Ladd -

{ed.), America at the Polls 1994 {Storrs,; CT: Roper Centet for Public Opinion Research,
1995} pp. 2-3. ™ - e
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for the House of Representatives. Figure 1b illustrates that it was only the
third election since 1930—and the first since 1952—in which'Republicans

-won a majority of the House seats. Most amazingly, no Republican. in-

cumbents were defeated i their races for Congress. or governorships,
compared with the defeat'of two Demacratic Senators, fivé Démocratic
Govemnors, and. thirty-five Democratic Represgntatives. Despite.all the
pre-election pubhmty given to limiting the terms of members of Congress
and all the talk against officeholders, the voters.in 1994 did not revolt
against incumbents: they revolted against Pemocrats: ' f
Consider the outcome of the Senate ‘elections.”To control the Senate,
the Republicang needed a net gain of seven.out of the-thirty-five seats up
for election. They‘gained eight. Moreover, all eleven-of the new pérsons
elected to the Senate were Republicans. Although.only: two Democratic
incuinbents were'defeated, the Republicans won'every cotitest in which
the'inciimbent had retired To, rub salt in the Democrats’ wounds, a
former Democratic Senator {Rlchard Shelby of Alabama) switched parties,
after the 'election, and anothér (Ben Nighthorse*Gampbell.of Colorado}
became a Republican early in 1995. -As a result, the: Repubhcan‘s Jheld
fifty-fourof the one hundred seats in the 104th Congreés y v
+ +The Democrats fared even worse in the House electfons* The Republi:
cans needed a net gain of forty séatsto cont;ol the House—a J—In:rculea.n
task, given that the most seats that the party ‘ever gamed in congressmnal
elections since 1948 ‘was forty-seven duringthe Vietmam era: (the.next
most was thirty-three). In fact, the party gained fifty-two seats whlfe not.
suffering the loss of a smgle Republican.ingumbent. ‘Moreover; andther
Democrat, Nathan D¢al of Georgia, latet smtchednpartles As: a result, the
Repubhcans flrmly céntrolled fHe Hfiuse 1n,t;he 104th Congress 'iW1th ZSI
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Why did" the Repubhcanmscore such a sweepmg -wctory in the.1994
elections? At the oufset, one must récognizethat the Republicarr tnumpl‘i
ran against'the three .factorsJ—seats atvrisk, presidential populanty,‘and
economic andlthllS—--tlIat ﬁohtlcal'\selentlsts have'used successfully to
predlct the outcomg of congressmnal elecnons in the past.?
Clinton,von. theé bremderrcy in. 1992, he drd hot win by alandslide and
thus did not pull ir'many Democrats to Oongress om his coattails:*Consé-

quently, there Wwas not.a surplus of Démocratic House geats at -risk! The
party held only 256 séats, whichwas their postwar average,.and in theors{
dig-not have many to lose. Despite claims.about'Clinton’s unpopuilarity;
his’ Gallup approval rating was really not very lows m‘fact' it was virtually
equaL to Reagan’s popularify beforé.the 1982 'midterm election,,Finally,
econoinic conditions,were quite favotable: qnemployment was doWn and

personal dlsposable income up over thaprevrous-year* T T

Aﬁhough‘
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4 Imterpreting the Republican Revolution of 1994-1995

Obviously, something was different about, 1994, but what was it? For
one thing, public opinion on the government was tnore negative than it
had been since records .of repeated questions in national surveys began to
be kept. When respondents were asked in 1958, “How much of the time
do you think you can ttust the government to do what is right?” 73
percent-thought govemment.would always or mostly “do what is right.”
Only 22.percent thought so in 1994.2 When asked whether they agreed or
disagreed with the statement, “We ne¢d new people in Washington even
if they are not [as] effective as experienced politicians,” only 44 percent
agreed as recently as 1987, compared with 60 percent in 1994.%-

The fact that public distrust. in. government and disgust with its
practitioners reached a new.high in 1994 worked against the Democratic
incumbents. Congressional Democrats haye traditionally campaigned on
personally delivering'the benefits of government to their states and dis-
tricts. The public’s rising antagonism toward politics and politicians
undercut- the Democrats’ traditionfal message. This is reflected both in
overall élection $tatistics.and in individual cases. In Chicago, Democrat
Dan Rostenkowski, "the Chair of the powerful House Ways and Means
Committee and Representative for thirty-six years, was.ousted by an
unemployed lawyer—despite Rostenkowski’slegendary delivery-of goods
and services to his district. In the state of Washington, Democratic
Speaker of the House Tom Foleys :a thirtyryear veteran- and the most
powerfal person in Congress, became the first Speaker to be defeated by
election since 1860.

*Was 1994 a “critical election”,that produced a sharp change in the
existing patterns of-party loyalties among groups of voters resulting in-a
lasting “elegtaral realignment”? {See The Challenge of Democracy,
Fourth Edition, page 261.) It seems not. First, the voter turnout in 1994 did
not suggest an especially motivated citizenry: at 39 percent, it was only
marginally higher than the 37 percent voting in the 1990 midterm elec-
tion and still low by othet countries’ standards. Post-election voter analy:
ses also revealed no “unifying theme” among those who voted for
Republican candidates other than “an overall distaste for governrhent.”*
Most importantly, election surveys did not detect a significant shift in the
public's party identification. Democrats still outnumbered Republicans
by about two percentage points.® However, of those voters who cast their
ballot for mdepcndent, presidential candidate Ross Perot in 1992, two out
of three voted for 'Republican House candidates in 19947 One of the
sharpest differences in how social groups voted was the eight percentagé:
point gap between men and women. Republican candidates drew 54
percent of the male vote, while 54 percent of the women voted for
Democratic candidates.® But this spurce of group difference is not fodder
for an electoral realignment..  ~

But something else was different about the 1994 election: the Republi»
can Party, itself played.a unique role in nationalizing the House contests.
Congressional scholar Gary Jacobson noted that the party effectively

y—
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exploited—for the first time—the themes and issues that had served them
so well in presidential campaigns since 1968.°

The Organizational Factor

The conventional wisdom is that political parties have been declinirg in
the U.S. How, then, can one explain the Republican victory in 1994 in
terms of actions of the national party organization? The fact is that the
conventional wisdom is quite correct in one respect, and definitely wrong
in another respect. It is right in that the sense of partisdnship among
individual voters has declined over time. This decline is clearly seen in
two types of evidence cited in The Challenge of Democracy, Fourth
Edition: the increased percentages of independents since 1952 {page 273),
and the increase in the percentage of voters who:'split their ticket by
voting'for a congressional candidate from one party and a-presidential
candidate from the other (page 298). Iromcally, while partjsanship has
declined among voters, the.number of party organizational activities
increased over time. T}ze Challenge of Democracy demonstrates the in-
crease in party voting in the House of Repxesentatwes. since 1970 (page
386). The book also describes how the national committees of both parties
have gained resources over the past quarter century, such that they now
contribute funds to state party organizations where-once state.parties
supplied funds to the national committees (pages 279-280).

Both national committees now command enough funds to help shape
the outcomte of congressional contests, and the Republicarr ‘Party usually
collects and spends more.motey than the Democtats. The Repubhcans
three main national organizations (The Republican National Comrittee,
the National Republican Senatorial Committee, and the National Repub
lican Cohgressional Committee} spent-mbre than $150* million in the
1994*campaign to the Democrats’ $78 million.!> Among the Republicah
expenditures was a,$60,000 contribution tothe campaign of thé canididate
challenging Representative Dan Rostenkowski. This was the maximurh
allowed under law, and $55,Q00 of it'came less than 1 week before the
election, enabhng the' c’hallenger to buy.a thu:ty second telemsmn spot to
airén Chicago’s three ‘nétwork affiliates.'t However n’hportanf the Repub-
lican #any s role Wwas in financing- congressmqal cimpaigns, this was riot
the unique difference, between the -parties in thé 1994 élection: “The
unique differencé lies‘in the Repﬂbhcan Party’s role in- developmg their

campaign document the Contract yith:America, - .
- wt R w o

The Contract with America vl .

On September 27, 1?94’, more than 300 Reptfblicanﬁ::and.iﬁ;tﬂ’;s for the
House of Representatives gathered in front 6f the Capitol in a combined

news conference and photo oppgrtunity to unyeil what they called.thein

4
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FIGURE 2 What Contract?
Various national surveys were taken during the four months after the House Re-
publicans unveiled their congressional campaign document, the Contract with.
Ametica, on September 27, 1994, For the first few weeks, only abopt 25 to 30
‘percent of the respondents sprveyed said that they had heard anything about
the Contzgct. Before the Repubhcans took control of the 104th Congress in
early Ianuary, the media reported almost daily on elements of the Contract,

and public awareness grew. Still, only about half of the public reported hearing
anything about it by the end of February. However, the public evaluated the
Contract more favorably over time. In the October 14-18 survey, only 43 per-,,
cent thought the Contract was a step “in the right direction,” and 34 percent
thought it was “in the wrong direction.” In the February 22-25 survey, 60 per-
cent supported “some or most of” jts ideas, and only 33 percent “few or none.”
Sources: Oct. 7-9, 1994—Gallup/CNN/USA Today; Oct. 14-18, 1994-—NBC News/Wall
Street Journal; Oct. 20-24, 1994-—The People and the Press: Prelude to the Elgction; Oct.,
25-26, 1994—Time/CNN/Yankelovich Partners Inc,; Oct. 29-Nov. 1, 1994—CBS News/
New York Times; Nov. 27-28, 1994—CBS New$; Nov. 28-29, 1994—Gallup/CNN/USA
Today; Dec. 2-5, 1994—Gallup/CNN/USA Today; Dec. 6-9, 1994—CRS News/New York
Times; Dec. 10-13, 1994—NBC News/Wall Street Journal; Dec. 27-28, 1994—Princeton
Survey Research Associates/Newsweek; Dec. 28-30, 1994—Gallup/CNN/USA Today; Jan.
14-17, 1995—NBC News/Wall Street Journal; Jan. 21-23, 1995—Alliance to Save Student
Aid Survey; Feb. 22-25, 1995—New York Times{CBS News.

Supplement 7

#Coritract with Arnetica.” A puzzled 'media tréatéd it more like 4 giin-
hmick than a serious document. The authoritative pyblication Congres-
sional Quarterly said, “The question is whether the ten-point legislative
pledge is a true agenda or just a novel campaign tactic.”’* Democrats
didn’t know what to make of the Contract but naturally described it in
negative terms: “snake oil,” “a magic elixir for everything that ails us,”
and “an irresponsible-set of things to throw at the American people.”’
Even Senate Republicans were leery of the document. They declined pleas
by their colleagues to sign the Contract and even refused to show up at the
House event, opting to stage their own separate show instead.™

At first, House Republicans gamnered relatively little publicity in the
media for their effort. By October 7, less than a quarter of respondents in
a national survey had heard of the Contract with America. Most of those
who did said that it would not affect their vote or would even make them
less likely to vote Republican. Yet, the Contract with America became a
significant factor in the 1994 election campaign and an even larger part of
the Republicans’ legislative agenda in the 104th Congress. What was the
background behind this unique campaign document, this unprecedented
party manifesto?

As described in the book, Contract with America, the planning began
in February 1994, at a conference of House Republicans in Salisbury,
Maryland.!® The participants wanted to make sure that “citizens could
clearly understand what the Republican Party stood for and meant to
deliver if ever given a chance to control the federal legislative process.”
They agreed on five principles to describe their philosophy of government:

individual liberty

economic opportunity
limited government

personal responsibility
security at home and abroad!¢

Viewed through the conceptual framework of The Challenge of Democ-
zacy, the first four principles clearly reflect a libertarian set of values. The
Republican planners emphasized the value of freedom over both values of
equality and order. They did not regard shaping a more equal society or
controlling social behavior as the proper role of government. Although
their last principle accepted an active role for government in fighting
crime and defending the nation, the contract framers centered on libertar-
ian principles in the domestic sphere,

Following that planning session, the Reptiblicans undertook the task
of translating their principles into an election manifesto for theé 1994
campaign.”” In March and April of 1994, Dick: ‘Armey, chair of the Repub-
lican House Conference - {consisting of all Republican members of the
House of Representatives), solicited ideas from incumbents on elements
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to be’put into the Contract Meanwhile, the Republican National Com;
mittee, conducted a similar survey of Republican candidates wh Q swere
sqg,kmg {0 begome incumbents. In June and July of 1994, 2 ”Planmng ang
Working Group” headed by Michigan Republican Pete Hoekstral-"test
marketed” the. wording, order, fofmat, and presentation ofsthe glements.
They used polls.and focus, groups to determine the eleménts! appeals'For
example, they dropped any referefice to’ Republicans in. the document
because party labels did not test well-They “found that'the most appeal-
1ng element of the Contracowas its contractual nature—that House'Re-
publicans asked td bervated ‘out of office’if they failed-to bting the'teft
contract itemis ap f6f a House yote early in ‘the 104th Congress.”", ' In early
August, Armey uhdertook a member and éandidite education, effdrt by
releasing a 141-page cnt1que ‘of ,House adtivities under ‘forty* jrears of
Democratic control. s Pt PR
Finally, after all'that planning by the Reptiblican Party; the* Contratt
was unveiled on the steps of the Cap1t01 on September.27. Present werg
150 incumbents and nearly 180 challengers brought in b){ the party for the

occasion. In presenting their Contract with Amerlca, Gingrich and t’:om-
* 1] vy sy,
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pany made two sets of promises if the citizenry would vote them into
power:.On_the, very first day of the 104th Congress, the new Republic
majority would pass eight major reforms in thé way the House did bus1-
ness. Thereafter, within the first 100 days of the 104th Copgress {by Apnl
14, if days are counted consecutively}, ten specific bills would be brought
to the House floor. Each of these bills would be given full and open debate,
each would be given a clear and fair vote, and each would be immediately
availdble for public inspection and scrutiny. The event got some media
coverage, and 367 Republican candidates eventually signed the Contract.

What was so revolutionary about the Contract with America? Some
people would focus on its content. The promised reforms of Congressional
legislative procedure were very significant and Would result in dramatic
changes in the way the'House does busrness including more power to the
Speaker a dééline in the power of committee chairs, ahd ihcreased open-
ness in decision makmg for both the public and the minority party. (How
these promises faréd is discussed below.) Several of the ten acts would
dramatu’:ally change the operation’ of American government, including
the balan¢ed biidget amendmerit, the linesitem veto, and 1 term limits (also
discussed below). But more s1gmf1cant for party politics are-the implica-
tions of the Contract,with America for, altering the model of democratic
government-in the United States.

Responsible Party Government

The Challenge of Democracy outlines two alternative models of demd-
cratic government. ';Fhe classical majoritarian model—based on public
opinion as reflected in election results—assumes that people are knowl-
€dgeablé about government, that-they want to participate in the Polifical
process, and that they catefiill§ and rationally choose 4among candidates.
The majority of the phbhc thus shapes politics and policy. In contrast; the
pluralist model arglies that our governmént is demiocratit not necessarily
becguse. it doés what a-majority of the. pedple want, ‘but *bécause the

"goiremment is kept open to the claims of competing interest groups.-it is

this opeﬁness in’ the, context ofran* adversarial process betweén opposing’
interest groups .that makes ourgovernment “democratic:” Our.book con-
tends that politics-in the V.S, fits the pluralist:anodel bétter than the

majoritarian model. However,; with their bold Contgact with“Amer;iEd, the
Republicans are pperating under a majoritarian model through, what po;
litical. scientists recognize as responsrbIe party government {The,Chal-

lenge of Democracy, Foprth Edltlon pages 28 1—282) .
According to responsrble party government, parties can makes the
government responsive to public opiniop by adhering to these pnnc1p1és

@ ‘Parties should: present clear and’ coherent programs to voters o

[

? Voters should choose candxdates accordmg to the party programs
® The winning party should'carry out its program once in office. "

e i
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® At the next election; voters should hold the'governing party responsi:
ble for exécuting its program.

Although some party scholars dismissed the Contract with America soor
after it was announced,’ others have noted that it comes very close to
fulfilling the principles of the responsible party modél.® The weakest link
s0 far is the second prmcrple did voters actually choose to vote Republi-
can because of the Contract with America? Although Figure 2 shows that
only about 25 percerit of the electorate had heard about the Contract with
America prior to the election, many of these people were probably among
the 39 percent who actually voted. Moreover, more self-identified Repub;
licans than Democrats voted in 1994 for the first time since 1970.% f

Clearly, the Republican Party succeeded in changing the terms of
poht:cal debate in 1994 by emphasizing their Contract. While most voters

did not base their voting decisions on the party’s promises, some no. doubﬁ

did.. Moreover, the party knew from its polling what the voters wantecl
concerning pohcy positions, and the Contract repeated their preierences.ﬁ
Furthermore, the Republicans, by their Congressional actions in 1995, are
setting up conditions for such a choice in the 1996 Congressional elec1
tions. At the opening day of the 104th Congress, _w1th the Republicgns, irt
control for the first time in forty years, Speaker Newt Gingrich quoted the
party’s commitment as spelled out in .the Contract with America and
stated its “absolute obligation” to deliver on its promises.”> As shown in

Figure 2, the percentage of voters familiar with the Contract increased

into 1995, and more gave positive evaluations of:it. Nevertheless, it
remains to be seen whether the Contract will be an important factor in
the 1996 election. Given the vagaries ‘of American politics, it’s entirely
possible’ that public attention to the Contract with America will, hke
Bush’s B9, Jpercent approval rate in.early 1991, dissipate in the ,campargn
winds prior to the next presidential election.

F
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Section Two: Copgress and The President

{h
In the” 1994 electlon Repubhcan cand1dates for the House of Repre1
sentatwes campa1gned on.a promise. If their-party .won ‘a ma}onty of
the seats, they would brmg to a vote all the.pledges they.made in their
Contract with America in. the' House within 100. days. They‘ kept therr
promise. Almogt all of the specrfrc pohaes they pledged to.act on;were, in.
fact, passed by the House and sent ongto the. Senate within ninety- J;hree
days. It was a remarkable leglslatrve achrevement " . -

LU S Wt
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In-1979 Newt, Gmgnch‘; a thrrty-flvé-year-old q.o,llcgp professor frontGeqr,
gia, was elected to the House for the firsttime. Gingrich had long wanted

to sérve in Congress but when he fmally arrived Hé quickly became

lfevolutlon in the Houise
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L SR AACT]
Dynamic Duo  Newt Gingrich has led not only by his strategic prowess and
forceful personality, but also by building a strong leadership tearh to push the
Republican program. Second in command is Dick Armey of Texas,. pictured’
here on t‘he left, who serves as the Majority Leader in'the House. An;wy shares
Gingrich’s'tock-ribbed conservatism and commitment to free-market econom-
ics. Other of the Speaker's key lieutenants include Tom DelLay of Texas, John
Kasich of Ohio, and Io_{m Boehner, also of Ohio. (Jeffrey Markowitz/ ‘
Sygmd) .'

frustrated with his party’s seemingly permanent minority status in the
House. Over the years he became a thorn in the side of the Demogratic
leadership and was™popular with younger, conservative ‘House Reﬁubli—
cans w}‘xo admired his aggressiveness. Gingrich rose to the position of
Minority Whip and stood in line to become the Minority Leader when Bob
Michel announced that he would retire from the'House and his teadership
post at the end of 1?94. i

After organizing -the ‘party’s candidates aronnd the Contract with
America, Gingrich barnstormed the country on behalf of Republicansg
running for the Hpuse and did what he could to raise money for them:
When the Republicans shocked the country by winning the House in thé
November election, Gingrich found himself promoted to Speaker rather
than Minority Leader. The seventy-three House freshmen, nearly one-
third of all House Republicans, came to Washington fervent in their
support of the Contract and intensely loyal to Gingrich, whomrthey régard
as a patron saint.

! - J
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Table 1 A Changing of the Giiard - > 3

The Republican takeover of both houses, the defeat of Tom Foley, the Demo-
cratic Speaker in the previous Congress, and the retirements of Georgeé
Mitchell, the former Majority Leader for the Derocrats in the'Senate, and
Robert Michel, the former Minority Leader for the Republicans in the House,
has reconfigured the leadership teams for both parties in both houses.

v

House of Representatives ,
DEMOCRATS

[ il ¥

REPUBLICANS
Speaker of the House Minority Leader

Newt Gingrich (Georgia) J Richard Gephardt (Missouri)
Majority Leader Minority Whip

Dick Armey (Texas) David Bonior (Michigan)

I Senate s

REPUBLICANS DEMOCRATS
Majority Leader Minority Leader

Robert Dole (Kansas) Tom Daschle (South Dakota)
Majority Whip Minority Whip R

Trent Lott {Mississippi) Wendell Ford (Kentucky)

+
]

Congress is a rather conseryative institution where tradition is revered
and change gomes slowly. Even though the Republicans took over the
Senate as well in the 1994 elections, they have done little to change
Senate organization and procedures. In the House, however, Gingrich
instituted sweeping changes to establish firmer control over his party and
to alter committee and floor procedures. The most striking move by
Gingrich was that he violated the seniority norm for three House commit-
tees. By custom in both houses, the committee chair is the member of the
maijority party who has been serving the longest, op_the_committee. For
three ‘majoracommittees—Appropriations, Commerce,” and Judiciary—
Gingrich passed over the most senior member to choose someone who he
thought would be more conservative and more aggressive:in promoting
the-Republican progtami. Speakers have not.appointed House.committees
chairs in this fashion since the first part of this'century when “Uncle Joe”
Cannon ruled the chamber with an-iron fist.® ' N

In keepihg withsthe Contract with America, the ‘Republicans also
abolished three minor committees and initiated staffing cuts.of one-third
of all House aides. A term limit for Speikers was set at ¢ight years, and a
term limit for chairs of committees and subcommittees was set at six
years. Both houses passed a bill, later signed by. the president, ‘which
requires the Congress to abide by all workplace laws that jt requires of
other employers (see Table 2).% Still, in viewing the House after the first

100 days it was clear that there was a great deal of continuity amid the
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Table 2 Republicans Change the Rules

Aftet forty years in the desert, House Republicans finally reached the promised
land. In gaining a majority for the first time since the 1952 election, the Repub-‘
licans had the opportunity to change the House rules to their liking. Among the,
most significant alterations are the following: 1

Committees ¥

. QUmmittees eliminated. Three committees are abolished: District of Colum-
bia, Merchant Marine and Fisheries, and Post Office and Civil Service. Sev-
eral other committees are renamed.

®  Staff cuts. The rules cut the total number of committee staff by one-third
compared to the levels in the 103rd Congress.

# Subcommittee limits, With three exceptions, no committee is allowed more
than five subcommittees. The exceptions are Appropriations (13), Govern-
ment Refotm and Oversight (7] and Transportation and Infrastructure {6).

] Subcommittee staff, Staff hiring will be controlled by committee chairmen.
Subcommittee chairmen and ranking minority members will no longer have
authority to hire one staffer each. ‘

® Assignments. Members may serve on no more than two standing commit; ‘
tees and four subcommittees, except for chairmer and ranking embers,
who can serve ex officio on all subcommittees. Exceptions to the member-
ship limit must be approved by party caucuses and the House.

. L s - -
® Proxy voting. The rules prohibit the practice of allowing a chairman br other
desifnee to cist an absent member’s vote in committee. Several corthmittees:

*thave long had such a ban. 4
" Pui}[ished votes. Committees must publish the members votingfdror  , ~
agdirist all bills'and amendments. 4 '

® Opén meetings. Conimittees and subcommittees are barred from closing !
* their meetings to the Bublic, except when an open meeting would endanger
national security, compromise sensitive law enforcement informationor
- possibly dégrade, d&fame or incriminate any person, Closing a meetingun-
* der those exceptions would require a majority vote of the committee. Imme-
“diate past rulesuallowed a committee to ¥ote to close its meetings without ~

-specifying the circumstances. .
L] vBl:ozlcl':ast €ovérgge. Committees must allow radio.and television broadcasts,
aswell as still photography, of all open meetings, s 1 ¢

® Multiple referrals. The SpeaKer-anay no longer send a bill to more than one
committee simultaneously for consideration. The Speaker is allowed'to send

. abill to a second committee after the first is finished acting; or hg‘: may refer
parts of a bill to separatg committees, o

*
ot

Term Limits ) o
‘¢ Speaker, The Speaker may setve no more than four consecutive two-yedr -
tetms. " )
b ¥ R t ' . ' , :
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Table 2 (continued) ' '
e Committee, subcommittee chairmen. Chairman of committees'and subcom-
mittees may hold their positions for no more than three consecutive terms.

The limits begin this Congress. ~

Floor Procedures .o

® ‘Supermajority for taX increases.'A three-fifths majority of members voting is
required to pass’any bill, amendment or conference report containing an in-
crease in income tax rates. + ‘

® Retroactive tax-increasé. No'retroactive tax increases that take effect prior
to the date of bnactment of the bill are allowed: = : !

.- Verbatim Cofgressional Record. Members miay no lbgger delete or change

 remarks made on the floor in the Corigressjofial Record except for techiical

lor grammatical corréctions. Remarks inserted throligh unanimous consént
to revise and extend a speech will appear in the record in a different typeface.

&+ Roll call votes. Automatic roll call votes are reduired on bills and conference
reports that make appropriations and raise taxes. The annual budget resolir-
tion and its conference report will have a manddtory.roll call as well.

e Motions to recommit. The minority leader orhis designee is guaranteed the
right to offer a so-called motion to recommit with instructions on a bill'un-
der consideration in the House. Such a motion enables the minority to pro-
pose-changes, and the vote is on sending the bill back to committee to make.

those revisions. " y
* Commemoratives. Commemorative legislation may. not be introduced or
considered. 3¢ b
' &
Administration . "

¢ .Administrative offices. The Office of the Doorkeeper is'abolishéd, its fuhe-

tions‘tiarisferred to the sergeant at arms. A neWw posifion of chief adininistra-
.tive Gfficer.{CAO) is created, replacing the director of nofi-legislative - + '
services.. The CAOQ is nominated by the Speaker and elected by the full-

+ House. , ’

8, ‘Legislative service organizations. Funding for so-called legislative service or-+
ganizations, the 28 caucuses in the House that received office space atid
budgets to operate.in the Housg, is abolished. v . & .

Séurce: From David $:Cloud, "GOF; to Its Own Great Delight, Enacts House Riles

Changes,” Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 7.January:1995. Used with permission.

e e A
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change.. Although the Republicans-promised-that they:would. make- the

House more open, more internally.democratic, and:nore fair to the mi-

nority party, Gingrich and his allies have used the House rules much like

the Democrats did. That is, they-use ithe. rules to ghhance thejr. 6wn

party’s control of the House.?® ’ 5
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A Binding Contract S

-

After quickly disposing of the procedural reforms on the first day of the
104th Congress, the Republicans turned to the ten principal planks-of the
Contract with America. There were many more bills than ‘ten, "because
there were multiple parts to some of the Contract’s promises. One by one
the bills were reported out of committee and sent to the House floor.
Democratic support, for the Republican program varied considerably
across the range of .legislfation brought.forward. Republicans, however,
marched in line, voting together on all but a few issues.

Although the Republicans are a more homogeneous party than the
Democtats, their solidarity was jmpressive. Their unity was driven not
only by general agreemént on policy, but in part by the desire not to lgt
the much-ballyhooed Contract with, America fail. Differences within the
party weresometimes papered pver, and those who strongly opposed key
provisions of some of the bills were pressured by Gingrich and his leader-
ship team to go along for the sake of the party. There was certainly the
expectation that_ the Senate would temper some of the more extreme
conservative elements of thie Contract. For example, many Republicans in
the House wanged the promised $500 per child tax credit to be limited to
those families making;$95,000 a year or less,. while the Contract with
America promlsed a tax credit for those making up to $200,000. Such a
generous upper limit played right into the hands of the Democrats, who
claimed that the GOP was cutting back on the school lunch program so
that the rich could get a large tax break. Gingrich convinced many of
those who preferred the $95,000 limit that it was of paramount impor-
tance not to break the promise in the Contract for a tax credit for those
with incomes up to $200 000. The controversial $200,000-limit stayed in
the bjll, and it was passed and sent to the Senate.

Of the Contract bills brought before the House, only two were de-
feated (sée Table 3}, One was a bill to restore funding for an anti-missile
defense systemi-It was:not a major part of the Contract, and other ele-
ments of the national security plank were passed. The other defeated bill,
though, was the more dignificant, constitutional amendment to.establish
term limits for members of‘Congress. Although most Republicans sup-
ported the bill, it didn’t ‘achieve ‘the two-thirds majority riécéssary for
passage:in the I-Iou.}’se Another key provision of the Contract, a constitu-
tional amendment requiring-a balanced budget by, the-year 2002, passed
the House but-was-defeated in the Senate. Thus, two-of-the most popular
and visible Contract items, term limits and the balanced budget amend-
meént did not make it out of Congress. Although there are some other
popular items in the-Gontract, such as welfdre reform’and a crime bill, tHe
Republic:ans‘ inability to pass-these two cornerstones ofithe Contract 1éd
some Americans to ekpress disappointment with thé:Republicans’ first
100 days. Generally, though; Americans seemed to feel that Congress was
doing a better job than usual. . H ]

Table 3 The Contract with America at Day. 100

Supplement
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House Republicans :promised thqt if they won a majority in the election, they
would bring to a vote all provisions in the Contract with.America within 100

days of taking office. They delivered on their promise, though much of the legis-

lation is controversial and will be changed considerably in the Senate.

v Passed

® Rejected ) ' . House "Senate

Signed by

President

Congressional Rules ] 5 v

Apply federaklabor laws to Congress v

Budget
Constitutional amendmeént requiring a
balanced budget

Dbine-item veto i .

Crime
Convicted offenders must pay full .
restitution to their victims v
Relax rules of evidence in trials v
Limit death penalty appeals v
Block grants for community police A
officers and crime prevention programs v
Speed deportation of ¢riminal aliens v
Increased penalties for child pornography | ¢

Welfare ) - s K
Reform of Aid to Families With P -~ .
Dependent Children, child nutrition, food
stamps and supplemental security
income

-~

Y

Tax Cuts ,
$500-per- chlld tax tredit v
Reduce’ mamage peualty Iy
Exparid LRUA. sav1ngs accounts v
Tax credits for adoption afid elderly care v
Redute capital gains tdx v
Raisé Sotial Security edrninigs limit - v
Repeal 1993 increase in amount of benéfits

subiect to incomeitix: : v

Nauonal Secunty
Reduce spending on peat:ckeepmg i 7
operations +
Restricts United Nations tommand of- - v
U.S. forces "L .
Reinstitute finaricing foranti-missile + - . "®v &
defense system . 5 et

" *

K o 4 d V. W

=3



http://and.it

. Ao

A2, S oy g

18 Interpreting the Republican Revolution of 1994-1995

Table 3 (continued). # 3

RS . "Signed by
, ) . House Senate President

Regulations ¥

Restrict unfunded mandates

Paperwork Reduction Act

Reduce federal regulations

Expanded use of risk-assessment and
-cost-benefit analysis

Compensate property owners whose land
loses value because of regulations v

-

v v
v

NSNS S

Litigation ' w
Modified “loser pays" civil litigation o
-change v
Limit punitive darhages awarded in civil
lawsuits . Vs
Restrict stockholders’ lawsuits'accusing '
i)rokerage houses or other stockholders
of fraud . v

T s % :

Term Limits MR

Constitutiona] amendment to limit terms . "'
for members of Congress E 4 *

4 "
T 3 T

Sources; “The Contract with America: How Much Was Enacted,” New York Times, 9 =
April 1995, p. 18; “Contract Scorecard,” Congressional Quarte:ly, 8 April 1995, pp. 996
997; and ”Thc Contract: Stop! Gol Caution!” Time, 10 April 1995, p. 35.

ya £
]

e

® * &

Despite these two major defeats for.the Contract with America, House
Republicans could truly claim. that they had kept their promise with the
American people. They had passed almost all parts of nine cut of the ten
Contract vows. Although there have been other Congresses that passed a
series of bills dramatically pushing public pohcy in a new dlrectlon
(Roosévelt’s New Deal in 1933, Iohnson s Great Spciety in I9§4—1965
Reagan’s-tax and budget packages in 1981), those Congresses had been
responding to initiatives -f the president. The: Contract ;with:America
came from the House of Representatives. There is nothing cdrhparable in
twentieth-centiiry American history, where the Congress so forcefullyc
took control of the nation’s political agenda.. :

b w
»

House-Senate Differences. As the Contract with America moved r:hrough
the House of Representatives, differences with the way the Senate operates
became gver more apparent.”Some of these differences, are institutidnal in
nature. The House; with its electmns every two vears, is supp‘osed to be
close to the people and highly responsive to changes in public opinion. Yet
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it is this very quality that concered the foundérs. In Federalist #63, which
makes the argument for ‘a Senate to balance the House, Madison. warns
4Kat “there are particular moments in public affairs when the people,
stimulated by some irreguilar passion, or some illicit advantage, or misled
by the artful misrepresentations of interested men, may call for measures
which they themselves will afterwards be the most ready to lament and
condemn.”? The Senate, designed as an institution, that would not be
popularly elected, would be more resistant to popular passions and dema-
goguery.'It would be a more deliberative body, ensurmg that legislation
‘was not passed hastily or carelessly.

Although much has changed about the Senate since it first convened,
it seems’ to be playing the role the Founders envisioned as it works
through the ambitious set of bills sent to it by the House. On a iumber of
Contract bills, the Senate has already moved in a'more moderate direction
-and corrected -widely criticized provisions of House leglslatlon "The
House, for example, passed a Contract.bill to provide regulatoxy relief to
businesses that called for a year-long freéze on new regulations by ddmin-
istrative agencies. To hamstring the operations of the executive branch for
an ertire year struck’ many as a rather extremé policy, so’ the Senate
passed abipartisan alternative that sithply gives Congress more opportu-
nity to fescind regulations it dislikes before they can go into éffect.”” On
welfare Teform, some of the harsher provisions of the House’s-bill have
‘beeh criticized by senators of both parties, ‘and a-more-moderate bill-is
sure to bé formulated.

In addition to the enduring institutional differéntes -between the
Houise and the Senate, there are al§6 differences’due to the current ideo-
Ylogical makeup of each’ body. ‘Thie' fifty-four Senate Republicans are not
quite as cohservative as their Housc courniterparts. The Senate moderates
in the party, such as Mark Hatfield and Bob Patktwood of Oregon, Arlen
Specter of Pennsylvania, and James Jeffords of Vermont,have a little more
lcveragc than the’ Republican moderates in the House: -t

« i

“The Do]e—Gmmm ‘Fight Senate deliberatiohs over the Contract are fur-
‘thet complicated by the contest for the 1996 Republican® prcsﬂerttxal
nofnmatmn Two of the leading contenders, Majority Leader Bob Dole"of
'K*ansas and PHil Gramm of Texas, are-using their h1ghly~v1s1ble positidns
ini the Senate td campaign-for the nomination. Gramm, an aggrcsswé
hard-nosed conservative, has made a strategic decision to-8tay far to'the
ideological right. This places pressure on the more moderate:Dole to move
to the right as well, since conservatives are disproportionately represented
in the early Newr Hampshuc and southern.(“Supet Tuesday”| primaries.
But moving-to the right comphcates Dole’s job-as ‘Majority Leader, as hie
must-put together deals that bridge conServatwe.and moderate differchces
over legisldtion befofe the Senate. ' WA

' Dole suffered a major embarrassment when’ the balanced budget
amendmient to the Constitution failed by-a single vote in the Senate..All

S ————F
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T,he l?wjpublicans but one, Mark Hatfield, voted for the amendment. Dole’s
ma’pﬂ?ty to,change Hatfield’s or a Democrat’s mind tp get the t;\;o-thirds
majority made him look bad, in the eyes of conservatives who rega:;d.a
balanced budget as a principle of sensible and responsible g(;vergment.

r
t
L. I <

Diminishing the Congress ;

For all-the discussion of the Contract with America, there has.peen littl‘za
attention paid to what its impact would be on the balance of pf)wers
‘b,et-ween the branches of.government..In a direct and forceful way, the
policies embodied in the Contract with America woyld weaken Congress.
The result,would bg a-stronger executive branch, a more jnfluential, role
for congressional staff, and g greater role for lobbyists.,Thelthree priﬁcii)al
planks of the Contract that would weaken the Congress are, term limits
(t.he balanced budget amendment, and the line-item veto. Although thé
first two have already been defeated, they remain p:opula‘r with the Ameri-
can public and may be enacted in the future.

< Term limits weaken the CCongress in a number of ways. To begin with,
1f. they were implemented it would be more difficult for su;)ng ,éongres:
sional Ieffxders to,emerge. By the time legislators developed the nécessary
,leadel:rsl.np skills and rose ta the top of their party, they would be at or near
t_hs: .lumt of their allowable tenure in Congress. {There have been different
limits proposed, but twelve years seems the most liké_ly term limit if one
were enagted.) If term limits had been in effect, Newt Ging;rj,'ch‘ would
l'{avfe been forced to leave the House before the 1994 elections. If teym
lu_mts had been in effect in the 1260s, there may never have been someone
mth.vthe statyre and'wisdom of J. William Fulbright, Chair of the Senate
Fareign Relationg, Comynittee, who challenged the conduct of the Viet-
nam War. Term limgits also mean that just as legislators gain the expeftise
on polit?y that.makes thenr more valuable in developing new laws and
overseeing the bureaucracy, they will be forced out. In the recent debate
on the Hoyse floor, Republican Henry Hyde of Illinois called term limits
the “dumbing down of democracy.”?® Since expertise is vital to ‘infeﬁigé;i_t

"policymaking, the vacuum in the Congress would need to be filled by

congregsional staffers who, of course, are unelected by the pegple, 2nd
'!obbyists, who are concerned only with the narrow pribrities of their
Interest gropp. o

- The line:item veto, which seems likely to become law in some form,
:gives the president the ability to yeto specific-provisions of a sperfdir;g bill.
Presumably, this will reduce budget, expenditures as the pres:ident cuts
out costly pork-barre] projects that individual legislators stick into the
budget to please some group of voters back home. Presidents, ,,l'lbx;\revef,
wi!l use this power to do much more than to cut out new.dams 6;"?1;ost
offices; the ling-item veto gives them more power over all kinds of i:olicy
«decisions. The “power of the purse” is at the heart'of. congressional
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authority, but the line-item veto transfers a lot of that power to the
execytive branch. The balanced bndget amendment limits congressional
prerogatives as well by restricting Congress’s options in formulating pub-
lic policy. Members would have less discretionary funding to apply to
emerging problems, and, would be more constrained in their ability to
support programs backed by those who voted them into office.

1t is not altogether clear why. conservatives seem to want a weaker
Congress. Conservatives have long fought against the growth of the
executive branch. The Contract with America is not designed to expand
the size of-the executive branch,:but it certainly would make it more
powerful. Would it have been a good idea for presidents like Richard
Nixon and Lyndon Johnson to have been even more powerful than they
were? Conservatives say that they want to bring government closer to the
people, but the Contract with America is intent on weakening the “peo-
ple’s branch.”
. Reasonable people can differ on the wisdom of such proposals as the
term limits and the line-item veto. Nevertheless, the implications of the
Contract with America for the balance of power between the branches of
government is not well understood by the public. Members of Congress
have not effectively communicated to their constituents what these
changes mean in terms of the growth of the executive branch’s power.
The Contract with America represents a fundamental assault on the’
balance of powers that are at the heart of our Constitutional system. Such
a radical change deserves more careful consideration than the Republi-
cans’ hectic and ambitious 100-day march has given us.

e

More Majo‘ritarianism,'But Not Less Pluralism

}Eaflier we contended that the Republicans’ Contract with America is a
significant step toward mpajoritarian policymaking,. We cannot predict: it
this kind of majoritarianism will continue, but the Republican suc-
cesses so far suggest that both parties will make similar efforts in the
immediate future. ;

The Challenge of Democracy concludes that another model of policy-
making, pluralism, is much more characteristic' of the American political
system.-Since we pose majoritarianism and pluralism as alternative mod-
els, it, may seem logical to.assume that the majoritarian nature of the
Contract with America has lessened the forces of pluralism. This has not
been the case. Pluralism in American politics is alive and,well; indeed, it
has flourished,under the Contragt witlhi-America: -

Business lobbyists have found the Republicans in-both houses eager to
pdss legislation that helps out their.industries. When the Senate Judiciary
Committee decided to write a bill making it easier for businesses to
challenge regulations in court, the Republicans on the Committee gave
the task to lawyers from Huntop & Williams,.a*Richmond, Virginia law

1
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firm that represents-public utilities, Hunton ‘& Williams was only too
eager to help since it wanted: to*do” everythmg it could fo°weaken those
regulations which' utilities find orierous.” This-is 16 isolated instancer
The'WNew York Times, nofriend-&f the Confract with America, editorial-
ized, “Strippéd of their populist veneer, tlie100 days have been a massive
sellout to special interests:#30~" 7 j
¢ Whyris‘it that more majotitarianism ha¢ not meant.less pluralism?
Ohe important reason is-that .the Republicans’ election victory, which
. they attributed to their.Contract with Anérica, has not by itself-trans-
formed:our political-system. If-both parties offered competing plans- that
were well upiderstood By the: Amencan people, if the public voted on the
basis of those plans, 'dnd'if both parties'démonstrated over time that they
could deliver bn their promises wHeri they won a majority, thenr we wouild
have a responsible party-system. The'Confract with America is ‘an impres-
sive step in the direction-of 2 majoritarian system, but it is only 4 step.
{ Another point is that a’ maioﬁtarian “system does not do away with
m?:éresvgroups because ifterest grotps will always exist in a democratic
pohtlcal systern. The 'dlffermg interests in soci€ty based on occupation,
ideology, class, rate, gendet, ethnicity; religior, arid so on are not going to
gb away because of a:change.in the nation’s party systeéim. Nevertheless; 2
true responsible "party system *would weaken interest gtoups becausé
voters -would exert ajorédireét control.over public policy. At ‘the ‘same
time, interest, groups ‘woult still play some role’ because-they would
create hnkages to thesb respon31b1e parties, ddapting to the' changes ifi
the system. 4 w0t

tarian party system, but,the implementation of reforms in the campaign

« finance laws as well, Ag, long as canchd,ates and partjes are dependent on
interest. group money, they are going to be indebted: to the lobbies that
fund -theif campalgns and organizations. In récent years Congress hag
fa1led repeaf’edly to ‘enact comprehensive campaigh finahce reform. No
such leglslanon 1s: cim'enfly ot the'horizon.

]

A Whlte House in- Re{treat '

Oné of the mostistriking aspects of the Contract with America.is-how
y Congress, ‘took cen[:er stage while the White House receded into the
backgrounﬂ {see Featliré 2). As the’ Repubhcan blitzkrieg moved- along,
Clinton retreated, waltmg to flght another day Although' unimaginative;
this strategy of not vigorously combatting the Republicanymade a,certain
amount .of ‘sense for-the:first 100 days. Realistjcally, there was, little
| Clinton could do to. stop the legislation in the ‘House.*Many, of. the
C?nt:actvnems were very populas, land the media weére -going to give
extensive’ coverdge tothem regardless. of what Glinton did. The Démo-
crats’ response to Newt Gingrich was also .com'pounded by the-tentative-
ness of its new congressional leadershlp .Both Tom Daschle of South

I

Weakening pluralismi in ‘America reqmres not only a more majori-:
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We Feel Your Pain  Politically
battered and bruised, President

, Clinton faced the press on the
day after the 1994 congressional
election. Although the polls had
shown a strong Republican trend,
the White House was hocked by
the breadth'of the GOP gains.
When the results were in, Clinton
knew that the election would be
interpreted as a repudiation of
his leadership and that he had
lost control of the political
agenda to the Republicans.
(Teffrey Markowitz/Sygma)

Dakota, the Senate Minority Leader, and Richard Géphardt, the Minority
Leader in the House, were,sgill seaxchlng for their sea legs z,lfter the first
100 days were over.3!

At'the end of the first 100 days; the White’ House signalled that it was

. ready to go back in the ring with the Repubhcans Clinto began to look
for issues’where he could draw a hne in the sand and say “no furthér.”
One issue on which ‘he has asserted hlmself is .education. To ‘provide
hlmself some credit when a tax cut bill is finally sent to him, Clmtoq, said
that such, a ‘bill would have to include 4 middleclass tax break ‘for
educatjonal expenses. Spegking in Warm Sprihgs, Georgia; wherg Frank-
lin Roosevelt had died fifty years earlier, Clinton’ declared that “Education
is the fault line in América today.”* .

‘Clinton’ would” d¢tually ‘Benefit from vetoing ‘some “legislation. He
needs to sfirengthen his hahd with Congress and force the Repubhcans to
negotiate with' the White House so that the bills that emérge carry a
bipartisan zura. Clinton also needs to better artlculate a vision of where
the Democrats wan; to ledd the ; hation. S1mp1y ,respondmg to the Repub-
licans’ agenda and demandmg changes in their legislation is not enough

¥ .

{ L - LY
Conflict and Cooperation , . .

On the surface it may, seem that a consetvative Republican majority in
Congress and a liberal Democrat in the White House, combined with a

3
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| Feature 2 (continued) T

McLaxty to the post of Chief. of Staff was astbnlshmg,m its naiveté. The_
. Chiefof Staff plays-a plvotal rolein, managing the White House, contrél”
ling access to the Presideht, and allocating the Chief Executive’s time
ﬁmongman;ecompeung demand§ Aspojnted out,in Chapter 12 of The E
Challenge of Democracy; McLarty was. relatively-inexperienced in poli-
tits, hadmo. Washmgtombackground,»and eventuallyhag tobe replaced...
" sWhat.thie 2ppointment mgnalled was, thati@hntdn wantéd to-be his own- |
. Chief “of Staff: For ‘those knowledgea'ble about Clinton’s record.as ggvemor
‘of- Arkansasf;rhxs failure.to seé the'White H‘bme Ch].,ef*of Staff pusition as:
B crmcallwimportantmay s;emfamaim When he: began serving as Govery:
"norhmﬂ_gmdef to-have:po chief of staff. Instcad he-relied oivthree young.
" -and relatively inexpefienced aides quhelp.»Actmg as his own Chief of
. ~Staff worked-poorly i in Arkansa, and it worked poody in Washington, '~
e yvheraChmcam clearly heeded he’ip.,m taking over.the reins of government.;, ~
" Thesecond etrorwasthe appo;ntmqnt of Tra Magazmm; a Rhode, Tsland
& busmcss consuitant, to.Kead the health pohcyﬁsk force. Magamnerf m
s whqse previous. work demonstrafe;d mhelg,denby toward | grandiose. a:;ndlpo, p
Titically- unwo_rkabls ,gphcy sq;hemss, proved, to.be uniisually ineptat
Washmgtoﬁngphuw‘ C'ihngom‘s;uog‘tdmpom pollcy mnauv&wa&eonnm
5. sﬁ:ucted bya:500«person staffupder. Magaziner's, direction, a staff Magaz-.®
- ziner did his bestto shield: fz_prrriobbylsfs and legxs;lgtors Indeed, atone,
] “ﬁx}mt, the health tgsk’f&me wentout-of its way, tumsu]t theé Iobbgasts e
Hfrom thenation’s largest heafgh-relatad*»traglewgmugs y:holdmgma hcanngiﬂ
? whe:ce each got to-testify for only“ th’xce mmutes, thgulﬁ,hage been'muchs:
“better for'the President:if hmdlealthadv;sers, mclu&mgalus*’wxfe Hlllary 1
Rbdﬁam Chntothad' sgent mg:rat:me bq,lidmg bﬁdges to‘interest grotips,” .
wand leg;,slamrs ‘anddess time” trying to. w.zﬁ;p ithe, mosnetegantand“lo%xcaﬂy
3 v,;:onms;fcnt legislativerproposal;, ~ o & - & P
ir# APresident-Clintornchas: {mied‘ﬁdmggwahté”Hnuse staff structute: =
mythiagveffectmafy links: po};cyfiommlat;oxr ith political’ Qh)gcuves He has
£ n@t:thougﬁt 1rr1agmaﬁve£y;.;ﬁiou; the,mgqua”t&onal deaugn’ “of the White 75
: ;sand he has appointe d tgt- many p%@pte who»hava pmven’-‘t:wfje
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-insurance at all for many Americans is a serious national problem, and

Clinton is to be commended for tackling such a tough issue {an issue his
predecessor, George Bush, did his best to ignore).

Although polls showeda general preference for governmental action on
health care, they didn’t demonstrate that the American public was sympa-
thetic to the managed competition approach that Clinton and Magaziher

 had in mind. What the polls also showed, as pointed out earlier, was that
disconitent with government is at record levels. Despite the public’s disen-
chanfment with govemment, Clinton'proposed 2 health plan that ap-
peared to significantly expand government’s role in this sensitive area of
people’s lives. The Republicans and interest group opponents wete effec-
“tive in playing on the public’s dislike of Washington to fight against the
Clinton: health*plan-Clinton fead into the polls what he winted to be-
lieve, and didn't appear to, accurately weigh the intensity of the public’s

. antagonism toward-government angd taxes against the diffuse support for
the administration to do sémething on health care. _

. All these difficulties havé whetted the appetites of Republicans who
want tg replace Cliziton in the White House. Like vultures circling their
‘prey, the-Republicans seem to assume that Clinton is cloge to death and
-will spon be easy. pickings. Clinton is g resilient pblitician,"howeirér;;gnd

he may yet turn around his adrninistration. As the Republicans in the Con-
gress.begin to cut dbmestjc_‘prégrargs;t,gmake good on ‘their.promise, to bal=.
ance thé budget,-Americans who valize those-programs. will surely be T
“angered. Ironically, the Republicans’ efforts iri Congress .may remirnid the
“Americarrpeople of what it is they like about the Democrats.

o

s

tr

s
5 . e
E - . . - ‘ :

hotly contested race for the Republican presidential nomination already
well underway, is a prescription for gridlock. If history is any indication,
however, the chances are that the 104th Congress will be reasonably
productive. Divided government, when one party controls the White
House and the other party controls at least one house of Congress, has
heen common since World War II. Research shows that just as much
important Jegislation gets enacted into law under divided governments as
under unified governments.®

Yet with the Republicans ascendant and the Democrats on the defen-
sive, it is natural to wonder if the GOP has any real incentive to cooperate
with Clinton and the congressional Democrats. Even if Clinton vetoes
some of their legislation, the Republicans can take those issues to the
voters in the 1996 elections. Moreover, what interest do the Republicans
have in allowing Clinton to gain some of the credit for legislation that is
passed at their party’s initiative?

Supplement 27

*The Republicans do, in fact; have i i
! o, in fact; have incentives to’ cooperate with
p_res§d.ent. The Republicans want to be able to claim thaf they produzgg
zgruf1c;intt: Efw laws tgroughout the.-104th Congress. If the public per
ves that the system degenerated into partisan gri irect
their }zlmger at both political parties, d . gridlock, they may direct
The Republicans in Congress also need to
; _ : ( produge because thei -
port u‘nth voters is not terribly firm$ Although Newtgémgliéllfjé tlf;r;ggx
;ffectwe congresm“onal leader since Senate leader Lyndon Johnson in the’
(;9‘508" }1-116 l}as not worn well with the American public. People credit
N 1ngn(c1:i Ymth bqlng_ an effective leader, but polls show: that more respon-
ents l5'.,111«1 than like him. People’s attitudes toward the Republicang’
?.cco*mp 1sdhments in Congress are sharply divided. Near the end of the
s:f(; :}?eglaszazil a Gallup I:I[)OHf found'that 42 percent of those interviewed
: ree months of Congress had been a success. F .
tated the Congress a failure during this time.?* If the Republic?::'iy bggrgﬁg
gets bogged down, the GOP’s poll ratings will surely be driven lower.

“
& ¥

Section Three: Public Policy :
The Republican Contract with America promised to change the landscape
of governmental policy. Although its stated theme was to reduce the silz3
apd reach-?f the national government, some of its provisions actua]_le
alr_ned at increasing—not decreasing—Washington'’s responsibilities Iz
thl15 section, we'll consider how specific provisions in the Contract d. 1
with .the allocation of power between the nation and the stat o
enduring issue in American politics. o
'ljh‘e 104th Congress ‘captured center stage for its first 100 days. But
ambitious ]'Deimocratic president and an independent judiciary ha\;e se a
rate _agend_as that may conflict with the forces for change emanati frpa-
Capitol Hill. We will also examine how these forces interact e

i

Reducing the National Government

311 The Challenge of Derhocrdey, ‘Fourth Edition, we examiné preemption
1e power of Cohgtess'to'endcét laws that assuine total or partial respo 5i-
It:>11k1ty t}fo‘rf a statg government function. Often these preemption stzuiltse!.-';
e maonts Jor stites 1o undertake. sttt oe providl. verdioes 1
_ : I s e activities -or' provide servi i
kte;epmg with mln}mal national standards {pages. 126-{128]. Bye::;iisrifllz
states to meet national standards, mandates promote equality in polici
among the states. Inevitably, however, national mandatesarestgct tlt:z

states’ freédom to experiment with di
e c ~with different "thei
e e ent programs to solve’ their own
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* 451
o JOUR SYSTEM 15 A MES)! |
BB, B
;ue STATES Ngg G"‘E““Ham“, AND GIVE T TO THE STATES

Reprinted by permission: Tribune Media Services ; i

Unfunded Mandates. State and local govemment “officials havcf' long
voiced, strong objections to the imposition of national standardy withont

the financial support to pay for the effort. By 1992, more than 170 cox;sgres-
sional enactments enforced partially or wholly unfunded mandates.

The question of unfunded mandates ranlded'govemors and mayors.
For example, the Americans With Disabilities Act (199Q] xequlr_c;d all
muﬁféfpal golf dourses to provide a spot for disabled lgolfers to get in and
out of bunkers (sand traps). The regulations set precise gradanop_s fo.r all
bunkers and required that reservation offices install tcle_cor'nml_amcatlons
devices for the deaf. The legislation aimed to end discrimination and to
eliminate barriers that cordoned off the disabled from rr;einstrggm z}mer;
ica. While these may'be entirely laudable objectives, the natiohgl govern-
ment did not fgot the bill for the changes it mandated.? _Mumc1pz_111t1es
already constrained Ry tight budgets ‘were forced to fund these well-inteny
tioned vet expensive rgnovations. . . .
b ‘Onz of t]li:. early results of tHe' 104th Congress is the Unfunded Man-
dates Relief Act of 1995. The legislation, adopted. 91-9 in the Senate on
March: 15:and 394-2% in the House the next day, requires .the Congres-
sional Budget Office to.prepare cost estimates of: any propo.se'd federal
legislation.that would impose more than $50 millu_m a year in costs on
state-and local governments or more than $100‘mi131_10n'.a year in costs‘on
private businesses. It also requires a cost analysis of the impacts of agency

[F S
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regulations on governments and private businesses. Congress can still
pass on the costs of paying for federal programs, but only after holding a
separate vote specifically imposing a requirgment on other governments
without providing the mongy to carry it out. The law does not apply to
legislation protecting constitutional rights, civil rights, or anti-discrimi-
nation laws.

To many state ‘and local officials, the law seemed cosmetic since it
applied only to future mandates, not to hundreds of unfunded mandates
already in place. Republican Governor John Engler of Michigan put.the
matter in perspective: “It's like a patient'coming into an emergency room.
The first step is you stop the hemorrhaging.”37

The Republican effort to return power to the states (“devolution”) has
elevated the block grant to new relevance. Recall from “The Challenge of
Democracy, Fourth Edition, that Congress awards such grants for broad,
general purposes (page 115). This gives state and local governments con-
siderable freedom to decide how tb allocate ‘money to individual pro-
grams. Current congressional efforts to reform the welfare system rest on
the block grant concept.

Welfare and Responsibility. One of the central pillars of the ‘Contract
with America is welfare reform. When Bill Clinton campaigned for the
presidency in 1992, he vowed “to end welfare-as we kiow it.”. Americans
shared Clinton’s intention, but his vow did not materialize info legislafive
action. {The administration.advocated job training and education to end
welfare dependency. This ‘approach would likely exceed the cost of the
current system, which may explain why.Clinton did not pursue,it.] House
Republicans have passed their own welfare reform package, which bears
little resemblance to the current welfare system or to the changes Clifiton

wanted to enact. The bill has several fundamental and far-reaching ele-
ments:

(AFDC: an ¢nd to,entitlements of cash assistance for families,-the core
i of the original welfare program (Aid to Families with Dependent
.. Children, or AFDC). These entitlements guaranteed assistance to all
families qualifying for assistance. AFDC would be replaced with a
block grant for the states to design their gwn cash assistance programs,

School lunches: a digsolution of the current school bréakfast and-lunch

programs: Theéy would be replaced by a school nutritioritblock grant
for the states. L

Child care: a mazé of nine c:tﬁrrem q}hil& [care ;ﬁrqgg:ai_'ps wauld ‘be
replaced by a block grant to the'statés arid the spending level would be
capped at slightly aboye the currgnt leyel.

Food stamps: the plah ‘tnacted by:thé.Houge.puts a cap on overall
spending but.retains the entitlement guaranteeing the bénefit to any:
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one who qualifies. Able-bodied persons under the age of fifty without
dependents would be required-to work for their food stamps.

Out-of-wedlock births: a termination of cash benefits to unwed moth-
ers under eighteen and their children, and the denial of additional cash
benefits to mothers who have more children while on welfare.

The approaches taken by, the Republican-controlled House- resound
with two themes: federalism and personal responsibility. The ‘use of
block grants gives the -states far more latitude to structure welf_are
programs that suit their own citizens. Block gtants remove the “dne-size-
fits-all” approach that has irritated governors and mayors across the
political spectrum. The proposal breathes new life into the concept that
the states play a vital role in the American system and that government
close to the people is better at solving problems than 2 remote bureauc-
racy in Washington, D.C. The devolution of these functions to the states
will not eliminate the need for welfare, but it may create a better fit
between the needy and the .government (state and local) hest suited to
meet their problems. .

Years of frustration with the current welfare system has enabled some
states to experiment on their own with welfare reform and to perhaps
serve as-beacons for those to follow. Wisconsin’s welfare'system;-over-
hauled in -1988, has run counter to the trend of increasing welfare rolls
under'a program that limits the amount of time people can remain on
welfare arid pushes recipients into education and jobs. This is remarkable
because Wisconsin offers some of the most generous welfare benefits in
the country. Wisconsin’s success appears to hinge on its large_'num‘bér of
taseworkers who supervise welfare recipients. Welfare reform may save
thoney in the long run by moving recipients into productive activity, }_)ut
it requires more bureaucracy, not less, to achieve this goal. Transferring
functions from the national government to the states may necessitate an
increase in government, not a reduction.® ‘

The Republicans embraced the idea of individual responsibility when
they entitled their ompibus welfare reform package’“The Pcrsona} RF-
sponsibility Act.” If erfacted, it would replace more than for.ty najclonal
programs with five block grants, giving the states vast new discretion to
spénd federal money. ‘States could shift between 20 and 30 percent from
one block grant to another: .

The alarming g‘rowth in out-of-wedlogk births among welfare recipi-
ents focuses lawmakers’ attention on the need for personal responsibility.
Lawmakefs assume that a change in policy will bring about a change in
behavior. In the case of welfare reform, by denying benefits lawmakers
hope to send a clear message breaking ‘the link between benefits anc}
childbearing. In effect, the bill’s sponsors aim 4t a form of “vough lov_e.’
But the proposal to deny benefits provoked fear of mote abortions, 'f'org.mg
a strange.amalgam of opponents. Groups such.as'the Natipnal Organiza-
tion of Women opposed the reforms.because’of their,punitive character.

L
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The Roman Catholic’Church and the National Righit to Lifé"Conitnittee.
opposed the reforms because they feared growing reliance on abortions.®®
Though the bill passed the House, most economists reckon that the sums
denied families under the Republican-inspired plan are so small as to have
little or no impact on childbearing.*

Public policy debates on the Contract with America and virtually
every other topic occupied a new forum in 1995 as the Clinton White
House and the Republican Congress staked out claims for attention to
cyberspace. Both branches launched World Wide Web sites to share infor-
mation with—and encourage communication from-—constituents. {See
Feature 3.)

While the president and Congress vied for the public’s attention,
another power center worked its will in its own way. Far from the
spotlight of public attention and without a home page to call its own, the
Supreme Court of the United States harbored forces capable of fundamen-
tal change.

The Supreme Court and the Commerce Clause. The return of power to
state and local governments received a significant and surprising boost
from an unlikely source—the United States Suprerne Court. In a 1995
decision that trembled the very foundations of congressional authority, the
Court rediscovered constitutional limits on Congress that had not been
exercised in nearly sixty years.

The Courts five-to-four ruling in United States v. Lopez held that
Congress exceeded its authority under the commerce clause of the Con-
stitution {Article I, section 8, clause 3) when it enacted a law in 1990
banning the possession of a gun in or near a school.* Since the middle of
the Great Depression, the Court has given Congress wide latitude to
exercise legislative power as a regulation of interstate commerce. But a
conservative majority, headed by Chief Justice William H. Rehnquist,
concluded that having a gun in a school zone “has nothing to do with
‘commerce’ or any sort of economic enterprise, however broadly one
might define those terms in interstate commerce.” Justices Sandra Day
O’Connor, Antonin Scalia, Anthony Kennedy, and Clarence Thomas
joined in Rehnquist’s opinion.

The principal dissenting opinion by Justice Stephen G. Breyer ad-
dressed the uncertainty that the ruling would create. At least twenty-five
criminal statutes “use the words ‘affecting commerce’ to define their
scope,” he argued; others, like the ban on the possession of a machine gun,
make no reference whatsoever to the commerce power. These laws might
be challenged under the new “substantial effect” standard.

The decision is sure to spark challenges to recently enacted laws
banning assault weapons and creating new federal crimes. Congress has
taken aim at concerns that have long been within the sole province of
state governments. The Court’s new commerce clause reasoning may
serve as the basis for striking down recent congressional legislation ad-
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Government on the Internet: <every-word@
uttered.in.congress>.

Affér years of hypé, the Internet seemsfinally to be coming into its own-as
a political tool. Recent news reports credit an emergency message broad-
:cast over the World Wide-Wéb of computer networks in mid-Febyuary fof »  {
.1995] with'sparking a‘barrage bf protests that defeated a.proposed ament-*
ment to the reauthorization of the 1980 -Paperiwork Reduction Act.

That's quite an accomplishment for a communications medium that..
manyrpohtlclans—-wﬂh the notable exceptiori of HouseSpeaker Newt Gm
grich, Republican of Georgia—often dismiss.as little more than an expen-
sive toy. But before anybody starts heralding the dawn of electronic
democracy, it might be instructite to 1ogk more closely'at how well pol-
icy issues travel in th:e;hmorphous computér-generated world known as
cyberspace, and just who’s out there to respond to them. .

The most récent triumph &f:Intemet-activism took place.in'the'House,

. Government Reform and Owersight Committee, wherethe Paperwork Re-
duction Act reauthorization bill was referred after it was mr_roﬂuced in thf:qu 4
House on-Fepruary 6, 1995, L :
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Only hours after the bill lafided in the committee hopper, the Taxpayer
Assets Project {TAP),-a Washmgton-based advocacy.group associated with
activist Ralph Nader, dissemindted an alert to several electronic niailing
lists across the country. TAP charged'that a nmety six-word provision ~
newly insertedin the bill on hehalf omenesota’s West Publishing Com-
.pany would redugce public access to ‘gOvernment.recordsand undéicut the
- public’s right to information under the, federal Freedom’ of Informatmn
‘Act. “Pegsons-who oppose the ! West piévision 1n~thls bill should-contact -
‘meifbers of the [committee] before Friday,” February 10, when the full
committee markiip was scheduled, the message urged, .

4 Estimates of the number of eiecuomqma;l miessagés opposmg the e
2 aamendment thzmamved on Capitol, Hill-between.the posting of the. alert”

3 and the beginning- of the markup sesszonfange frgm:a’‘few hundrcdweac’h 1n
wthe GHfices of a,handful of committee members t6 a-total of 19, 000: What: ~
‘ever 'the numbei, however, the committee decided, after'a long and Teport-

edly acrimonious debate, to drop ,thefam::ndment"

& poss:Ble only 6h compufer networks turned-the tide'in theirfavor. “With.-
® ‘out the Internet; that thing would havebeen law. No quéstions ‘aboutit; "
*’I‘AP director Iamcs Loye'said iray Mtcwmw “The ‘Netresponded,‘and”

.....

got gesults FAST' " ~e{cctromc advncacy gum Jim Warreh proclaimed mlus
“weekly Internet'mewsletter.

Political alerts trav;l on the Intenigt in geometrical fasﬁjon One; :pery” .
5 801 bmadcast&a»message«to say,”ithe ‘opérators of IDD“-ma.thng lists; each
;m:ulmg list posts the i  ifiessage t02,000 subscribers; éach-subscriberfor:
rds,t }e message;to, 100 fnends,mho da’ ‘the samef;'and.so 0. Theproc: ™
Kes only- a,;nattemf hours, nnever;mmutes, gtﬁanksfm State-of: ¥
art’?’“&omputer software developed 4n the past few years. -
+-But-if the person who does the forwarding dec1de§ that Ehe message %,
Wouidntmteresg aﬁybo?:ly in hne%o:rege:ye it, the? mgssagg stops dead o
His: Ks” No amouynt 6f-technology’cani Pass alongmfonqanon if the -

- _}f Satvy Intemet»orgamzers know.this: ’Fhe Ameriéah €iv ilebertles:Un-

160,JACLU), for exhiriple;began amelectromc campdigh oni February 24"

t _;dato %ﬁe pruw.ders of

* ':I‘He ‘campaign mbémgﬁconductedtsﬁl lythrough«: mén‘pﬁtcr netWorR
”Elrst because lt’s the Wwave of the future #gaid Rarry St e1nhardt the
ACEU’s associate directors* Also, by postifig this notice t6 computér 7

peo le’ wjlo care aEb“&t Jssu¢s~of ceﬁsprsthi

‘ige c’é’hreaclrexactly ther igh
‘A lienge?

;,3% ii-

-

Opponents of.the provision bghéve‘the speed:of- hghtxommu;:hé;atmn& g

lzemg at the: I(eybpard stops apushmg theright butts g <

aﬁned atgeneratmg on-hne opposxfmn 0 abill (S 3’14) intraduced by Sen‘af b

bulletin: ‘boards and-other spots on the; Intepriet where w ;cnrgwdthere;a,:e T
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Featurel3:(continued)

#1f evety citizen has access [through cémputer networks] to the infor-
‘mation that Washington lobbyists have, we will have chahged the balance
of power in America toward the citizens and out of the Beltway,” Gin-
grich predicted-in-a recent-speech.-If the. most recent forays into electronic
democtacy show anything, however, it's that thosé citizens must want
:the information first. R

There are mére sources of government vm.foxmatmn on the Intemet

. than ever before. | # . 27

&

| ‘Governinent Information Sités

-~ The White House . .= http://www.whitehouse.gov J
Congress wn o+ hetpy /thomas.loc-:gov 5
"Fedworld (a comprehenswe guide *

to gevemment - databases}, htep: //www fedworldgov

Dlréctqry of. CQngressmnal E-Mall Addresses

"h‘

GOPHER :/funa.hh. hb umich. edu/Olsocsm/pohscﬂaw/usleg/conemaﬂ,

. . Note; for a printed-list of congresszonal‘e-mall addresses,:,ee the Appen-
dices of this supplement . -
. Instiuctions: Simply pointiyotr web- browsmg soitware toWaf’d these

" sites and cruise.

& i3 s

- g oy Ps&;
Source From "Commumcatmns Redd A]l About It! . ;. Onthe Net?” by Griaeine 1
B:ownmg* National Ioumal. 4 March  1994,p. 577. Used | with permission.
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dressing a wide array of activities from household violence to drive-by
shootings. Whether the ruling has wide or narrow consequences depends
on subsequent application and interpretation.

Congressional Republicans generally applauded the Court’s new activ-
ism as the umpire of the federal system. But an independent judiciary
makes rules that can cut both ways. The Court’s solicitude toward the
states may vex Republican leaders who are aiming to impose limits on
state-court damage awards {see below).

Expanding the National Government '

While the Supreme Court-sought to limit Congress's ¢ommerce power, a
tragic event in Oklahoma brought calls for an expansion of national
powér. Congress and the president appeared ready to‘act swiftly to address
domestic terrorism.

‘C)Idahoma City, YOkiahoma. The blast critically damagea 28 ’buﬂdmgs inthe
*nbge—lé? dead énd hundreds Injured—stunzied the nation.-Within dhy’s inves-'

“The apparent'motive: hittred for tbe federil govérnmént's assault"on a relzgzous
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Terror from Within. -On April*19, 1995, a massive terrorist.truck bomb
exploded at 9:02 AM. at the entrance to the Alfred P, Miurrah Federal
Building.in Oklahoma City. The horrible images.of dead.ahd injured
children and adults arhid 2a mountain of rubble shocked the nation. Within
days, federal and state law enforcement agencies reconstructed the events
leading up to the bombing. They, swiftly located and charged at least one
suspect with a federal crime—bombing a government building—and took
two, material witnesses into custody In searchipg for a motjve, the gov-
ernment claimed that the main suspect, Timothy McVeigh, was unusually
aggrieved by the federal govemment’s conduct in the assault on the Branch
Davidian compound in Waco, Texas exactly two years earher In that
Ancident, five federal agénts were gunned down trying to serve suprenas
for illegal weapons possession to David Koresh the religious sect leader.
A seige followed. Fifty-one days later as, federal agents stormed the prop-
erty, Koresh set the compound ablaze result;ng in his own death and the
deaths of elghty five of his followers. Tunothy McVe1gh was not a sect

Terror in the Hearr.land At g: 02 AM.on Apnl 19, 1995 a mwk paéked W1th 1
4, SOGpounds of exploswes destrlyed the Alfred B.-Murrahi Fedezal Biilding in

zmmedmte vicinity; the bom¥'s “force could be felt 30 mﬂes‘away THe car-
tigators 1denr1fled an angry Ioner Tnnothy T McVelgh asia prmbzpdf suspeétt.

‘Cult’'near Waco, Texas 8xaéily two years ‘eatlier. *{Sygriia)
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imerriber, but he was deeply distressed at the govemment’s handling of the
stand-off and assault.

McVeigh and other militants—including organized, private militias—
held the federal government responsible for-those deaths. Their. discon-
tent turned into resentment against government in general. The
Oklahoma City bombing occurred on the anniversary of the Waco
firestorm. Without any knowledge of the principal suspect or his inotiva-
tion or state of mind, President Clinton and Attorney General Janet Reno
called for the imposition of the death penalty.

As the death toll in Oklahoma City climbed (the tragedy claimed 167
lives, including nineteen children), President Glinton sought additional
federal powers to investigate terrorists. (His approval rating jumped from
49 percent at the end of March to 60 percent at the end of April }*
Republicans'submitted their own proposals to restrict domestic terrorism,
‘but the substaritial common ground among the different measures sug-
gests that passage of some new legislation is certain.

The President’s five-year proposal to combat terrorism would cost §1.5
billion. It also appeared to go well beyond the events that-evoked its
introduction. The plan called for (1} the hiring of 1,000 new agents and
‘prosecutors, and (3) more mandatory minimum sentences for transferring
a firearm or explosive knowing it will be used in drug trafficking or a
crime of violence. The proposal is symptomatic of the difficulty in shrink-

ing government. Though the people want less government, at the same
time they want government to solve new problems. F]

The most controversial part of the Clinton proposal calls for wider use
of electronic surveillance by the national government. The surveillance
element would:

© permit the government to use a wiretap to investigate any suspected
federal felony [(existing law limits such wiretaps to forty types of
suspected crimes).

© ease restrictions on the courts’ use of information from surveillance
conducted by a foreign government,

.0 forbid the suppression of surveillance evidence in court unless investi-
gators acted in bad faith.

The proposal p‘rovoked concern over the original dilemma of govern-
ment: that, the quest for law and order would conflict with fundamental
liberties. Fearing gverreaction-to the bombing, legislators sought assuz-
ances that the legislation would not infringe on the Fourth Amendment of
the U.S, Constitution, which protects against-unreasonable gearches and
seizures. Senate Majority Leader Robert Dole argued for the. go-slow.
approach “instead of getting caught up with emotion and going too far and
maybe end up trampling on’somebody’s rights, some innocent group or

some innocent person.”® . .. - -

. Supplement 37

Civil Justice Reform. While the Republicans claim to be reviving federal-
ism and demonstrating new respect for the virtues of local government,
their actions sometimes appear tofuri at cross purposes.. The House-passed
reforms of the civil justice system-provide a good example of the old adage
“Watch what I do, not what I say.” ’

The House passed several measures that will fundamentally alter the
fway litigants and courts respond: to civil "Jawsuits.. The legislation is
complex, but at its heart, the law would limit punitive damage-awards
(the amount of money awarded to punish defendants), force losers to pay
winners’ legal fees,"cap pain and suffering awards in medical malpractice
cases at $250,000, and protect defendants from paying all the damag'es in
cases ,\‘ovhere. they are only partially responsible for-ipjuries. , '

Minufacturing interests and associations of professionals {dpctors,
accountants,. and engineers) have pushed aggressively -for wholesale
change.. They appear ready to do battle with their opponents,.the trial
lawy_ers who represent plaintiffs.in civil cases. A pro-reform lobhyist,
sensing victory in the House, declared, “We should go after the trial
lawyers with one giant thermonuclear blast.” But another pro-business
lobbyist observed that the trial lawyers would Likely mount a furious
battle as the reform effort moves through the Senate. Speakihg“of the trial
lawyers, she said, “They are like the Chechens [an ethnic gronp fighting
for independence from Russia]. They are natural warriors. They.are fight-
ing for their homeland. The difference from the Chechens is that the trial
lawyers.have the munitions they need.”* ) -

Though little noted by ‘the- floor leaders in the House H:ebdfe, the
reforms, would preempt state laws with federa].standards. ‘This.amounts
to an unprecedented intrusion on state governmieiit ‘that beliés that
notion that Republicans aim to revive federalist principles. Réform oppo-
nents, still reeling from the vast political changes in Congress, unsuccess-
fully pinned their hopes on convincing conservative Republicads that
widespread preemption of state liability laws ran afoul of their stance on
states’ rights. A senior trial lawyer group lobbyist seemed shell-shocked
by the House juggernaiit: “Wha 'would have thought that' a House, that
SUPPOIts retiming NUMeIous programs. to the states would ‘now preempt
slip-and-fall cases . . . or cap damages for wrongful hysterectomies?” she
asked incredulously.* ™ R

The House reform steamroller came to a halt in the-Senate. In order to
cut off. a filibuster, civil justice reformers had fo parrow the ambitions
Housg-passed ‘bill. The Senate scuttled the|medéc”§ﬁfﬁéfprac{fcé cap and
ex_cludefl firm limits on punitive dammiages, The, most significant compro-
mise addressed the cases covered by, the reform measuré. The, House bill
appliedtq all civjl cases; the Senate bill applied pnly tg product ‘liabil'ity
(ie., faulty produgt] cases. = e e

If enacted, the legi's11‘alt'(%r‘1“ will . mark a milestope; the first. nation:
wide standards in civil justice; a1 area that states have al{vhys regula‘t'eld;

.Concerns aver federalism _may have, played a_part in whittling the bill
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down. The Supreme Court recently.signalled its concern'for laws baséd on
the power to regulate interstate commerce. By narrowing. the reform
‘measure to'faulty product cases, which fall easily within the concept of
interstate commerce, the legislators may be side-stepping a Supreme
Court challenge.

Protecting the Children? Policy initiatives stem from experience and
concern by politicians, pundits, and the public. Some policies seem outside
the realm of discourse; Social security reform-quickly comes to mind.
‘Entitlements for childreri alsofall inté"this untouchable category, and with
good reason.

In their efforts—and frustration-—to head off Republican reform of
the current welfare system, the Democrats have charged Republicans
with efforts to harm childrén. .One critic observed that the Democrats
are’ “using children to shield: every.social program from any spending
controls.”*
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FIGURE 3 ‘Day’of Rétkoning
Fd#'all the words exchanged inthe 104th Congress, the one debate that Has yet
‘t0 ‘occur may be the most significant of them all: t.he.future of the social secu-
rity system. Social security taxes now exceed benefits paiJ out. But by 2010 or
‘o, benefits will exceed receipts, With bankruptcy of the system loorhing'so pre-
ictably, thé debate over change boils down to two questions that politicians
politely decline to answer: How soon does the nagipnal governmént change the
current system, and-héw much does it change it!""Source: 1995 annual réport of
"Social Security trustees. :
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The school lunch program is a case in point."The Republican proposals
do not reduce or eliminate programs-or child nutrition; they only slow. the
rate of future growth. The program covers partially or wholly 75 percent
of all school-age children. Rather than targeting children in need; the
program has become a middle-class entitlement. The broadening of eligi-
bility for the lunch program has placed wealthier school districts on the
gravy train. Now that they’re on,. they have little incentive to jump off.
Moreover, the school-lunch-program population determines aid ]evels-for
other federal education programs.

The skillful use of children’s concerns can immunize policies from the

slightest scrutiny. A good example-is the Vaccines for Children program.
It-originated with the idea that vaccine prices were so high that children
needed a new vaccine entitlement so that the government could ensure
dimmunization of 90 percent of all children under two years of age. But
immunization levels are already at 90 percent, and government funds are
sufficient to pay for the vaccination of every under-age child one and. a
half times. The problem is that inner-city children have extremely low
immunization rates despite the availability of free vaccinatipns and pedi-
atric care. R "

The Vaccine for Children program will be costing tqxpayers $1.5
billion in 1997, up from $300 million in 1992, Vaccination levels are not
likely to increase despite the program’s growth because no one has deter-
mined how to enroll those most in peed. By declaring the. program a

children’s .entitlement, the Democrats shield it from scrutiny and cast
critics as ogres. It is any wonder that politicians line up.in support.when
children become syinbols of their concerns? "

While some legislative issugs are off the table, others seem ripe for
examination. One such policy is affirmative action.

2 LS 4T

‘Affirmative Action: Ready for Reconsideration?

The 1994 mid-term elections gave voice to continued disagreément on the
issue of affirmative action. Affirmative action aims to overcome.the
present. effects of past discrimination. It embraces a range: of jprograms,
policies, and procedures in job training and professional educdtion, em-
ployment, and awards of government contracts. In.ifs most benign form,
affirmative action- calls for .special rééruitment efforts: to assure .that all
persons have a.chance to compete. In its most troublesome form, affirma-
tive action becomes preferential treatment or quotas, » s a3
Today’s conservative critics have aimed a two-part attack on affirma-
‘tive-action. First, they view preferences.or quotas as distrimination, plain
and simple. This led-one conservative.to declare; “The -only; legalized
discrimination ifi‘this country is-against whites.and malés.” The.second

“part of the attack is to define whit¢ men as the real vittims of affirmatiye

action.” e ' .
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Republicans have been quick to'advocate the end of affirmative action.
ZLeading contenders fot the Republican presidential nominatior have spo-
ken out forcefully in opposition to affirmative action in any form. Senate
Majdrity Leader Robert Dole has'urged a ban on federal affirmative attion
programs, which he steadfastly supported throughout the 1980s. Senator
Phil:-Gramm declared that,if elected president, he would end all affirma-
tive:actioh policies at the national level by executive order. Even.leading
Democrats Have spuken -out in'bpposition to affirmative action. Senator
Joseph 1. Lieberman of Connecticut, who chairs the Democrati¢ Leader-
ship Council,*said“that preferential policies based on race and 'sex were
“patently unfiir% He added: “Yolf can’t ‘defend policies that are based én
‘group, Ercferences as opposed to individual opportunities, which ‘is what
A:menca has alwdys-been about. 4 .
' A corfiprehensivé review of,ndtiontide surveys conducted over the
last 20ryears'teveals.an unsirprising truth? that blacks favor affirmative
?actmmprogfamﬁ and whltes "do nét. Wéintn-and inen do hot differ on this
issue. The gilf betieen the 1 races Was wider in the 1970sthan it is today,
“but the modérition tesults from 'shifts atnong blacks, not whites. Pethaps
the most important fmdmg is that “whites’ views have remained essen-
tially unchénged ‘over 20" years.”*- The.evidenice suggests that polmcal
candzdafes petceivéd as favoring prcferentlal policies for blacks may- Iose
s1gmf1canfzsupport froin whité votérs 4t the ballot box: -
* Californizhs:niay-havé the chance to address the issue of afflrmatwe
action directly’ifi 1996, Two copcérned professors who vieit thérisélvs

i

‘@s “staunch conservativés”™ have mounted 4 campaign to put dffirniative

action p011c1es to the vote.® They rhust gather 4 million mgnatures %o

placé the following proposal on the ballot:

&
Ne1ther the State of California nor any of its pohtmal subdivisions or

agents ‘shall tise race, sex, colar, ethnicity or national origin as a criterion
for either dlscnmmatmg against, or granting preferential treatment to,
any individual or ‘group in-the operation.of the State’s system of public

i, en_:l‘iloyment Public education ‘or public contracting.

Recent-surveys suggest that the effort may“well succeed. Perhaps the most
important‘issuge-is not substance but timing. If the proposition is on the'
‘ballqt ir"November:1996; it will likely draw affirmative-action opponents
to-the polls. Republicans relish that thought while Democrats shudder.
.The stakes-are high: California Folds the: most electoral votes in the ral:e
40: the. pre51dency R W

" ,Repub'llcan activists:at all. levels sense.an" oppprtunity-to, force the
~ emocrats into eithera defense oran abandonmeqt of current«affnmatlve
action polmes Thc Repubhcans hope that'a defense of the status quo will
gncourage ‘more, .aggrieved-Democrats, to, abandonwthelr party- for good.
“Alternativély, Republ;can strategists expect.thatif thé pemocrats modet-
ate’ theiri support,for ipreferential policids; their core: donstituéncies:of

liberals, and minorities will be less engaged in the drive to retain,the White.

»a Supplement .41

House and win back control of Congress. In ‘shiort, affirmative actioh is a
classic wedge issue. Whichever way it moves, the-challenge forces a
choice that may prove harmful—even devastatmg—fo the Democrats.

In March 1995, President Clinton ordered a hlghly sensuwe review of
all affirmative action programs at the national level. Clintofi’s objective is
to neutralize Republican criticism without angering workmg class whites
or' minority voters, groups Clinton needs for his re- electl h bid. Clmton s
silence on the status quo buys precious time. This glves hope to Demo-
cratic moderates who wish for change and worries supporters of affirma-
tive action who dread retreat from policies they favor.

To confirm supporters’ fears, in mid Jupe the Supreme Couyt struck a
blow against affirmative action. In Adarand v. Pefia, a case challenging a
federal government set-aside program for mmontlg:s Lt‘he Court held 5-to-4
that any government action which gives- preférence to one race over
am‘gther must be examined with extreme skepticism. Such classifications

“must’ serve a compelling government interest, and must be narrowly
tailored to further that inferest.” Few programs-can muster thé proof
necessary to meet the Court’s high standard. The ruling jeopardizes more
than $10 billion a year in federal contract set-a51des for mmonty-owned
firms.

Afterword .

The Républicari Revolution of 1994-1995 has had'an undeniable impact
on American politics. The Républican Party was succeséful in’ wifining
control-of the Houseand the~ Senate for the first time in forty yéars, in
reformmg es%abhshed’ procedures in the House of Representatives, and in
charting new d1rect1ons for governmental policy. The politics' launched by
the revolution are, still unfoldmg and its policy implications, iir particu-
lar, will not be knownfor felt for some years. Although these develop-
mentg test one's understandlng of American government, wé-hope this
supplement to ,;l[‘he Chaﬂenge of Democracy will help you interpret the

changing scene in U.S, pojlths .. ' T,
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Appendix 1 .

Fl

o

Commlttee Chairmen and Ranking Members

House of Representatlves

TN
Chairman

Committee {Republicans)

w &

Ranking Member
(Democrats)

Agricultiré?  « Pat Roberts, Kan

Appropriations Robert L. Livingston, La
Banking.and

Financial Services Jim Leach, Iowa
Budget® John R.:Kasich, Ohio
Commerce * Thomas J-Bliley, Jz., Va
Economic and

Educational ;

Opportunities Bill Goodling, Pa
Government Reform » «
_ and Oversight William F. Clinger, Pa
House Oversight Bill Thomas, Calif
International i

Relations .+ . Benjamih A. Gilman, N.Y.
Judiciary ¢ Henry J. Hyde, 111
National Security Floyd D. Spence, S.C.
Natural Resources Don Young, Alaska
Rules Gerald B..H. Solomon, N.Y.
Science. Robert S. Walker, Pa
Select Intelligence Larry Combest, Tx
Small Business Jan Meyers, Kan
Standards of

Official Conduct Nancy L. Johnson, Conn

Transportation and
Infrastructure -
Veterans Affairs

Bud Shuster, Pa
Bob Stump, Ariz

Ways and Means . Bill Archer, Tx

E. “Kika” de la Garza, Tx
David R. Obey, Wis

Hénry B. Gonzalez, Tx
Martin Olav Sabo, Minn
John D. Dingell, Mich  “
William L. Clay, Mo

Cardiss Collins, Ill
Vic Fazio, Cahf

3

LeeH. Hamllton, In&
Jokin Conyers, Ir., Mlch
Ronald V: Dellum# Calif
George Miller, Cal;f

Joe Moakley, Mass
George E. Brown, Jr., Calif
Norm Dicks, Wash

John J. LaFalce, N.Y..

Jim McDermott, Wash

Norman Y. Mineta, Calif

G. V. “Sonny” Mont-
gomery, Miss

Sam M. Gibbons, Fla

-~
-

Source: C‘ongres’sionfﬂ anrterb_{, 25 March 1995, Supplement #12, p. 14ff.
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Appendix 2 .
Committee Chairmen and Ranking Members , .
Senate - . .
- ] [
) . Chairman Ranking Membe;
Committee (Repubhcans] (Democrats)

un

Agriculture,-+ -~

Nutritién and “

Forestry + Richard G. Lugar, Ind
Appropriations’ Mark O. Hatfield, Ore
Armmed Services Strom Thurmond, §.C.
Banking, Housing’

and Urban ‘Affairs  "Alfonse M. D’Amato, N.Y:
Budget Pete V. Domenici, N.M.

Commerce, Science .
and Transportation Larry Pressler, S.D.

Energy and Natural

Resources
Environment and

Public Works john H. Chafee, R.L
Finance Bob Packwood, Ore
Foreign Relations Jesse Helms, N.C.
Governmetital Affairs Willidm V. Roth, Jr., Del
Indian Affairs John McCain, Ariz
Judiciary Orrin,G. Hatch, Utah
Labor and Human ‘Nancy. Laridon

Resources o Kassébaum, Kan
Rules and » "

Adminigtration + “Ted Stevens, Alaska
Select Ethicss  + % * Mitch McConneIl Ky
Select Intelligence Arlen-Specter, Pa
Small Businésg: . Christopher S. Bond, Mo
Special Aging .+ ‘William'S. Cohen, Maine
‘. " Alan K.*§impson, Wyo,

3 ¥k § ) - ¥

i
s

&%
4
Patrick,]. Leahy, Vt-
XRobert C. Byrd, Wi.Va

Sam Nunn; Ga

' Paul S. Sarbanes; Md ?
Jim Exom;, Neb .’
B¥

Ernest F. HollingsS.C.

Frank H: Murkowski, Alagka J. Bennett Johnston, La

‘Max Baficus, Mont

¢ siDaniel P. Mdynihan, N.Y.
Claiborne Péll, R.E
John Glenn, OChio,
Daniel K. Inouye, Hawaii
Joseph R. Biden,Jr., Del
Edward M. Kennedy,

Masgs+ .

i N i3 o1
WendellH Ford,. Ky «
Richard H. Btyan, Név
Bob Kerrey, Neb t
«{Dale Bumpeis, Atk
David Pryor, Atk :  *
john D. Rockeféller, IV,

o
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Appendix 3

U.S. Représentatives and’Seriatdts Participating in the
Constituent Electronic Mail System

Homn. Jo€ Barton 16 TX}

..Hon. Sherwood Boehlert (23 NY]

Hon. Rick Boucher (9 VA)
Hon. Richard Burr (5 NC}
Hori.'Dave Camp (4 M)
‘Hon,Ben Cardin {3 MD)

Hon SaxB‘y Ghambliss (8 GA} b

Hon. Dick’ Chryslcr (8 MI)
Hon! John Conyexé, Jr: (14 MI)
Hon, Bud Cramer (5 AL}

Hon. Peter Defazio (4 OR)
Hon. Peter Detitsch (20 FL)
Hon. Jay Dickey (4 AR) :

i

Hon. Lloyd Doggete (10 TX) . v w4

Hon. Jennifer Dunii (8 WA)
Hon. Veinon Ehlers.[3 MI)
Hon. Bill Emersbn (8'MO)
Honi Eljbt Engel'{17 NY)
Hon. Afina Eshoo {14 CA} &
Hon. Terry Everett:{2 AL)
"Hons Samd Fars{17.CA)
Hop. Harris Fawell (13 I1)
Hon. Michael Forbés (1 NY)
Hon. Jon Fox {13 PA)
Hon! Bob FranKs (7 NJ}
sHon. Elizabeth' Furse {1 OR}
Hon. Sam Gejdenson {2 CT)}
Hon' Newt CGingrich{6 GA)
Hon. Bob Goodlatte*(6 VA)
Hon. Gene Gteen {29-TX)
Hon, Gil Gutkne!chtv(l MN]
Hon. Jane Harman (36 CA)
Hon. Dennis Hastert (14 IL)
Hon. Alcee Hastings {23 FL}
Hon. Fredgrick Heineman {4 NC]
Hon. Martin Hoke (10 OH]
Hon. Emest J. Istook, Jr. (5 OK]
Hon. Sam Johnson (3 TX)
Hon. Tom Lantos {12 CA)}
Hon. Rick Lazio (2 NY]
Hon. John Linder (4 GA)
Hon. Bill Luthe {6, MIN}

.

-

4

1

O

~

¥

-

%

4

%

Yy

BARTONOG@HR HOUSE,GOV
BOEHLERT@HR HOUSE.GOV
NINTHNET@HR.HOUSE.GOV
MAIL2NC5@HR . HOUSE.GOV

.DAVECAMP@HR.HOUSE, GOV

CARDIN@HR . HOUSE.GOV
SAXBY@HR.HOUSE.GOV
CHRYSLER@HR HOUSE.GOV
JCONYERS@HR . HOUSE.GOV
BUDMAIL@HR HOUSE.GOV
PDEFAZIO@HR . HOUSE.GOV
PDEUTSCH@HR . HOUSE. GOV
JDICKEY@HR.HOUSE.GOV
DOGGETT@HR.HOUSE.GOV
DUNN@HR HOUSE.GOV

‘CONGEHLR@HR HOUSE.GOV

BEMERSON@HR.HGUSE.GOV
ENGELINE@HR HOUSE.GQV
ANNAGRAM@HR HOUSE.G&V
EVERETT@HR.HOUSE.GOV
SAMFARR@HR.HOUSE.GOV
HFAWELLZHR . HOUSE.GOV
MPFORBES@HR HOUSE.GOV
JONFOX@HR.HOUSE.GOV
FRANKSNJ@HR.HOUSE.GOV

-FURSEOR18HR HOUSE.GOV

BOZRAH@HR.HOUSE GOV
GEORGIA62HR.HOUSE.GOV
TALK2BOB@HR HOUSE.GOV
GGREEN@HR.HOUSE.GOV
GIL@HR.HOUSE.GOV
JTHARMAN@HR.HOUSE.GOV
DHASTERT@HR . HOUSE.GOV
HASTINGS@HR.HOUSE.GOV
THECHIEF@HR. HOUSE.GOV
HOKEMAIL@HR.HOUSE.GOV
ISTOOK@HR.HOUSE.GOV
SAMTX03@HR HOUSE.GOV
TALK2TOM@HR.HOUSE.GOV
LAZIO@HR HOUSE.GOV
JLINDER@HR.HOUSE.GOV
TELLBILL@HR.HOUSE.GOV

Hon. Thomas Manton {7 NY]}
Hon. Paul McHale {15 PA)
Hon. Howard McKeon (25 CA)
Hom. George Miller (7 CA)
Hon. Norman Y. Mineta {15 CA)
Hon. David Minge {2 MN])
Hon. Joe Moakley [9 MA)
Hon. Sue Myrick (9 NC|

Hon. Charlie Nowood (10 GA)
Hon. Bill Orton (3 UT)

Hon. Ron Packard (48 CA)
Hon. Ed Pastor (2 AZ)

Hon. Nancy Pelosi {8 CA)
Hon. Collin Peterson (7 MN])
Hon. Owen Pickett (2 VA)
Hon. Earl Pomeroy [At Large ND}
Hon. Rob Portman {2 OH]
Hon. Jim Ramstad {3 MN]}
Hon. Pat Roberts {1 KS}

Hon. Charlie Rose {7 NC}
Hon. Dan Schaefer {6 CO)
Hon. Jose Serrano (16 NY)
Hon. Christopher Shays (4 CT)
Hon. David Skagg (2 CO)

Hon. Linda Smith {3 WA
Hon. Nick Smith (7 MI}

Hon. John Spratt {5 SC)

Hon. ‘Pete’ Stark (13 CA)

Hon. Cliff Stearns (6 FL}

Hon. James Talent (2 MO} .

Hon. Randy Tate (9 WA)
Hon.' Charles Taylor (11 NC}
Hon. Karen Thurman (5 FL)
Hon. Peter Torkildsen {6 MA)
Hon. Walter R. Tucker, I {37 CA]
Hon. Bruce Vento (4 MN]
Hon. Enid Waldholtz {2 UT]
Hon. Robert Walker (16 PA)
Hon. Mel Watt {12 NC)

Hon. Rick White {1 WA)
Hon. Ed Whitfield (1 KY)
Hon. Charles Wilson {2 TX)
Hon. Lynn C. Woolsey [6 CA)
Hon. Bill Zeliff, Jr. {1 NH)
Hon. Dick Zimmer {12 NJ)

Supplement

TMANTON@HR HOUSE.GOV
MCHALE@HR . HOUSE.GOV
TELLBUCK@HR.HOUSE.GOV
GMILLERGHR.HOUSE.GOV
TELLNORM@HR.HOUSE.GOV
DMINGE@HR HOUSE.GOV
IMOAKLEY@HR.HOUSE.GOV
MYRICK@HR.HOUSE, GOV
GAl0@HR.HOUSE.GOV
ORTONUT3@HR . HOUSE.GOV
RPACKARD@HR HOUSE.GOV
EDPASTOR@HR.HOUSE.GOV
SFNANCY@HR.HOUSE.GOV
TO COLLIN@HR. HOUSE.GOV
OPICKETT@HR.HOUSE.GOV
EPOMEROY@HR.HOUSE.GOV
PORTMAIL@HR.HOUSE.GOV
MNO03@HR . HOUSE.GOV
EMAILPAT@HR . HOUSE.GOV
CROSE@HR.HOUSE.GOV
SCHAEFER@HR HOUSE.GOV
JSERRANO@HR.HOUSE.GOV
CSHAYS@HR.HQUSE.GOV
SKAGGS@HR.HOUSE.GOV
ASKLINDA@HR.HOUSE.GOV
REPSMITH@HR.HOUSE.GOV.
JSPRATT@HR. . HOUSE.GOV
PETEMAIL@HR HOUSE.GOV
CSTEARNS@HR.HOUSE.GOV

TALENTMO®HR.HOUSE.GOV

RTATE@HR.HOUSE.GOV
CHTAYLOR@HR.HOUSE.GOV
KTHURMAN@HR HOUSE.GOV
TORKMAO6@HR. HOUSE.GOV,
TUCKER96@HR HOUSE.GOV
VENTO@HR.HOUSE.GOV
ENIDUTAH@HR.HOUSE.GOV
PA16@HR . HOUSE.GOV
MELMAIL@HR HOUSE.GOV
REPWHITE@HR . HOUSE.GOV
EDKY01@HR . HOUSE.GOV
CWILSON@HR.HOUSE.GOV
WOOLSEY@HR . HOUSE.GOV
ZELIFF@HR HOUSE.GOV
DZIMMER@HR.HOUSE.GOV
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Instructions for Constituents: The list above includes the electronic mail
addresses of Members who are participating in the program: The primiary
goal of this program is to allow Members to better serve their congstituents.

[

N TOVR ety e M

LT LA = A IR

B



mailto:BARTON06@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:BOEHLERT@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:NINTHNET@HR.HOUSE.GDV
mailto:MAIL2NC5@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:CARDIN@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:SAXBY@HR.H0USE.GOV
mailto:CHRYSLER@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:JCONYERS@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:BUDMAIL@HR.H0USE.GOV
mailto:PDEFAZIO@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:PDEUTSCH@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:pickey@hr.h0use.gov
mailto:doggett@hr.house.gov
mailto:dunn@hr.house.gov
mailto:congehlr@hr.house.gov
mailto:bemerson@hr.house.gov
mailto:everett@hr.house.gov
mailto:samfarr@hr.house.gov
mailto:mpforbes@hr.house.gov
mailto:jonfox@hr.house.gov
mailto:franksnj@hr.house.gov
mailto:furseorl@hr.house.gov
mailto:bozrah@hr.house.gov
mailto:georgia6@hr.house.gov
mailto:talk2bob@hr.house.gov
mailto:ggreen@hr.house.gov
mailto:gil@hr.house.gov
mailto:jharman@hr.house.gov
mailto:dhastert@hr.house.gov
mailto:hasttngs@hr.house.gov
mailto:thechief@hr.house.gov
mailto:hokemail@hr.house.gov
mailto:istook@hr.house.gov
mailto:samtx03@hr.house.gov
mailto:talk2tom@hr.house.gov
mailto:lazio@hr.house.gov
mailto:jlinder@hr.house.gov
mailto:tellbill@hr.house.gov
mailto:TMANTON@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:MCHALE@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:TELLBUCK@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:GMILLER@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:TELLNORM@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:DMINGE@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:JMOAKLEY@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:GA10@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:ORTONUT3@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:RPACKARD@HR.H0USE.GOV
mailto:EDPASTOR@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:SFNANCY@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:COLLIN@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:OPICKETT@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:EPOMEROY@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:PORTMAIL@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:MN03@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:EMAILPAT@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:CROSE@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:SCHAEFER@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:JSERRANp@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:CSHAYS@HR.HQUSE.GOV
mailto:SKAGGS@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:ASKUNDA@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:REPSMITH@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:JSPRATT@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:PETEMAIL@HR.H0USE.GOV
mailto:CSTEARNS@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:TALENTMO@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:RTATE@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:CHTAYLOR@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:KTHURMAN@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:TORKMA06@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:TUCKER96@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:VENTO@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:ENTOUTAH@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:PA16@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:MELMAIL@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:REPWHTTE@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:EDKY01@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:CWILSON@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:WOOLSEY@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:ZELIFF@HR.HOUSE.GOV
mailto:DZIMMER@HR.HOUSE.GOV
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Senators with E-Mail Addresses Listed

on the Senate Internet Server

State  Senator's Name Senator’s E-Mail Address

AZ Kyl, John info@kyl.senate.gov

CA Boxer, Barbara senator@boxer.senate.gov

CO Browm, Hank senator_brown@brown.senate.gov

CT Lieberman, Joseph I. senator_lieberman@lieberman senate.gov
1A Harkin, Tom tom_harkin@harkin.senate.gov

D Craig, Larry B. larry_craig@craig.senate.gov

ID Kempthorme, Dirk dirk_kempthormne@kempthome.senate.gov
KY Ford, Wendell H. wendell_ford@ford.senate.gov

LA Breaux, John B. senator@breaux.senate.gov

LA Johnston, J. Bennett senator@johnston.senate.gov

MA Kennedy, Edward M. senator@kennedy.senate.gov

MT Baucus, Max max@baucus.senate.gov

NE Kerrey, J. Robert bob@kerrey.senate.gov

NH Smith, Bob opinion@smith.senate.gov

NM  Bingaman, Jeff senator_bingaman@bingaman senate_ gov
OH DeWine, Mike senator_dewine@dewine.senate.gov

RI Chafee, John H. senator_chafee@chafee.senate.gov

SC Hollings, Ernest F. senator@hollings.senate.gov

sD Daschle, Thomas A. tom_daschle@daschle.senate.gov

SD Pressler, Larry larry_pressler@pressler.senate.gov

TN Frist, Bill senator_frist@frist.senate.gov

VA Robb, Charles S. senator@robb.senate.gov

VA Warner, John W. senator@warner.senate.gov

vT Leahy, Patrick, J. senator_leahy@leahy.senate. gov

WI Feingold, Russell D. senator@feingold.senate.gov

WV Rockefeller IV, John D. senator@rockefeller.senate.gov

Other Senate E-Mail Addresses Listed

on the Senate Internet Server

Democratic Policy Committee
Automated Information Server

Comments and Questions

Republican Policy Committee

Special Committee on Aging

info@dpc.senate.gov Subject « “Help”
postmaster@dpc.senate.gov
nickels@rpc.senate.gov
mailbox@aging.senate.gov

**Last updated on May 9, 1995+



mailto:info@kyl.senate.gov
mailto:senator@boxer.senate.gov
mailto:senator_brown@brown.senate.gov
mailto:senator_lieberman@heberman.senate.gov
http://senate.gov
mailto:larry_craig@craig.senate.gov
mailto:dirk_kempthome@kempthorne.senate.gov
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mailto:senator@breaux.senate.gov
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