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n March 17, 1995, the Institute of
Politics convened a forum of elected
officials and community leaders to
discuss the relationship between elected officials
and the citizenry. This led to some fascinating
insights into how elections are waged and won
today and what participants see in the minds of

today ’s electorate.

PARTICIPANTS:

THE HONORABLE RICHARD THORNBURGH (RT),
former Governor of the State of Pennsylvania,
Attorney General of the United States, and
Undersecretary General of the United Nations.
THE HONORABLE ALLEN G. KUKOVICH (AK),
member, Pennsylvania House of Representatives.
JOHN R. DENNY (JD), exccutive director, Re-
publican Future Fund. GeorcE L. MILES, JR.
(GM), prcsident and chief executive officer, QED
Communications. ALBERTA SBRAGIA (AS), di-
rector, Center for West European Studies,
University of Pittsburgh.

Moderator: Joﬁﬂ G. CRAIG, JR. (JC), editor,

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette.

THORMNMBURGH




KEY ISSUES

Is the relationship between government and
citizens healthy? Some panelists thought it
was while others dimgreed.

RT: There certainly wasn’t a feeling of
helplessness on the part of voters who
turned out in extraordinary numbers....

Idon’tknow that there’s more polar-
ization, generally, among the American
public toda}r than there ever has been.
On specific issues there is, and that’s
Jamentable.

AK: Candidates don’t have time to go
out to local fire halls and local communi-
ties to press flesh. Theyhave to spendan
inordinate amount of time with large
contributors,

GM: If you asked the person on the
street about government, and whether
or not their vote makes a difference, I'm
willing to make a bet that they w ould feel
that their vote does not make a differ-
ence.

Participants agreed that technology has helped
to Shape pofitics and that the outcome of this
is both positive and negative.

RT: The challenge of technology in poli-
tics today hasn’t begun to be mastered,
and it’s not just television.... Polling,
focus groups—these things have become
highly sophisticated, and we haven’t be-
gun to grapple with the consequences.

GM: What scares me about television is
that we're starting to package our
candidates...like aproduct. Ithink thisis
a disservice to the public, that we never
get a chance to really understand issues
and to think through them. This has a
polarizing effect.

JD: I think there’s a greater linkage
today between people and their govern-
ment, mainly because of technology. The

best thing I think technology can do for

us is to make our elected officials abso-
lutely accountable.

The role of the Christian Coalition and single-
issue groups was discussed.

JD: What we're finding now...is a re-
definition of what sing]e issue reaﬂy means.
Now, single issue means more than that a
group is concerned with one single issue.
In fact, the group may be concerned with
many issues: taxes, prayer in school, and
guns, but they have turned it around to
mean that if you disagree with them on one
single issue—maybe out of a dozen—then
you're wrong and they're right.

AS: Here I blame both parties.... One
of the reasons for the intensity of these
groups is that they have been excluded
from the discourse for so long and so
explicitly. Given the very strong reli-
gious impulse of American society, to
have a political system that so explicitly
excluded them was inevitably going to
lead to intensity.

RT: [ think that we have a potential of
overreacting to these groups ina way that
deprives us of the contributions that our
reli gious traditions canmake to the politi-
cal process.

Extremism and tolerance were discussed in rela-
tion to singfe-issue organizations.

GM: We're on extremes of issues, and
we re looking at sound bites, instead of
saying okay, put that aside for a moment,
let’s discuss what we do. Affirmative
Actionisa good example of an inability to
find common ground.

JD: We see good people who...do not
want to run when the ugliness of intoler-
ance continues to grow, which it has.

AK: Now what we have are these ex-
treme groups taking the most extreme
positions. ... They might be able to create




candidacies, but they can’t create people
who are actually going to sit down and
governand solve the problems that face us
as a citizenry.

RT: The histor}' of extreme groups in
this country is that they self-destruct.

All of the panelists indicated that current
economic changes are brjnging a sense of inse-
curigf to citizens.

RT: Weare indeed today the strongest
country in the world economically, mili-
tarily, etc. People look to this country as
an exemplal of democratic principles,
market cconomy and strength of charac-
ter —and yet we're still affected w rith this
angst about what our own future is.

AS: [dothink that there isamuchgreater
fear—partially because the value of edu-
cation is so much greater.... Economi-
(,allv there’s a real insecurity. This has

intersected with phenomenal Changes n
the family.

The issue of accountability was a recurring
theme in the discussion.

AS: Most of our great leaders change
their minds. If we are going to hold
leaders accountable—if we mean by that
that we don’t want them to contradict
themselves, then thatreally worriesme.....
So I'would be much happier with a leader
who said “I would change my mind and
here’s why.”

Former Governor Thornburgh seemed to sum up
the feelings of the participants when he said a
commitment to civil discourse was needed in
order to grapple effectively with the - fundamen-

tal issues facing society.

DISCUSSION

For your interest, some q}“the thought-
provoking statements in the  following
discussion have been highlighted.

JC: Were the election results in No-
vember [1994] evidence of general dis-
enchantment by the people of the United
States with govc—‘rnrnent7 Are links be-
tween ordmary citizensand govtmmont
breaking down? Do we believe that
people’s attitudes toward government
are different than they were 20 years
ago, and if so, why? Let's just start
aédl essing the questions. Does anybody
here think things are, in fact, much dif-
ferent than they ever were?

RT: [ think it can be argued that the
1994 Congressional elections were a
countertrend in that respect. The no-
tion that there was a professional gov-
crning class in Washington, the move-
ment for term limits, and the idea of
“throwing the rascals out” came to ahead
in that election. You saw an extraordi-
nary change, and I'm not talking about
the partisan change. The fact that so
many veteranincumbent lcgislators were
dislodged, I think, represents a break-
through in terms of reestablishing the
links between ordinary citizensand their
government. There Certainl}' wasn't a
feeling of helplessness on the part of
voters who turned out in extraordinary
numbers.

AK: If I could differ from that just a
little bit, Ithink it's true that [the 1994
November elections] were significant in
terms of an anti-incumbent sentiment,
but voters did not turn out in great num-
bers to turn out the incumbents. As a
matter of fact, the vote was depressed.

What was significant was the large
shift in the amount of dollars spent in the
three weeks prior to the election. His-
torically, over the past 15 years, alot of
corporate contributions had gone to in-
cumbent Democrats. Three weeks be-
fore the November 1994 election, that
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money driedup forincumbents and shifted
to Republican challengers.

JC: Did the money shift because it was
trying to influence the outcome, or did
the money shift because it saw the out-
come and wanted to be on the right side?

AK: ['m not sure.
JC: What would you bet?

AK: Iwould bet that when corporate
contributors realized that the people they
wanted to have in power had areal chance
[of winning], they then made real contri-
butions instead of just buying access to the
incumbents.

[ think the disconnection between vot-
ers and government is because of money.
More than anything else, money deter-
mines what happens in politics. It's very
difficult for an active Republican or active
Democrat at the grassroots level, who
wants to contribute §25, to think they are
connected to their government, particu-
larly when voters see Tom Ridge hold—
as he did this week—a $5,000 a plate
fund-raiser; or to be bipartisan when Ed
Rendell, the Democratic Mayor of Phila-
delphia, held a lobster dinner at his house
for 24 people at $25,000 a plate.

RT: [have trouble with sceing the 1994
Congressional elections as a bought elec-
tion. Allen, I don’t think that thesis has
gained much currency. More was in-
volved than simply a shift in donation
patterns.

GM: Letme tell you, lamnota politician
and you gentlemen are. [ don’t know the
answer as far as the money goes, but [ do
think there has been—and is—a reality
gap between government and the people.
[ also think that the low turnout was
significant. We didn’t really have great
turnout in the election so you can’t say
that there was an overwhelming shift.

The other thing that scares me is that
the entire countryis becoming polarized.
That scares me probably more than any-

thing else. Our government is not acces-

sible.

JC: What level of government are you
talking about?

GM: [ think all levels of government.
The people have no access to their gov-
ernment at all, and I think television has
played a major part in the distrust of
some government leaders.

AK: Just to follow up on what George
is saying. [tookalookatastatelegislative
race in the Lehigh Valley where a Demo-
cratic incumbent was defeated. The in-
cumbent was disappointed because he
had beat a Republican candidate in *92,
but then lost in ’94. When he looked at
the numbers, he saw that the Republican
vote was almost identical in 94 to what
it was in '92, but that there was a much
lower turnout on the Democratic side. [
then started to look at a few other races
and saw the same thing, [ looked at 80
state House races, and in every one of
those races, I saw that the Republican
turnout was almost identical in ’94 to
what it was in ’92—but the Democratic
drop-off was fairly significant in each one
of those races.

RT: The Republican turnout or the Re-
pubhcan vote?

AK: The Republican vote.

RT: That’s not turnout. That doesn’t
take into account the fact that people
who voted for Clinton in *92 may have
voted for a Republican in "94.

AK: That's true....

JD: [ would say that we wouldn’t be
looking at the whole picture if we didn’t
put the '92 and the ‘94 elections to-
gether. In’94 the voter turnout actually
increased, as it had in ’92. Nationally
there wasa 2.5 percentincrease. Herein




Pennsylvania it was five percentage points
higher in 1994 than it was in the compa-
rable year of 1990. I'mnot saying it was
agreat turnout, butit’s going up, at least
intwo elections. Iamalsonot suggesting
that two elections make a trend.

However, I think thereisa connection
between the '92 and '94 elections. The
'92 election was billed as the vear of
change. The '94 wasbilled as the year of
the angry voter. And there is one com-
mon thread that ran thlouﬁh both of
those elections— acmuntablht\ George
Bush lost because voters saw that he was
not accountable to his promise of no
more taxes. Then the voters saw Bill
Clinton, and the message he gave voters
is that he is not accountable as the new
Democrat that he pledged to be. Once
again in '94 it came back to the issue of
accountability. And the voters were
mad. :

GM: Is the other side of it though, that
the loyal opposition is doing a better job
of getting its message out than Clinton
who is unable to get out his message?

JD: [ think the opposition did much
betterin ‘94 thanitdidin '92 in using the
communication technology that is out
there and available. In 97 Clinton was
masterful Uﬁlnﬂ'thlst ‘ommunication tech-
nology. We [Repui)h(ans] didn’t use it
as wellin "92, but we used it very effec-
tively in "94.

But my other point is that if Republi-
cans are not accountable then Republi-
cans will be out in either 96 or '98. Itis
anissue of accountability, and I think that
We may see voter turnout continue to
trend upwards.

JC: s the fact that voter turnout is
increasing, evidence that the links be-
tween people and their government are
breaking down?

JD: [thinkit's the opposite...

RT: I[dotoo. To go back to what 1
started with, I think these were empow-

ering elections. People found that they
weren’thelpless. They could turn puoplc
out who had not served them well, or
who they perceived had not served them
well or had broken their promises or had
bctra}red their principles. That’s what
voting is about. You vote the good guys
in and the bad guys out. Fora long time
people had a feeling they couldn’t vote
the bad guys out. And that’s where the

term-limit movement came in.

JC: Are there other thjngs to suggest
that there is a breaking down of links or
that people are feeling disenchanted with
government?

AS: Iwould suggest that we have to be
abit more differentiated in the analysis. I
think we tend to assume that voters and
non-voters are the same, and I am not
sure they are—especially in this pastelec-
tion. Based on the preliminary data, the
differences in attitudes between voters
and non-voters, in this last election, was
much greater than in previous elections.

The questions are whether voters are
representative of the more general elec-
torate or not, and whether or not there is
amandate. Ifthe people who went to the
polls, and who were angry, and who
perhaps felt disjuncture, are representa-
tive of the iargel‘ population, then I think
there may be a mandate. But in fact, it
might be a selection of people who went
to the polls. The people who did not go
to the polls may mobilize if ﬂlev see
public policy being passed with which
they donotagree. You could then have a
counterreaction.

AK: What we're seeing is that people
with higher incomes are turning out at a
slightly higher percentage. The people
with lower incomes are not turning out.
They feel disenfranchised, and this is

owing.

In the last election, there were alot of
single-issue candidates especially on the
statewide races. You combine that with
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the money that was spent to depress the
vote. Negativc ads are used not to turn
people out to vote favorably but to de-
press the potential votes that an oppo-
nent might have. The millions of dollars
that are being putinto TV are not getting
people to get up out of their chairs and
vote. They’re having the opposite effect.

JC: I'm going to interrupt you. I want
to try to keep a factual underpinning to
this. Alberta, you said that there was a
difference between attitudes amon

people who voted and people who didn’t
vote. What you didn’t say is what the
difference was. Were the people who
voted more disenchanted or less disen-
chanted than the people who didn’t vote?

AS: Idon’tfeel comfortable speaking to
that dimension on the data that I've seen,
particularly in terms of attitudes toward
government, which s different from dis-
enchantment. You might disag‘ree with
policy but can still feel that your govern-
ment can be responsive to you.

JC: One of the conclusions that Allen
made was that people who didn’t vote
were disillusioned. It may very well be
that they re satisfied. Whatdoeq the data
1nd1calc about people who don’t vote?

JD: We are making a statement that
voter turnout is directly determined by
people’s attitudes towards government.
[ don’t know if it is. It could be that
people are too busy to vote. That sounds
very unpatriotic. But }’ou'\'e got, for
example, two parents working, taking
care of two or three children, and in

many cases their own parents. Each of

their kids is in at least three events after
school that they have to get to. These
people are very busy. There is so much
information out there—over 500 chan-

nels. By the time the voter hasany chance
to reall\ focus in on elections, pref;lden—
tial or school board, it may bc the day
before the election, and there’s just too
much going on in their lives, perhaps, to
vote.

JC: Well, is the answer to my question,
that you don’t know?

JD: Correct.

Jc: Allright, so you [all] are not willing
to stick your neck out far enough to say
whether people not voting is evidence of
disenchantment. Right?

GM: [think there’sanother piece there,
and that is that people feel that the gov-
ernment is so overwhelming they do not
have access to it....

JC: Who, George? What people? What
is the factual basis for that statement?

GM: I think thatif you asked the person
on the street about government, and
whether or not their vote makes a differ-
ence, I'm willing to make a bet that they
would feel that their vote does not make
a difference.

The other issue goes back to account-
ability. I think about it from a govern-
ment perspective. Forexample, take this
last election, the Republicans now have
to start laying out their plan for major
cuts, tax breaks, and a balanced budget. I
don’t know how that’s going to be done!
So my question is, can you actually lay
out directives that you will be account-
able for?

AK: It’shard to documentaresponse to
your question, John. I can give all kinds
of anecdotal explanations, but I can’t
verify the motives of people who stay
home,

With respect to Pennsylvania politics,
it seems that there is an effort by the
Christian right wing to take over the
Republican party. The Christian right
wing takes very extreme positions that
don’t address the problems of the main-
stream. At the same time, the Demo-
cratic party, I think, has sold out on a
number of issues. It’s targeting its mes-
sage to those people who are most likely




to vote, and they tend to be people who
are more conservative and have more
money. Consequently, the messages
that are going out from Democratic and
Republican candidates are not the real
issues—the big issues that affect
everybody’s life.

Combine that with the tremendous

undue influence of money. Most of

candidates” days are spent on the tele-
phone begging for money and not think-
ing about the issues or the agenda or the
vision for this state. Additionally, candi-
dates don’t have time to go out to local
fire halls and local communities to press
flesh. They have to spend an inordinate
amount of time with large contributors.

Jc: Was it your experience that that
was the case?

RT: Ihave some thoughts about fund-
raising and money, but let me just men-
tion what I think is a historic perspective
on this problem of distance from govern-
ment. Traditionally, I'think people who
feel removed from their government or
feel that their government is inaccessible
are talking about Washington. Maybe
they feel removed from Harrisburg, but
they don't feel that way about their state
legislator, their city councilman, or what-
ever. A result of this feeling of distance
is the unwinding of the centralization
thathas taken place since the 1930s. Part
of the Republican appeal was the notion
of turning things back to the states so that
they could be a little more responsible
and, indeed, accountable. I suspect the
average person on the street feels closer
to his Mayor, maybe even his Governor,
than certainly he does to his President or
his Congressman or his Senator.

JC: Do you think he knows who they
are?

AS: Just on that point, I was with a

Washington delegation on the day of

Mayor Caliguiri’s funeral, and they were
astonished by the percentage of the popu-
lation that showed up for his funeral. I

think it was calculated to be either five or
10 percent of the entire population. And
[ remember how astounded the Wash-
mgton delegation was, and thev saw it as
a sign of precisely What you're saying.
Nowapartof that could have been Mayor
Ca]jguiri’ s personality.

AK: They didn’t feel closer to City Hall
necessarily, they felt closer to Tt
vidual, There are studies that show that
in most legislative districts only about 40
percent of the people even know who
their state legislator is.

JC: Is the communication system, and
television in particular, changing the elec-
tion process in a fundamental way?

AK: Yes, [ really think it is. T'll be
partisan for a second and say t that [ think it
really hurts the Democratic party. In-
stead of relyi mg on the more grassroots
community involvement, they are rely-

ing on te]evlslon I think it hurt Wofford
and Smgel in "94. They bought into that
game of raising money to buy TV time.
That strategy doesnot generate people to
the polls in the way people working their
community does. In the *90s, there has
not really been a grassroots effort to turn
somebody out, except in the case where
you have single-issue groups who are
working the grass roots for somebody. I
think that has significantly changed since

the time that you were Governor.

JC: Okay, but the question, Allen, is
that in this last election, Michael
Huffington from California raised the
most money, and he happened to lose.

RT: Helostina Repub]ican year....
Je: The bulk of this money raised goes
into television commercials—is that fact

of any significance?

RT: Yes. Campaigns cost toomuch, and
are nonpartisan in their soaking up the
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funds. Ninety-five percent of the money
goes into television, Why this wuntl\
hasn’t long since forced radio and televi-
sion stations and networks to make time
available on a free or reduced-cost basis,
I'll never know.,

J€: Whatkind of time, Dick? Commer-
cials or time actually to sit down and talk
about issues?

RT: Make the time available, and let the
candidates use their own discretion.

GM: [ think you’re abso]utel}' right. What
scares me about television is that we're
starting to package our candidates.. ..

AK: Likea product.

GM: Like a product. I think this is a
disservice to the public, that wenever get
achanceto really understandissuesand to
think through them. This has a polarizing
effect.

JC: You had programs on WQED. No-
body watched the damn things.

GM: 1 think providing candidates with
free time is one of the services that public
television can provide.

RT: That’snot going tosolveit, George,
because the First Amendment problems
still exist. A Michael Huffington who can
spend $26 million of his own money is
still going to gain access; and so is Ollie
North, who can raise $17 million. I
mention those two because they spent the
most money in the Senate campaigns last
year, and both lost in a Republican year.
I think that is a very positive develop-
ment.

JC: Ithinkthese things are so ubiquitous
that perhaps they actually are counter-
productive. [ don’t know if that is true.
What's the evidence?

AS: That I don’t know. What hasn’t
been fully acknowledged by most of our

generation is the impact of television,

Lspeaallv of cable television on society
n ganera] Here we are speaking about
elections in a compartmentalized fash-

ion, but what is going on in elections is
part of this ]arger transformation that s
going on in communications. When |
was a teenager we watched ABC, CBS,
or NBC. Now you cannot assume a
commonality of news sources as there
is absolutely no commonality.

RT: One of the advantages of the good
old days was that everybody talked from
a common database. But I guess what
we're leaving hanging in the air is
whether or not having that limited base
to draw on is preferable to having this
whole panoply of sources out there. I
don’t know the answer to that.

AK: [ think it was preferable when
pmplt got their news from reading
rather than from w at(hmﬂ 1R,

RT: I'll buy that.

JC: You're saying that’s what you
miss?

AK: Absolutely.

RT: But, Allen, you know, we can’t
be Luddites.

RT: [think the challenge of technol-
ogy in politics today hasn’t begun to be
mastered, and it’s not just television.
It’s transportation—the Tarmac candi-
dates. Thepresidential candidatesnever
show up anywhere but an airport
Tarmac. Polling, focus groups—these
things have become highly sophisticated,
and we haven’t begun to grapple with
the consequences.

JC: Are people not better informed
than they were 30 or 50 years ago?

AK: No. Ithink we're lessinformed.




JD: Oh, I disagree. Ithink that we are
much more informed. Thanks to C-
SPAN, the American people know what
Congressislike. Theyseeitand watchit.
We ought to open up the halls of Harris-
burg and City Hall to television.

GM: But John, 40 percent of the folks
out there cannot get C-SPAN,

AS: It’'saselect group that watches it.

JD: [ think at least the possibilities of

what to watch are much greater.

JC: The fact is that images are now
made available to more people than ever
before in the history of the United States.
You can now put people in touch with
thjngs in ways that would never have
beenpossible before. Thisis true whether
or not someone has cable because there
are all sorts of alternatives. The interest-
ing question is whether people are per-
haps getting too much information. That
is, familiarity breeds contempt. The prob-
lem may be a very, very eflicient com-
munications system that has taken away

the mystery.

RT: Letme just raise one small, maybe
nonpolitical, point. There are recurring
tales of polls taken among school chil-
dren about who the president is and who
was George Washington. These results
are usually dismal. If we look to televi-
sion or the news media as the sole educa-
tional process for the American public
then we miss the failure of our public
school system to educate people about
the thjng that we used to call civics. [
think that’s got to be part of the problem
when it comes to answering your ques-
tion, “Do we have an informed elector-
ate, an informed public out there?” You
can’t lay it all on television.

AK: No, butldo think the burgeoning of

tulm()]()g\ and information makes it more
difficult actually to get information out
to people. You're right, the opportunity
is there, but pe oplc, aren't taking advan-

tage of that. I can draw an analogy from
when I practiced law. When the PUC
asked for rate hikes, the utility company
provided so much mfmmatlon that you
couldn’t arrive at a decent decision. 1
think that’s what is happening now.
There’s just too much information.

JC: Let me ask you a question. Let's
take the O] Simpson trial. Now it may
not be perfect, but would you say that it
has had as much impact on the American
people as say the McCarthy hearings did
during the Eisenhower Administration?

RT: Yes, but the McCarthy hearings,
Watergate, Iran-Contra, those all had
governmental implications.

AK: [think people are probably just as
interested inlookingatit[the O] Simpson
trial] for entertainment value. But com-
pared to Watergate, or the McCarthy
hearings, it’s different.

JC: How about presidential debates?

AK: Oh, people probably pay much
more attention to [the O] Simpson trial]
than to any kind of debate. Look, we live
inasociety thathasashortattention span.
People are not getting politics from well-
reasoned treatises and lengthy debates,
they get it from eight-second sound bites
and 30-second attack ads.

RT: When did they get it from well-
reasoned treatises and debates?

JC: What were the “Golden Days” of
the informed voter?

GM: Well, I'm not sure if there ever
were. The thing that bothers me is that
we are not delivering with the technol-
ogy we have. We have technology right
now that could deliver, and we deliver
talk shows and sensationalism.

F
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—JOHN DENNY

JD: We talkabout high technology, but
there is also low technology. Low tech-
nology is important, and what I mean b
that is direct mail, mail that is targeted to
very specific types of people from special-
interest, single-issuc-oriented groups.
This is very prevalent. Ijust want to put
a plug in on sing]e-issue campaigns since
[ was told that’s one of the reasons why [
am here, and it is what the Republic'an
Future Fund is most concerned about,
Extremism is having an impact on voter
turnout. Itis important to note that one
person’s extremism is another person’s
reasonable approach to something.
What [ see as areal threat is the change
in what we mean by single-issue-oriented
groups. Before, smule -issuc-oriented
groups might ha\e btcn the NRA whose
only issue is guns or the pro-life oroups
whose only issue isabortion. What we're
finding now, for example, with Pat

i
Robertson, the Christian Coalition, and

the Religious Right, is a redefinition of

what single issue really means. Now,
single issue means more than that a group
is concerned with one single issue. In
fact, the group may be concerned with
many issues: taxes, prayer in school, and
guns, but they 1’1&\(_ turned it around to
mean that if you disagree with them on one
smg!e issue—may be out of a dozen—then
you e w rong and thm re rlght This has
become a very difficult thmtr for candi-
dates to deal with, These groups are
gaining strength using technol ogy and at-
tacking anyone who disagrees with them
on one sjng]e issue, These groups have the
wherewithal to communicate fairly hard,
aggressively, and effectively with voters,
distorted as the message may be.

JC: Other than that you disag’ree with
them, what is the problem?

AS: Let’s go back to what has been
called the “Golden Era” of politics. I think
that most people [believed] that if they
could find a candidate who agreed with
them on seven out of 10 issues, then
they’d say well that's about as good as we

can get, right. These new groups, I think,
aren’t willing to do this.

RT: They're absolutists.

JC: What's the problem with this? I

don't understand.

AK: Here’s the problem. It used to be
that different parties, people of different
philosophies, could sit down and negoti-
ate and that there was an obligation to
govern, Now w hat we have are these
extreme groups taking the most extreme
positions to create PR spin, to raise
money, to gain power for power’s sake.

They m1ght beable to create candidacies,

but they can’t create people who are
actually going tosit down and governand
solve the problems that face us as a citi-
zenry, That’s the problem.

RT: That’s nbthing new. You've had
extremistsin politicsin this country from
the beginnings of our country.

AK: No, Dick, I think it’s dramatically
new. When [ first got to the General
Assembly over 17 years ago and I saw
some of the Goldwater conservatives
across the aisle, I thought, my goodness,
howamIgoingtowork with these people?
Today I miss those people. Because even
th()ug’h we may have d Nagreed thev did
have an obhgatmn to govern. You could
sit around the table with them and they
realized, look, we had to do a bud gct.
We had to solve this problem. We might
have different philosophies, but eventu-
ally the problem would be solved. To-
dav some of these leaders have no con-
cern about governing whatsoever.
They’re concerned only about promot-
ing their own personal power agenda,
and that is distinctly different.

GM: The problem is that we have no
place where weare sitting down thinking
about common ground for our citizens.
We're on extremes of issues, and we're




looking at sound bites, instead of saying,
okay, put that aside for a moment, let’s
discuss what we do. Affirmative Action
is a good example of an inability to find
common ground.

AK: Sowhat j,-'ou’re saying is thata TV
stationisnot going to send its camera out
if you want to sit down with somebody to
negotiate a settlement about affirmative
action,

GM: They’ll do the sound bite.

AK: But they will send it out if they
think they can geta sound bite of extrem-
ists on the other side.

RT: Sure, that’sanother problem. Good
news is no news, and what they want is
controversy. But look, I think histori-
cally maybe you're rlght maybe this is a
quahtatwel\, different kind of extremist.
[ doubt it, but even if that’s true, the
hlstor) of extreme groups in this country
is that they sell-destruct. They really fall
of their own weight. ThE) ve come and
they’ve gone, and we've gone through
periods of concern about them. You're
going to have a very good test laboratory
tolookat this thesis in the 1996 presiden-
tial elections. Ralph Reed of the Chris-
tian Coalition said that there will be no-
body on the Republican ticket who is pro-
choice. [think that chances are that there
willbe somebody on the Republican ticket
who is pro-choice, probably as a vice-
presidential candidate. Maybe these guys
are so powerful and so ominous that they
can derail a victorious campaign. My
sense is they won't.

I have to differ somewhat with John
Denny on the concern about these reli-
gious groups. I'm sure you're familiar
with Stephen Carter’s lament that reli-
gion and the values that are expressed
through our religious traditions are ex-
cluded from pohtical dialogue. [ think
that we have a potcntial of overreacting
to these groups in a way that deprives us
of the contributions that our religious

traditions can make to the political pro-
cess. Isay that, satisfied in the notion that
these extreme groups are going to self-
destruct, because that’s been the lesson
of history. And I think that we've got to
keep our witsabout us in terms ofaccom-
modating the big tent, if you will, not just
within the Republican party, but within
our society. People have all kinds of
different religious views, all kinds of dif-
ferentmoral views, all kinds of approaches
to what constitutes the American way of

life.

JD: What I'm most concerned about is
not extremism. It's intolerance. No-
body isagainst Christian values or Jewish
values or whatever the valuesare. It’sthe
idea that values are imposed on someone
and that there is intolerance of other
values. We see good people who don’t
want to serve in public office. They do
not want to run when the ughness of
intolerance continues to grow, which it

has.
AK: It’s already started to happen.

Je: Isityour contention, John, thatyou
can’t have a democracy when a person
believes something so strongi}-' they are
willing to die for it?

AK: Idon’t think he’s saying that at all.

Jc:  Well, what he’s saying is that
people really won't sit around a table
with you, Allen and negotiate anything
that the\ b, And John’s deplor-
ing the fact that there seem to be things
that are non—negotiable.

AK: No, no, what John’s saying, and I
agree with him is that there are certain
principles—whcther I agree with those
principles or not-—that might be worth
not comprrjmising for at all. The threat
to democracy are those groups who are
intolerant of anybody or an)'thing that is
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not a part of their agcnda. And John is
again right, it’s growing.

AS: HereIblame both parties, and not
being an activist [ suppose I can do that.
One of the reasons for the intensity of
these groups is that they have been ex-
cluded from the discourse for so Iong and
so explicitly. Given the very strong reli-
gious impulse of American society, to
have a political system that so explicitiy
excluded them was inevitably going to
lead to intensity.

RT: Hear, hear. Absolutely.

AS: If you react with the same intensity
you will polarize. I think analytically
you're right, but if you rcspond to them,
then psycho]eglca] y you're just going to
intensify their feehngs of exclusion.

GM: That goesback tomy carlier points:
polarizationand common ground. We're
moving to a polarized society. We have
no one really out there La}lmg y for com-
mon gr ound. How do we sit around that
table? How do we get this dialogue going?
Technologyisnot dehvermg this, and our
leaders are not asking for it.

AS: Technology is part of the problem.
Iremember when the liberalsin the Demo-
cratic party made fun of Tipper Gore [on
the issue of song lyrics]. She was ridi-
culed, and yetIdon’tknowasinglemother
who did not agree with her.

GM: That's exactly right.

As: 1If you were a Democrat, people
would assume that you would laugh at
her. The cultural pressure is very bad.

JC: Let's say that youallagree that there
areincreasing an\lm and polan/atum Is
it possible that this is a product of some-
thmg shghtl} different? Per haps the end-
ing of the Cold War, or the idea that
people feel vulnerable in w ays that they
haven’t felt vulnerable before? That i is,
pcoplt are worrying about the country

hecoming poorer and have a kind of intui-
tive sense that the American honeymoon
is really over.

GM: Ithink peoplearound the world feel
as vulnerable as we doin a lot of different
ways. S0 it's not something that’s pecu-
liar to our Society. But, as we move
forward, we need to figure out a way to
come togethcr because we are so diverse.
[ also think that polarization is every-
where not just in Pittsburgh, or in this
country, but around the world.

AK: ['m not sure how to answer your
question. Ido think the fall of Commu-
nism in Europe took away a common
enemy. A lot of politicians and other
groups have responded by lookjng in-
ward, which I think has led to some of that
divisiveness. They attack within the struc-
ture.

But, again most of our conversation is
targeted towards those who vote. It is
hazardous to drarnocraqr itself that over
half the eligible people just aren’t partici-
patingin the process anymore. Whenyou
look at the fact that people with incomes
over $75,000 a year voted at a much
higher level than those with incomes un-
der $25,000, you can see why politicians
of both parties, again target their mes-
sages to a narrower group.

J&: Isn’t the middle class more at risk
economicaliy today than it was 20 years
ago?

AK: Absolutely.

JC: Isn’t that an explanation then for
maybe one of my points?

AK: No. [think the middle class looks
to Washington, DC and Harmhutg and
sees Ropul)lu an and Democratic leaders
I)](kgrlnu with ecach other and not ad-
dressing “the real problems. So the real
fears that people have, even those with
jobs—whoare worried if the y regoing to




keep their jobs, or who are working more
hours and have less disposable income—
are not being addressed '0}-' cither party.
People are throwing up their hands and
saying “why should I participate?”

JC: What do the rest of you think? Has
the world really changed in some pro-
found way, say in the last decade, for
Americans?

RT: Our political process by definition
is polarized. We have a two-party sys-
tem, andalot of those partisan differences
reflect real differences in principles be-
tween the two parties. I don’t know that
there’s more polarization, generally,
among the American public today than
there ever has been. On specific issues
there is, and that’s lamentable.
Thereisno question that the American

public, in general, is anxious about the
future. I'think part of thatis due to the fact
that we have enjoyed such a high-level
standard of livi ing in the post-World War
[lera. We are indeed t(;da\ the strongest
country in the world ((‘onomlcaﬂv mili-
tarily, etc. People look to this countr y as
an exemp]ar of democratic pl'incip]cs,
market economy, and strength of charac-
ter —and yet we're still atfected with this
angst about what our own future is. I'm

 puzzled by that. Isuspect part ofitisaloss
of some of the spirit of this country.
We're not as wil]ing to take on the tough
issues as we used to be, and our institu-
tions have deteriorated.

AS: [think the comment that you made
at the bugmmng was very apt because I
think we ve had these economic changes.
I do think that there is a much greater
fear—partially because the value of edu-
cation is so much greater. If you have
children who don’t do well in school
now, it’s very difficult. Whereas my
parmts—-ll we did well in school—were
happy and, [if you didn’t do well in school
then there was the belief that] “we can
always find something for you to do.”

GM: Sounds like my dad.

AS: Right, and if his grandson doesn’t
do well in school, then the choices are
muchmore limited. Solthink economi-
cally there’s a real insecurity. This has
intersected with phenomenal changes in
the family, What youare saying assumes
a two-income and two-parent family. If
you look at for example, the University
of Pittsburgh secretarial and administra-
tive staff, it is extraordinary how many
single mothers you find. Many people
are struggh'ng to work and yet have
home situations that are just ghastly—
ghastly in terms of what would have
been thought ghastly 20 years ago but
nowisprettyroutine. Andso you'vegot
the intersection of this economic change
with this fundamental change in the fam-
ily, and the importance of this can’t be
overestimated.

RT: The deterioration of the family has
the highest costto oursociety as awhole.

JC: s this reversible?
RT: Sure.
AK: Absolutely.

JC: Do you really believe that the
United States can insulate itself from
poverty in other places, say Mexico.
Isn’t this part of the reason people are
uncomfortable? Or maybe you can iso-
late the United States?

RT: Backing away from America’srole
in the worldisa failure of our leadership.

GM: Leadership has alot to do with it
across the board.

The comment you made about the
good old days did get my emotions up.
By George, I sure hope that we never
return to those days. We'll all be in
trouble if the good old days take us back
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25-30 years. I probably wouldn’t even
be able to sit at this table, and women
would also be in bad shape.

Ithink what’s happening in our society
is that we are in the redefinition phase.
Families, work, and living together are
all undergoing redefinition.

AK: Dickand George both mentioned
leadership, and that’s crucial because I
can’t think of any real political leaders
toda\ Every b(ld\ isbasicallyafollower,
W hetherlt sfollm\mgp:)]ls focus groups,
what have you. Idon't see anybody with
real pollllual courage Lo take some un-
popular stands.

[ mentioned earlier about how we've
become a shm“t—attemion—span society.
The average American now watches TV
four hours a da}f. That's not reakl}f star-
tling. Whatisstartlingis that they change
the station ev ery three-to- mg ht mmute
That was a statistic from two years ago
it’s probably worse now. "Ihat means
that political leaders and corporate lead-
ers are concerned about the short term.
Those | ong-range gut%\ decisions that
are based on what'sin the best interest of
the common good are not being made by
anybody in this country, private or Pub-
lic sector.

GM: Allen, the only other thing Iwould
like to add are news organizations and
how they cover the elections like a ball
game.

K: It’s like a horse race.
GM: Exactly.

JC: Let’s suppose we havea good leader
and the good leader says, “If you look at
the last 20 years, you see that the average
standard of living ‘of the American house-
hold has gone down [cither because
people are living in single-parent fami-
lies, or because wages have gone down].
The way [ seeit, it’s going to continue to
doso. Therefore, society has to readjust
to deal with this reality. So you've got to

ﬁgure out some way to get yourselves
organized to deal with this new 1‘eality.’j
Can a leader do this?

AK: Well, firstofall, I question whether
you can have a good leader with the
campaign finances the way they are to-
day.

JC: Okay, but you're avoiding my
question?

AK: No. Before you getto that point,
[ think we've got to have a new way of
funding campaigns so that more people
cangetinvolvedin the process, so there’s
a greater sense of ownership among
people. Once that’s achieved, perhaps
then you can get a good leader. Assum-
ing you can do that, your question be-
comes very zmportant And I don’t
know if I have an answer to thal Who-
ever that good leader is, it’s going to
have to be more than justa good national
leader.

JC: Wellisit even arelevant question
or is it just Crazy?

JD: [ think that accountabiﬁt}-' is the

idea that public officials will keep their
word., Accountability is critical to mak-
ing a strong leader in today’s environ-
ment. To try to tie this discussion back
to linkage, I think there’s a greater link-
age todav between people and their gov-
ernment maml\ because of technol-

ogy. The best thmg [ think technology
can do for us is to make our elected
officials absolutely accountable. When
you have technology that records what a
publicofficial says, and this can be pulled
up within 15 minutes on a PC, the
public can then see if youare contradict-
ing yourself or have broken your word.
[ think that’s going to be very powerful.

Ifyou campalgned a hundred years ago,

and vou re on one end of the state you
could say one thlng and then goto ‘the




other end of the state and say somethmg
clse, and nobody would know. Butif you
do that now, more and more, you're
really in danger.

JC: I've been instructed that we need to

sum up and [ thought maybe you just did
that, John.

JD: Tdid. Pllyield

JC: George, would youlike to make any
kind of summary statement?

GM: [just want to make sure we get to
the point on the issue of common ground
and real leadership. These are really
important issues.

The other part of this is the whole issue
is accountability. Ithink that technology
can make sure that a candidate is not
saying two different things and speaking
out of both sides of their mouth. How-
ever, whatisaccountable, and to whom it
is accountable, are important questions.
And, with the diversity of our population,
that is a very tough question. In a busi-
ness, it’s easy for me to say I'm going to be
accountable because I will deliver to my
shareholders; but it is difficult to define
accountability when trying to govern a
diverse population, Maybe what we're
going through is redefinition of account-

ability.

Jec: Al do you have a final word on

anything?

AK: Yes. Following up on what George
has said about being accountable and to
whom. I think the problem is that there
really are no leaders. Elected officialsare
more concerned about campaign contri-
butions and gaining votes. And what we
need are individuals who have a vision of
whatisin the best interest of the common

ood. Idon’thave anansweras tohow we
get there, but | think we have to make the
point that we're going to look for those
kind of leaders: leaders who will be more
concerned about doing what's right than

just doing the easiest thing to get them-
selves reelected.

JC: Dick, doyou have anything to add?

RT: ['ve got three prescriptions for
leaders and followers alike. One is to
help the American people develop a
greater sense of community: asanation,

in an individual's own po]ltlcal subdivi-

sions, and on their own street. That
sense of communlt\ has gn en way to a
very troublesome sense s ofisolation. Sec-
andl) , [would like to see a recognition
of the cost we pay for the weakening of
the traditional institutions, beginning
with the family but including our
churches, our Commumt\, organizations,

all the things that are indicated in
Tocqueville’ scharacterizations. Thereal
strength of this country was those insti-

tutions. And thirdly, I think more civil-
ity in public discourse. Less noisemak-

ing and sound biting and more thought-
ful exchange of ideas. [ don’t think
there’s any thmé wrong with contro-
versy, any thmg wrong with the partisan
1mpulsu; that we display, both during
electionsand in gover nmg. However, it
is a counterproductive force when it
becomes filled with hate and venom.

COLLECTIVE: Well said.
JC: Alberta, we're going to you.

AS: Well, Isecond what the Governor
said and I would just like to respond to
your comment about accountability be-
cause it strikes me that most of our gl‘eat
leaders change their minds. If we are
going to hold leaders accountable—if
we mean by that that we don’t want
them to contradict themselves, then that
really worries me. If we hold them to
that standard, then that means they'll
never learn amthln-ff new, they’ll never

o

Lhangt their mm(ls the world won’t

change, and they won’t change. So I
would be much happier \\ilh a leader
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who said, “I would change my mind, and
here’s why.” That would make me more
comfortable. And then I would think
that person had the potential to be a
leader. Otherwise, I think you get the
single-issue people that you've spent this
FORUM criticizing.

JD: 1 would like to take a moment to
clarify mylast comment, becauseit seems
to have been misinterpreted. I believe
that accountability is an important ele-
ment of leadership, and that it was a
major factorin the "92 and *94 elections.
Voters want their elected leaders to be
accountable and are willing to hold them
accountable, and technology has helped
to enable voters to do this. Now it is
much more difficult for candidates to
contradict themselves and not be held
accountable for their statements.

This should not be misinterpreted to
suggest that candidates or elected offi-
cials should not be allowed to change
their minds or opinions on something.
One’s zsﬂbﬂit}r to Change one’s mind is a
great attribute—it is a sign of real intel-
]igencc. Compromise is not only neces-
sary but honorable. However, Ibelieve
that wemustall be concerned and critical
of those individuals and organizations
that practice intolerance and with the
new definition of sing]c issue—meaning
that you cannot disagree on any one issue
or you are targeted for defeat.

JC: Thank you all very much.

I
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