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REVIVING THE WINNING COALITION

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 1984 election will be the grade given the Reagan Ad-
ministration. Our major political test is going on now.

The Reagan winning coalition of 1980, for many reasons, was
largely dormant in 1982, but the elements of that coalition
are still available to repeat the 1980 Republican sweep in
1984. Actions taken by this Administration in 1983 and 1984
can reassemble and revive our 1980 coalition.

During the 97th Congress, the only (jor Reagan Adminis-
tration efforts on issues of paramount importance to ele-
ments of our 1980 winning coalition were in the economic
area. The President did not himself retreat from those
views on essentially non-economic issues, views which
-attracted to his coalition millions of Americans who have
not normally voted for Republicans. But his sincere words
were not backed up by enough actions by the Reagan Adminis-
tration.

In sum, both the Administration and the liberal Democrats
chose to do battle for two years on the economic issues.
The Democrats won in 1982, as they usually have won since
Franklin Roosevelt put together his winning coalition.
Roosevelt based his coalition on pitting the always mo:
numerous "have-nots" in economic/political battles against
the "haves".

The major sources of 1980 Reagan coalition activism missing
or reduced in GOP campaigns of 1982 were these issues: gun
control, right to life, union abuses, national defense,
Christian schools, and the traditional morality of home and
family.

rough tt re L_ar Ly _2al
nall, grew up around these issues. Literally millions of
new activists were organized into politics.

The Roosevelt coalition split in 1980 because, for a change,
the demagogy of "have-not" vs. "have" did not work. One or
more of a wide variety of high intensity, non-economic

i sues brought many normally Democratic voters to the
Republicans. These voters found they could not stomach the
actior and ain of the liberal Democratic leadei hip. The’
Reagan car, iign and the actions of newly dynamic conservative
organizations opened their eyes.



Many surely didn't want to elect liberal Democrats who would
take their children away from home and neighborhood by
forced busing on Soviet tanks into the clutches of counter-
culture teachers who would fill their heads with porno-
graphy, abortion, and gun control, and prevent them from

praying.

In 1981 and 1982 these high intensity "social" issues we
not fought over in the Congress as in recent years. They
were largely ignored in actions of both parties, by fear-
ful Democrats and by disdainful Republicans. As a result,
the newly activated conservative groups could not split
nearly as many traditional Democrats away from the liberal
Democratic leadership. The Roosevelt coalition reassembled
in 1982 and won 62% of the 435 U. S. House races, 64%

of the 34 U.S. Senate races, and 74% of the 35 gubernatorial

- races.

In my judgment, these results will be repeated in 1984, and
we will probably lose the White House as well, unless we take
actions promptly to renew the national attention to these
non-economic issues.

A fundamental change is required. The Administration must
change its attitude. We must take legislative and adminis-
trative actions in accord with the President's own views on
issues the Administration has shoved into the background for
the past two years.

The path toward victory must be marked by confrontations
which isolate our opposition from many of their previous
voters. The good old Republican issues of fiscal respon-
sibility, capital formation, and the work ethic are neces-
sary, even central to our coalition, but not sufficient for
us to win national elections in the 1980's.

If we take the actions necessary to reactivate all the
elements of the Reagan winning coalition, it can become
the new, normal governing majority in American politics.



REVIVING THE WINNING COAT.TTION

OVERVIEW

In one important respect the American political system is unique.
In every other democracy, political party organizations, labor
unions, and, in some countries, the Church, usually enjoy a
virtual monopoly in the area of political activity.

In the United States, a wide variety of other organizations have
long been sources of political activism. Perhaps it has to do
with what de Tocqueville found to be our American penchant for
rming organizations for every purpose. Abolition societi¢ ,
the Anti-Saloon League, and the National Rifle Association show
the range in time and topic of citizen groups which have had
great power at the polls and in the halls of our government.

The Reagan winning coalition in 1980 was composed of three main
elements:

1. The Republican Party activists.

2. The majority of the growing business and association
political community, most notably the business and
association political action committees (PACs).

3. The spectrum of citizen groups broadly described as
conservatives.

All three groups in the 1970's grew dramatically in money, activists,
and expertise. Conservative groups, the subject of this paper,
have changed the most since the 1960's.

The "old Right", self-identified conservative movement activists
from the Goldwater era, believed that being right, in the sense of
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rates and to differing degrees they decic¢ 1 they owed it to their

philosophy to study how to win. Effective political technology,
not just being right, turned out to be the key to victories. Some
of the signficant developments were:

1. Dozens of both multi sue and focu :d issue (singl i
conservative groups were formed at the national level,:
many with 1b unit at st te and local 1 re! '



2. Exi 1g conservat gr iy rew11 1ly. The
established } Lo light to Work ai r -
instance, grew from 25,000 members to 1.6 million
members in the past decade.

3. Most leaders of successful groups soon had clustered
around them their own, related, PACs, lobbies, and
foundations.

4. Conservative consultants and organizations blazed
the path to effective political direct mail. Most
of the income of the RNC, the NRCC, and the NRSC in
the past decade was raised by people who learned
direct mail while working for Richard Viguerie.

5. Conservatives developed techniques for self-funding
television programming. Programs on the Panama
Canal treaties and President Carter's SALT II treaty
were examples, but the greatest success is the massive
resources now contributed to broadcast the programs of
conservative religious leaders.

6. Conservatives overcame the notion that all news mec 1
were the enemy. Many studied how to benefit from
media opportunities. For example, a Phyllis Schlafly
rule: Choose your spokesman for a debate so that, if
the TV sound were cut off, you would win the debate on
appearance alone.

7. Conservatives gathered and used youth campaign technology.
Now conservative Republican ¢ ndidates who have ti1 Lined
youth coordinators invariably dominate their liberal
Democratic counterparts on campus.

8. Conservative groups of almost every description co-
operated on unprecedented, thorough programs to train
new political activists. It is not at all unusual for
a Right to Work specialist to give a direct mail lecture
to a right to life workshop or for a right-to-keep-and-
bear-arms leader to discuss precinct organization at a
seminar for conservative. religious leaders.

The accumulated weight of these conservative citiz 1 groups coalesced
in 1980 behind Ronald Reagan and the GOP opponents of targeted
T el MNAammmmann + e~ ManAidAat+a Rearman was a veteran advocate of

After the 1980 elections, leaders OI €VEIYy IMdJUL CULBELVALLVE yYiuvup

feared their contributors would reduce their giving. The reverse

proved true. Virtually every conservative group continued to grow

rapidly in income and members in 1981 and 1982. It became reason-
ble to expect a much better than usual mi¢ term election.






How could groups organized around t! se issues fire up their
grassroots supporters to hold Democrats accountable last
November for their liberal stands? They couldn't.

In the protracted fight against President Carter's Panama Canal
treaties, conservative groups identified and activated hundreds
of thousands of people, all the while fully expecting for their
efforts to get many liberal Senators' votes or their seats. By
choice of the leaders of both part: 3, ther were no protract«
fights useful in this w y tu conservative organizations in the
97th Congress.

Without legislative battles, there remained the possibility that
administrative steps on the high intensity conservative issue
agenda would motivate these groups and keep their grassroots
members active. In practice, virtually every adminstrative
decision which these groups would applaud has been taken with

a view to minimizing public attention.

For example, 'right to l1if activist Dr. Everett.Koop was named
Surgeon General of the U.S., but he is instructed to make no public
statements regarding abortion. That is as if President Carter ! 1
appointed Elly Peterson to a consumer-related post but forbidden
her to speak to consumer groups.

Another typical example is a letter quietly sent in early October,
1982 by the Attorney General to all U. S. Attorneys directing
them to tighten up a1forcement of Federal anti-pornography laws.
No public statement, no news coverage, and therefore, little
chance for anti-pornography groups to excite their supporters
with achievements of the Reagan Administration.

Conservative groups made their full share of mistakes in the past

two years. After the 1980 election victories, many naively expected
the Reagan Administration instantly to roll back all the ¢ nage

done by liberals since the start of the New Deal. That was impossible.

Rather than devote their 1 sources to attacking liberal Democrats,
as in the past, the conservative groups concentrated their attention
far too much on the Reagan Administration. Many talented staffers
of these organizations have worked diligently for two years lobby-
ing the Administration with detailed proposals for action in areas
of keen interest to them. They pressed us, not Democrats.

Hooe. while flacaina, still suffices. Last fall conservative groups
with

And, of course, a slowly growing portion of conservative organiza-
tion effort has been spent on public criticism of what they see as
failures of the Administration to keep the f ith with the 1980
mandate. Some conservative journals and jou.nalists for two years
have taken more shots at the Administration 'han at all liberal
Democrats combined.






pin the tails on the right donkeys. If we can't force
the needed votes, the President should go on television
and condemn the liberal Democratic leadership for not
allowing the Congress to act. A flood of mail may change
Tip's mind.

nier~harge Petitions.

11 arl efforts to get record votes fail, go the discharge
petition route. 1In the hands of an experienced grassroots
organization, a Representative's failure to sign a discharge
petition can be a useful issue. ‘

Advance Notice.

Lead time is vital. The House fight on "Dense Pack" was a
classic example of how not to get grassroots support. - On
November 22, the President a ounced his support for Dense
Pack. We promptly held a well-attended briefing by Tom Reed
for the pro-defense groups.

The time before the fight in the House was impossibly

short. One half hot before the Appropriations Committee
began its n r-kup, the VFW Executive Director delivered to
pro-defense Rep. Bill Chappell (D-Fla.) the hot-off-the-press
news release from the VFW strongly endorsing the President's
position. Chappell's reading of the press release to the
committee was the sum total of pro-defense citizen organization
lobbying before the comm...ce vote.

Dense Pack survived that day on a tie vote in committee,

but was promptly defeated on the House floor. Virtually

none of the 1.9 million VFW members knew of their group's
decision to fight for the President on this issue. Therefore,
none could be organized by VFW in time to lobby their House
members. The ipper is that Members who voted against

us on Dense Pack got off virtually scot-free because

real anger at a "wrong" vote is minimal unless grassroots
interest is organized beforehand.

Advance notice for a major grassroots effort should be at
least three months. Six months lead time i better. Thus
the Administration should decide now on a legislative

¢ T«

4
them loose tc

Fear of Losir,.

Our constitutional system is wisely designed to make it
difficult to make changes. And the 1982 election
results make it certain we will lose many battles in

thi ( 1gress. We can! ayive t 1ge. wir ir
coalition by fighting, even losing t 3, provided
we wisely pick our battle . King Py~ 1s beat the
Romans in every battle, but the weai ! tear on his
forces was so great that he lost the : and had to

flee Italy.
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Democrats from the liberal Democratic leader-
ship. Unfortunately, these steps almost in-
variably have been timed and taken in such

ways as to minimize possible public controversy.

"Controversial" conservative steps tend to be taken
deliberately on Friday evening, considered a poor
time to make news. Announcements of the steps are
often made by printed statements rather than by
live spoke 1en. And our printed statements (for
instance, noting the President's pleasure at the
release from jail of fundamentalist Pastor Sileven)
have often been carefully bland. ’

The statement regarding Pastor Sileven did not
include any words "lrectly attributable to the
President, thus limiting both its newsworthiness

and its good effect among Christian school activists
who were later given copies of the statement by

the White House.

To conservative organization leaders, this practice
of minimizing the public's attention to our conser-
vative actions is evidence that the Administration

disdains these issues and considers them political

liabilities.

For administrative actions to achieve the best
results through grassroots activism in any con-
servative issue area, we must call in leaders of
the supportive groups for briefings as our actions
are announced. Better still, advance indications
of coming decisions would enable citizens groups

to plan ahead and thus get the most mileage for our
actions. On the issue of parental notification, for
example, we got excellent results from an OPL-
organi: br! Zing of pro-life groups by ! :jorie
Mecklenburg of HHS.

Personnel Decisions

Franklv. conservative citizen aroubs got more of
I I
1 a

The "Reagan Revolution® brought in a number of
appointees without prior governme-t service. It
ought not be surprising that many 3id not find
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Federal employment to their liking. However, con-
servative activist leaders frequently claim to see

a pattern in filling openings: When a strong
conservative leaves the Administ: tion, the vacancy
often is not filled by another strong conservative,
but when a 'non-Reaganite' leaves, another 'non-
Reaganite' almost invariably gets the slot." This
observation has some validity, but there are obvic s
exceptions. Thes concerns could be quieted by fill-
ing some of the second category of vacancies with
early Reagan supporters from outside or inside the
Administration.

Beyond legislative initiatives and administrative actions, there
is another category of activity relevant to this dicussion.
Statewide initiatives and referanda have not previously been a
notable concern u. any pr siucucial dministration. But
statewide ballots on issues can have dramatic impact on
voter turnout. Moreover, the types of voter most likely to
vote on a given election day are affected by the nature of

the issues on the ballot.

Most observers have said our narrow capture in 1982 of the
California governorship was largely due to the extra voters
turned out in the crushing (64%) defeat of an anti-gun ballot
initiatix

Less wi¢ Ly noted were the 1982 referendum results in the
two states where pro-gun groups fought to insert the right
to keep and bear arms into their state constitutions. 1In
Nevada the pro-gun ballot measure passed with 71% of the
vote. A similar measure won 72% of the statewide vote in
New Hampshire.

It is not purely coincidence that the only Democratic U.S.
Senator to fail to win reelection was in Nevada. Likewise,
the only Democratic governor ' 5> lose his reelection bid was
in New Hampshire.

Statewide ballot issues usually are not fought out between
the two party organizations. A non-partisan citizen group
or a coalition of groups generally gets a proposal on the
ballot and then slugs it out until election day with a

In 378 \d 1980, cons :-vatiyv groups =2re on the offensiv
with exciting tax limitation ballot initiatives such as
California's Proposition 13 and Massachusetts' Proposition

2%. Tax cutting and less government became dominant issues,
to the great surprise of many, includi-jy Governor Jerry Brown.

In 1982 the dominant ballot issue was 21e nuclear freeze,
clearly useful as a voter turnout issu- for liberals.
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Well crafted and targeted ballot sur 3 on tax cutting,
gun control, death penalty, forced busing, school prayer,
tuition tax credits, ' ~fanticide, ai >rnography could

in 1984 drive wedges between millions of traditionally
Democratic voters and liberal Democratic candidates.

Many large, conservative citizen groups are already
experienced in ballot initiative battles. Other groups
have massive, enthusiastic membership they could easily
recruit into such battles on the right issues.

Careful political analysis and informal disci sion of
possible ballot measures with leaders of major conserv:
tive organizations might produce some very helpful voter
turn out in 1984.

At the conclusion of this section is a table of data on
eleven of the many states which have established processes
to get issues on the ballot.



SOME STATES WITH PROVISION FOR BALLOT MEASURES

State

California

Colorado*

Florida

Illinois *

Ohio

Michigan *

Massachusetts*

Oklahoma *

Texas *

1 111 m

Missouri**

Totals

1980
Vote %

Reagan 53%
Carter 36%
Anderson 9%
R. 55%
C. 31%
A. 11%
R. 56%
C. 39%
A. 5%
R. 50%
C. 42%
A. 7%
R. 52%
C. 41%
A. 6%
R. 49%
C. 42%
A. 7%
R. 42%
C. 42%
A. 15%
R. 60%
C. 35%
A. 3%
R. 55%
C. 41%
A. 2%
R.

A. 11%
R. 51%
C. 44%
A. 4%
R.

C.

A.

* 1984 Senate Race
** 1984 Governor's Race

# of Cong.
Districts

45
29D
16R

6
3D
3R

19
13D
6R

22
12D
10R

21
10D
11R

18
12D
6R

11
10D
1R

6
5D
1R

27
21D
6R

2

3R

192
126D
66R

Electoral
Votes

47

21

24

23

20

13

29

10

11

214

14
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Another has sworn off spending time trying to affect any
White House decisions whatsoever.

One conservative U. S. Senator not much in the news told a
conservative organization leader this week, "Going along with
those people (the Administration) gainst my judgment has
destroyed my base back home. I'm on the verge of a press
counterblast at them you wouldn't believe."

This week several activist leaders quietly discussed the
possibility of a conservative U. S. Senator's mounting a

1984 challenge to the President, obtaining matching funds,
running an independent presidential candidacy in the fall as
John Anderson did last time, and thereafter qualifying (again
similar to Anderson) for a fat Federal payment for use in 1988.

We can emulate the Franklin Roc :(ivelt Administration or the
Eisenhower Administration. FDR was, politically, the most
successful president of the 20th century. He built a new
governing majority which lasted through his lifetime and
beyond.

President Eisenhower quickly lost his early strength in
Congress. He remained personally popular, but he struggled
with hostile Democratic majorities for his last six years

in t} White House. And his vice president lost the ensuing
attempt to succeed him.

FDR retained his winning coalition by:

1. Keeping the issue initiative by launching and
fighting hard for a steady stream of policy
proposals, even though he knew many of them
would lose in the Congress.

2. Keeping his cc¢ lition together by giving each

.ement of it fr n , solid reasons to stay
aboard.
3. Rerunning each ensuing election on the central
4. Using legislation, his administrative powers,

and the prestige of his office to build the
political power of the key elrments of his
coalition, particularly organ 2ed labor.



5. Cheerfully using confrontation with opponents
of his policies to motivate his coalition.

6. Accepting the most intense unpopularity with a
minority to achieve unique popularity with the
majority of 2 ricans.

We wuld not forget that FDR built a stable winning coalition
while the Great Depression raged all during the 1930s.
Economic prosperity, or its lack, proved largely irrelevant

to his success.

This Administration is at a crossroads. By shouldering the
whole burden of the issues on which he ran and won and by
taking unmistakable actions to confront his opponents on these
issues, President Reagan could revive his winning coalition in
three months.

If we fail to take decided actions on these issues early in
this new Co: ress, the President's opportunity to systemat-
ically build a ne , normal governing majority will be lost.
We will come increasingly to resemble the Eisenhower Adminis-
tration, if not the Carter Administration. Eisenhower, _
after all, began as a national hero and Carter took office as
the leader of a majority party.

If the President does not revive his winning coalition, we
will have to depend for reelection on the Democrats nominating
a brazen McGovernite in 1984, which they are highly unlikely
to do.

Before moving to consideration of specific policy initiatives
some discussion of the nature of the appeal of non-economic or
"social" issues is necessary. At root, they get their strength
from moral outrage. Sample sentiments:

1. "They will take my gun only by prying it from

my cold, dead fingers. God made r 1, but Winches 2r
made men equal."

2. "Abortion is murder of tiny babies."
3. "Union goons beat up innocent workers and force

people to pay them tribute for the simple right

4. '_owe 't id my kic¢ to dri_ fille scl »>1s which
denigrate God and can't even teach the three R's."

5. "Rampant pornography is stamp ng out all vestiges
of morality in our country."
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6. "The commies want to ¢ stroy America, and we've
got to be strong so that won't happen."

In these and other such high-intensity issues, most of the
liberal I nocratic leadership is firmly lock 1 into the
wrong political position. And millions of traditional
Democrats vote Republican when organized around these issues.
The President states each position more graciously, and he

is clearly on the right side in each case.

Unfortunately all six of the above issues and their kin are
now pale shadows of their intensity in 1980. We have indulged
in unilateral moral disarmament. In rhetoric and, more
importantly, in :ion t! Reagan Admin: tration behaves as

if these issues were skunks at our garden party.

But moral outrage, in my judgment the most powerful motivator
in politics, is ali+ and well in American toc y. We have
granted a monopoly to our opposition in the use of moral
outrage. Liberal Democrats and most major, national news
media are systematically and successfully directing it at us.
Sample sentiments:

1. "They are spending more money'on bombs and
rockets while people are losing their homes
and starving."

2. "The rich are getting richer and the poor are
getting poorer. It isn't fair."

3. "They are raping the environment for private greed."

4. "They want to make your home ground zero in an
insane nuclear exchange with the Soviets."

5. "They are deliberately destroying your jobs in
order to increase the profits of a privileged few."

Yes, the liberal Democratic leadership understands the political
use of moral outrage.

If the public sees the national political contest as primarily
between those who will aive help to the "have nots" and thnese

sees the national political contest as @ -imarily between



those who have a difficult-to-grasp but clearly well-
meaning economic policy and thos: who say they want to

help the poor but really want to take children away from
home and neighborhood by forced busing on Soviet tanks

into the clutches of counterculture teachers who would fill
their heads with pornography, abortion, and gun control, and
prevent them from praying.

In late October and early November, 1982, I held in the

0ld Executive Office Building a series of OPL meetings with
seven coalitions of leading conservative activists. With the
help of Bill Barr and Steve Galebach, I asked each group to
discuss their most important policy requests and suggestions
for the Reagan Administration.

The 153 requests and suggestions generated by participants
in these seven meetings, updated by their subsequent thoughts,
are contained in the Appendix to this paper.

To take action in accord with all 153 items is clearly impc -
sible. To do none of them would be foolish. A very few are
contrary to currently expressed Adminstration policy.

The overwhelming majority of items are right in line with the
President's own strongly expressed convictions. Virtually
every one of them would be controversial.

All items s} 11d be studied. =~ ay which could not pass the
Congr s3s shouid be fought over anyhow.

I do not propose to rank the requests and suggestions within
each category. Nor can this already lengthy paper be expanded
in an attempt to evaluate the merit of each item. I suggest
judging each item for potential action by the following
standards:

1. Is it consistent with the President's philosophy?
2. Will it help revive the Reagan winning coalition?
4 ' » If @ v 1
11 i it a, provi i
the controvery leaves lots of the.. .......0onal voters

arguing with the liberal Democratic leadership.

Finally, at the core of any action plan to revive the Reagan
winning coalition should be the followi-3y items:

19
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i te ¢ »d on the President's p. ~ > fight
for a pro-life constitutional amendment.

Fight for a statute to prohibit Federal funding
of abortions. With the recent change in House
rules, the former appropriations riders may prove
impossible to pass.

Fight for prompt passage of the =~ Clure Volkmer
Bill to amend the 1968 Gun Control Act. It can
pass, and votes against its provis »ns will end
the careers of many liberal Democrats.

Fight to remove "~ e Hobbs Act exemption covering

union violence. This will force the union hacks

in the Congress on record in a virtually indefen-
sible position.

Fi. t to prohibit any use of compulsory union dues
in politics. Another indefensible position for
Big Labor's politicans.

Fight to remove all regulatory power from the
hopelessly politicized Federal Election Commission
to the Justice I »jartment. Few achievements would
more encourage conservative activists.

Fight to prohibit any expenditure of Federal funds
for political advocacy. Conservatives don't want
tax dollars for this purpose, and liberals should
not get taxpayer funds for politics.

Veto any spending bill which funds the Legal
Services Corporation. If the Congress again

tries to circumvent the constitutional process

by funding LSC through a continuing resolution,
veto that. Liberals are making the President look
impotent, unable to. close down LSC.

Adopt and fight for the "High Frontier" strategic
nuclear defense proposal.

[T [ A AL e AT W et T e WD 442 ;IS Ll MM UDCO e
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THE WHITE HOL E

WASHINGTON

January 10, 1983

CHRISTIAN SCHOOL COi TION MEETING
October 20, 1982

PARTICIPANTS:

Bob Billings
National Christian Ac  lon Coalition

Roy Jones
The Moral Majority

Bob Baldwin
Learn, Inc.

Ed McAteer
The Religious Roundtable

Jack Clayton
American Association of Christian Schools

Forest Mo: omery
National . bciation of Evangelicals

Larry Uzzell
Learn, Inc.

Phil Lawler
The Heritage Foundation

Bill Barr
Office of Policy Development

Steve Galebach
Office of Policy Development












THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
January 10, 1983

RIGHT TO KEEP AND BEAR ARMS COALITION MEETING
October 21, 1982

PARTICIPANTS:

Larry Pratt
Gun Owners of America

John Snyder
Citizens Committee for the Right
to Keep and Bear Arms

Wayne LaPierre
National Rifle Association

Bill Barr
Office of Policy Development

Morgan Norval
Citizens Committee for the Right
to Keep and Bear Arms
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

The Presic¢ 1t 10uld open six million acres for
hunting in Alats 1. This is a step support¢ by NRA
and Nation¢® Wildlife Federation but opposed by the
Fund for Animals and Sierra Club.

The Adminsitration should encourage the revival of
militia as "state defense forces". Perhaps militia
members should provide their own weapons. Federal
government could help set up state agencies. Militia
would provide services when National Guard is called
up on other business. Defense Department should open
a division of civilian marksmanship.

Pell grants (education) are operating at cross purposes
with a voluntary army by discouraging enlistment. The
Administration should propose making such grants available
only to National Guard members.

The Administration should propose lifting tax exemption
from schools which either prohibit ROTC or restrict
recruitment by armed services. Some schools have pro-
hibited recruii ent by employers who discriminate on the
basis of sexual orientation, thus excluding from campus
all recruiters for the armed :rvices.

The Administration should open up to private use more
shooting ranges on military bases. There is a growing
shortage of target ranges, particularly in metropolitan
areas. Target ranges on military bases are usually very
underutilized. Gun safety programs could appropriately
use military facilities. User fees would be a source

of some needed revenue. Such programs would facilitate
military recruitment.

The Administration should open up more shooting ranges
on public lands.

The Administration should reopen to the public the indoor
shooting range at Quantico. It was clc 2d by the EPA for the
almost humorous reason that excessive lead was emitted.

The Administration should make sure that there is no
drir

:he
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should be fir 1. Rumor has it Ryan is looking for
private employment.

Tt rising power of federal =2ctor unionism I s
dangerously transferred control of policy and
procedure away from elected officials to union
officials. Taxpayers end up financing the increased
costs of bargaining and union prompted inefficiency,
and bear the brunt of public nap. yee strikes.

Budgetary and legislative reform is essential to
returning control of government to elected officials.
An immediate priority is to eliminate wage bargaining
for the U.S. Pos 1 Service . the Gov :nment
Printing Office.

The Administration should get the Congress to repeal
13(c) of the Urban Mass Transit ? :(UMTA). That
section gives unions veto power over contracts and
inflates labor costs on federally funded mass transit
projects. The Administration should coopt the theme
of "Workers Rights" by proposing legislation to
permit local workers to approve their own contracts
whether or not approv | by the overall union.

Rer 1itedly, as in the case of the EF ~ker Hill Mine

in Idaho, national unions veto contracts approved

by vote of local workers, thus shut ing down work
sites and permanently destroying jobs of local
workers who voted in the majority to accept management
contract offers. (The act was reauthorized by the
"Highway User Fee" bill so it will now take separate
legislation to address the problem of 13(c).

The Administration should take advantage of its
opportunity to f£ill vacant positions on the NLRB
with people who support workers r: ~ 1s opposed
to the special interests of un: n 3.

NLRB's jurisdictional standards are outdated. 85%

of regulations involve businesses with less than

100 employees. There is a good Federalism issue
rernment

’r
businesses which have a negligible impact on inter-
state commerce.
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The President should strong” ' make the c: 2 that current
Soviet military superiority 1is why fr :dom is being
crushed in Poland and Afghanistan. It is why non-
communist countries in Central America are in mortal
danger. The Sovi : military superiority creates an
umbrella which makes possible the vance of Marxist
insurgence and inv: lons. 1 do not make this
argument, anti-¢ Iense JoKke will : .n - 2 to

cle *—, falsely, '~ at no one can use mi’ " :tary ariority
in the modern era.
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Initial success would be followed by establishment
of more enterprise zones or by extending some benefits
nationally.

There was unanimous o Ltion to‘any additional tax
increases! Spen’’ ag ! be brought down to match

existing revenues.








