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Comments by Practitioners
Michael Margolis (Workshop °'8anizer):
The title of the workshop summarizes some of the issues we are discussing
this afternoon. In our first session, we had a distinguished panel of political
scientists actively researching parties, and in our second session, we have a
panel of practitioners with great and varied experience with political parties.
Members of the second panel have read the papers by the members of the
first panel and can respond to their remarks if they wish. We will hear from
John Pitney, Former Research Director, Republican National Committee and
Assistant Professor, Claremont McKenna College; Lynn Cutler, Vice Chair,
Democratic National Committee; Mark Strand, Administrative Assistant,
Congressman Bill Lowery; Les Frances, Executive Director, Democratic
Congressional Campaign Committee; and Tom Cole, Executive Director,
National Republican Campaign Committee.
John Pitney (Former Research Director, Republican National Committee and
Assistant Professor, Claremont McKenna College):

I am here as a "hackademic." I probably could have served on either panel
because I have been both a practitioner and a political scientist. Until a few
weeks ago I was with the Republican National Committee, serving as Director
of Research, and now I am back, teaching government at Claremont
McKenna College.
A good place to start is by clearing up a common misconception: that the
Republican National Committee has a strong policy orientation. Many people
think that the RNC puts out position papers and indoctrinates candidates into
party ideology and so forth. In fact, it does surprisingly little in this regard.
During my time at RNC, the Research Department devoted most of its
attention to providing speakers with political information and to helping the
press secretary prepare party officials for media interviews. To the limited
extent that we did produce material for outside usage, our work hewed closely
to White House statements, with very little "value added." There was more
public activity in the mid-1980s, as Paul Herrnson's excellent paper points out.
At that time, there was a peak in staffing at the RNC, and it did a lot of
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candidate training, including the preparation of issue books. But these issue
books were very carefully hedged, and there was no real "indoctrination" of
candidates. Some policy material used to appear in First Monday, a quarterly
magazine published by the RNC. But First Monday stopped publication last
fall, just as RNC's quasi-academic jouma~ Commonsense, perished several
years earlier.
So why should political scientists be interested in RNC? The answer is
that this organization supplies a good case study of the bureaucratization of
politics. Herc I use the term bureaucracy in the everyday sense of red tape,
but also in its analytic sense, as in Anthony Down's definition: a large
organization of full-time workers whose output is not directly evaluated by the
market. These two meanings are related, of course, and James Q. Wilson's
Bureaucracy helps explain why this is the case. Although Wilson does not
mention the Republican National Committee, his book sheds light on its
operations.
First, consider "bureaucracy" in its everyday meaning. I came across the
following quotation in a profile of David Carmen, a Washington lobbyist who
worked at the RNC several years ago, and it captures the organization fairly
well.
Tbc RNC turned out to be everything that Carmen had reared-a huge depersonalized

maze • • . Ideas, David learned, often rose or rell on the names oC the people
suggesting them. Whose idea was that? He would joke, we'll decide if it is good after
we know whose idea it was • • • For all the petty mancuw:riag. it seemed lo young
Carmen- brash, coafidencc, impatient-that nothing ever happened at RNC, that ideas
floated around for months, and then disappeared into the ether.

His experience is not unusual. Nearly every RNC veteran I have ever known
has voiced similar frustrations and although much of the griping is directed
at individuals, the problem is not one of personalities. Rather, the difficulty
lies in the organization's mission and character. This is where the academic
literature can be helpful.
Wilson classifies bureaucracies by the measurability of their outputs, their
day-to-day work, and their outcomes, their impact on the real world. In this
sense, the RNC resembles OSHA (I doubt that you have heard this
comparison before). Both are examples of what Wilson calls "procedural
organizations," whose outputs are tangible, but whose outcomes are
mysterious. Consider the specific case of the RNC. The measurable outputs
include: the money it spends, the pamphlets it issues, and the advice it gives.
But the outcome-helping the Republican Party-is very difficult to measure.
What difference does RNC make? The RNC spends a lot of money, but
when it spreads that money across 50 states and 3,042 counties, the impact in
any locality is necessarily limited. Did a particular pamphlet change anybody's
mind? Those of you who study elections know how hard it is to measure the
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impact of communication on voters. Did assistance to a particular candidate
tip the results to that election? RNC advises campaigns, but does not have
formal and final responsibility for any campaign, anytime, anywhere.
There is one exception to this rule: you seldom know when you have
succeeded, but you always know when you have erred badly. The most
famous example is the "Foley memo" from June 1989. Mark Goodin, then the
RNC Communications Director, had probably done a terrific job up to that
point, but how could one measure the good he achieved? He put out
perceptive memos and pointed press releases. but what impact did they have
on the electorate? How many votes did they win for the Republican Party?
Perhaps a great deal, but no one knows for certain. But what is clear is that
the "Foley memo" made questionable insinuations about the Speaker of the
House and hurt the GOP badly. Mark took responsibility for it and had to
resign. Again, RNC's problems stem not from bad people-there are many
good people at RNC-but from organizational constraints. In a procedural
organization, managers focus on means rather than ends, and become risk
averse. Since one cannot measure the outcomes, one measures the outputs.
So people spend a lot of time going over paperwork and generating red tape
to the point that it irritates everyone.
Students of public policy have concluded that more outputs in Washington
(e.g., more spending) do not necessarily yield greater outcomes in the field.
Yet some observers have concluded that because the RNC employs more
people and spends more money than the DNC. it is having a greater political
impact, that the RNC's edge in spending outputs supposedly generates an
edge in electoral outcomes. But consider the concept of opportunity cost:
every dollar that goes into the Washington party organizations is a dollar that
is not available to candidates and party groups at the grassroots-where the
GOP needs the most help. Yes, the national party organizations do funnel
aid to the grassroots, but as students of fiscal federalism can attest, resources
are always lost along the way.
Republicans have started to recognize the problem. Last fall there was a
fairly substantial staff cutback at the RNC. Although it will not return to the
skeletal levels of the early 1970s, neither will it reach the gargantuan level of
the mid-1980s. This is not necessarily a bad thing for the Republican Party.
Ed Rollins gave a speech this year in which he said "The way we run our
party has been exactly opposite to our philosophy of government. We
Republicans praise decentralization and damn bureaucracy, but we have had
centralization and bureaucracy in our national party committees." Thus, there
is more emphasis these days on moving away from the big national committee
model.
Where does this leave political scientists? A useful way to study parties
would be to compare them to other kinds of organizations and apply analytic
tools developed by students of bureaucracy and public policy. Those of us in
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the Political Organizations and Parties Section can learn a great deal from
those in the sections on Public Policy and Public Administration.
Lynn Cutler (Jlice Chair, Democratic National Committee):

First, let me say that I am new to this panel, replacing my colleague, Kathy
Vick, who was unable to attend. I have always respected and worked with
political scientists, but I cannot imagine what you are doing in Washington
DC in August I know you are the only conference here this entire month
because I could get a parking space in the hotel this morning. This fact either
reveals your scholarly commitment or that your travel budgets have been so
severely cut that you can't come during the academic year.
I served in county government in Iowa for eight years and ran for Congress
twice, but basically I have been a party person, political junkie, all of my life,
and I have a very deep belief in the importance of state and local party
organizations. My current portfolio at the Democratic National Committee
is essentially working with state and local elected officials. I am always
surprised to read from time to time that local parties are in deep trouble,
almost a vanishing breed. My telephone call list belies that image because
local party officials are certainly calling me, letting me know what is going
on, and how I can help them.
At the DNC we have been organizing state elected officials for the last two
years. The numbers in Paul Herrnson•s paper really tell the story. If you
were to look at the amount of money we expended in 1990 on the
coordinated campaign, it's the first time in history we exceeded the
Republicans on anything. It's only by a little over $200, but nonetheless, it
represents progress. I'm in my third term as Vice Chair of the Party. Nobody
has ever done this before; I keep saying I'm going to do it till we get it right.
Because of my long tenure, I have a feel for what has evolved at the DNC
over the last eleven years. Ordinarily, there is no history because the staff
leaves after a change in the chairmanship. I suspect that's not true at the
RNC because they've had the White House for so long and essentially have
had the same crew running things.
We do not suffer from the bureaucracy problem Jack Pitney described; we
have at maximum one hundred ten or twenty employees. And number is only
that large because we recently beefed up our research division. We do issue
papers and we do them frequently. The Chairman makes statements on
relevant issues all of the time and we are happy to share those with the
public, calling them wnte Party lines." They come out on a regular basis on
issues or events.
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I was first elected to my position in February 1981 when Charles Manatt
became chainnan. It was a little like taking over the Titanic after it had sunk.
I remember going over to the Democratic National Committee offices after
the 1980 election and thinking "Oh God, what have I done?" There was
literally broken furniture on the floor; it looked like the fall of Saigon.
Everybody had left the DNC to work on the presidential campaign. So we
started at a very ]ow point and it was very difficult. Chuck Manatt had been
a major fundraiscr for the party and a state party chair in California. He used
his strong organizational and fundraising skills to rebuild the party in a very
innovative way. For example, in 1982, in the middle of my first tenn, we did
the first coordinated campaign effort in the state of New Mexico, which was
called "State Party Works." We went to all of the players, our Senate
candidate, the state party, and some of the larger county parties, and said "We
feel there's a great deal to be gained by working together, and pooling our
polling, staff, and get-out-the-voter efforts." These are things the Republicans
knew a long time ago, and most of us knew intellectually, but found very hard
to do in practice. Having been a congressional candidate, I can assure you
that when they say "Well, the Senator's workers are going to go in and drive
out all the vote in that precinct" and I know that's not my vote, it's a little
hard to say "Oh sure, go ahead." It's a very delicate weaving together of
people working towards similar ends.
The concept "State Party Works" later evolved under Paul Kirk to a larger
program where we tried to get many of the states involved, although the 1984
presidential campaign essentially ignored it The whole concept has continued
to build until what we have now is called the "Coordinated Campaign." Our
current chainnan, Ron Brown, has a very deep commitment to it. You can
see this from the dollars we sent to the states that were engaged in
coordinated campaigns in 1990. As you all know, the main driving forces
were all the gubernatorial races, along with the House and Senate elections.
Now, none of this would work if it weren't for an extraordinary and new
weaving together of the three national committees. We have all been in one
building since late 1984, and back in 1987 we started a regular series of
meetings between the key political staff to pool our resources, energies, and
talents. I think that our success rate at the state and local level is very much
due to these efforts.
Now you can criticize the number of staff involved and say it's a problem.
And it is a problem, particularly when we look at the list of things that we
would like to be doing and we don't have the staff for. As a result, my office
not only does state and local parties, but I'm the official liaison out to the
Jewish community, which I'm happy to do, women's community, which is a
mixed blessing, and now we've taken on the disabilities community, which is
a large and growing force in national politics.
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Our party structure is very different from the Republicans Jack Pitney
described. Our state and local parties arc very autonomous and we have little
bureaucracy. We are very decentralized and we have a big turnover in state
chairs. One year there was a 75 percent turnover. This makes the job even
tougher. We have worked very closely with our state parties to get them up
to speed on new technology, the Coordinated Campaign, our regional training
program, and our efforts to get county and municipal parties committees
involved. My office plays a big role in doing the outreach to the local officials
and their campaign workers.
Because of the lateness of the 1992 presidential cycle, we've been able to
do wonderful things in advance of the fall campaign. The truth is that without
the presidential candidates in the mix, there is a great deal of planning that
can go forward. Under Paul Tulley, our political director, we've had meetings
with all our potential presidential candidates and everybody signed on to the
program. This means that we will start a presidential campaign well in
advance of our national convention, a unique experience for Democrats. We
know that our colleagues on the other side of the aisle were doing research
on the Willy Horton ads months before their national convention in 1988.
We have never done polling this early before now, and we are continuing to
build on that baseline poll, so that for the first time the strength of the
national party is recognized.
Part of this revolves around the personality and ability of the Chairman to
pull people together. Ron Brown is really quite extraordinary in that regard.
It's helped with our fundraising, which is going very well. There are lots of
things the national party could do that the DNC never did before. We can
do advance schools in the spring and we can order an airplane-things that
historically our presidential campaigns haven't begun to think about until the
day after the convention. Chairman Brown has forced that whole discussion
up front, and absent the parochial interests of the declared candidates, we've
been able to move very far along. Regardless of who becomes our party's
nominee, we will be in far better shape than ever before for the fall campaign.

Mark Strand (Administrative Assistant, Congressman Bill Lowery):

rn be talking from the perspective of Virginia politics. I originally came
from the Long Island Republican politics, but lately I've been active in
Virginia politics, serving as a member of the Fairfax and Prince William
County Republican Committees, an elected member of the Virginia State
Central Committee, an administrative assistant with Stan Parris of Virginia
until his involuntary retirement, and currently I'm an administrative assistant
with Bill Lowery of California. So, I can talk a little bit about the failures and
successes of local party politics. I'm not a political scientist. I can blame you
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guys for everything I learned in college. I'll just talk from a practical point of
view.
I think that the organizational strengths of local political parties have
become a very significant variable in election outcomes. If you look at close
elections, the relative strength or weakness of a local party organization
makes a huge difference. I know all the experts talk about how national
parties have become stronger, the media have become a stronger influence,
direct mail bas become important. and so forth. But I maintain that a wellorganized local party will compensate for a lack of money and other
resources.
In Virginia, the late 1970s and early 1980s saw a great influx of new
Republicans at the local level. Republicans who were, quite frankly, former
Democrats, and who were strong workers and ideologically motivated. These
people greatly increased the strength of the local parties. After a while some
of their fervor started to fade. Then a lot of the traditional Republicans
started to reassert control of the parties and a period of intra-party warfare
ensued. Within the Virginia Republican Party, as in other parts of the
country, more moderate factions fought more conservative factions. I
wouldn't be surprised if that was true for the Democrats as well, but from the
reverse ideological perspective.
This infighting left the Republican Virginia Party decimated. In 1980, the
Virginia Republicans controlled one Senate seat. the governorship, and nineout-of-ten congressional seats, and then picked up the other Senate seat in
1982. But right now, the Virginia GOP has lost three gubernatorial elections
in a row, holds only one Senate seat, and only four-out-of-ten congressional
seats. I maintain this turnabout had a lot to do with the decline of local party
organizations. After all, this is a state where George Bush got 60 percent of
the vote in 1988, Ronald Reagan got 62 percent in 1984, and Reagan defeated
Carter by 15 percent in 1980. This is a state with a solid Republican tradition
and a strong conservative philosophy, but these have not been translated into
a practical majority.
What happened to the local party organizations is that they became
candidate organizations. For instance, in northern Virginia, there was
Congressman Frank Wolrs campaign organization and Congressman Stan
Parris' organization. These two gentlemen operated the only real political
organization in northern Virginia. Meanwhile the county organizations and
the city organizations collapsed and became very ineffective. We created a
situation where the candidates did not trust the party to provide even poll
workers or people to drop literature. They had to have their own people and
to get those people they went directly to party members, bypassing the party
leadership. Virginia Republicans had never had a traditional patronage
system like Republicans in New York or Democrats in Chicago, so the strong
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parties of the early 1980s collapsed fairly quickly. These declines resulted in
some significant losses at the polls.
So how do you pick up the pieces? Local parties are not without some
important resources. Money and the things money buys are not among them.
Local political organizations tend to contribute very little money to candidates
because they don't usually have much money. They are not connected with
PAC communities for the most part. Weak parties mostly milk the people
who come to meetings for additional contributions. Stronger parties tend to
spread out to other individuals, but it's usually a very individually oriented
system of financing. The one thing that local party organizations have is
manpower, and when they can provide manpower to a campaign, they have
something to bargain with.
Basically the local parties consist of several subsets of activists. First, there
are the Young Republicans and College Republicans who provide most of the
manpower. They're the ones who make the street campaigns work. They put
up the signs, deliver stuff door-to-door, and make the telephone calls. The
Virginia Federation of Republican Women provides a lot of help staffing
campaigns, organizing events, and carrying out the day-to-day activities of the
parties. Finally, you have ideologically driven people who tend to appear at
election times, but do not to stick around afterwards. What is needed is a
restoration of strong party leadership to use these resources effectively.
In former days, a strong mayor or other local official would get elected and
a friend of his would become party leader. They would then work through
patronage and the party leader's strength would flow from this relationship.
To a certain extent, new party leaders still gather strength from incumbent
office holders. But the key is to merge the candidate's organization with
other groups so as to produce something more permanent. Then you have an
organization that can be used not only when the incumbent is running for
reelection, but for the other county and local races as well.
rn give you several examples of how weak party organizations create
problems even for media and mail-driven campaigns. When Stan Parris ran
for governor in 1989, there was a very bitter three-way primary. He had good
media and spent a lot of money on it, and ended up winning most of the
major urban centers in Virginia. He won northern Virginia, Richmond, and
Charlottesville, but he had no organization. As a result, he got less than 9
percent of the vote in the rural areas of Virginia, and he came in third in the
three-way primary.
In 1990, when Parris ran for reelection to Congress, this lack of
organization came back to haunt him in his own backyard. He did poorly in
Prince William County, which had given 63 percent of the vote to Bush, 55
percent to GOP gubernatorial candidate Marshall Coleman (who Jost to Doug
Wilder in 1989), and 65 percent to Parris in the past. The local organization
had collapsed and there was no one to drive out the vote. Consequently,
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Parris was only able to tie his opponent in the county and lost the election
when his opponent ran up a huge plurality in other parts of the district. The
bottom line is that in close elections, party organizations that can turn out the
vote are going to make the difference.
I think there is a resurgence of the local party organization in Fairfax
County, partly due to the frustration of losing, but also because of a strong
leader who emphasizes fighting Democrats instead of Republicans. He's been
out there organizing and revitalizing the party. For example, they are having
conventions for delegate races where four to five hundred people attend.
Several years ago, they didn't have four to five hundred people vote in the
primary for these offices. I think the trend is definitely up because of strong
leadership.
The number one problem in Virginia has been losing. You can make a
great case that the more you Jose elections, the weaker your party becomes.
It becomes a vicious cycle because you can't strengthen the party until you
start winning. The Virginia Republican Party has been disintegrating rapidly
ever since it lost the gubernatorial election to Chuck Robb in 1981. It has
now lost three in a row, and the party has become weaker and weaker and
weaker. This is why you have to break the cycle with a strong candidate, but
if you are not careful, victory can become a one time phenomenon. If you
don't build up a party organization around it, electoral success cannot be
sustained. My belief is that the only way you can continue to win in a state
like Virginia is by organizing at the bottom, generating the enthusiasm at the
local level, and restoring strong local party organizations. Despite the
current thinking from many political scientists about media influence and
direct mail, I would maintain that the foundation for persistent electoral
victories is a strong local party organization.

Les Frances (Executive Director, Democratic Congressional Campaign
Committee):
I'm delighted to be here this afternoon. Actually, I so enjoyed John
Pitney's comments about the RNC that I was just going to sit back and let him
have another 15 minutes. John said he could have served on either panel, but
this is not true for me. I am a full fledged, 100 percent political hack, and not
much of a scholar or theoretician. My experience over the last 25 years has
been as an organizer, a campaign manager, the Executive Director of the
Democratic National Committee and now the Democratic Congressional
Campaign Committee, as well as about 10 years in the private sector as a
political and legislative consultant.
I'm going to take a different tack, not knowing what my counterpart, Tom
Cole, is going to do. I'm going to talk about the 1992 cycle and how we at the
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DCCC are preparing to engage in political combat over the next 14 or 15
months. Hopefully, through this process you will be able to draw some
conclusions about organizational elements and trends in our committee.
Let me state a couple of obvious thin~. The first is that 1992 is going to
be a very crucial election year. It is the first presidential election since 1972
to come at the same time as a redistricted Congress and state legislatures.
We have thirty-five U.S. Senate races, including two in California and in many
of the other "megastates." In addition, we have the usual 435 House races,
the literally thousands of state legislative, and tens of thousands of local races
around the country. So it's a big year, to put it mildly.
On the House side, we plan for the prospect of as many as 100 fully
competitive House races. The press has reported that as 100 open seats.
Nobody is talking about 100 open seats, but rather the possibility of something
around 100 competitive races. How do we get to that number? I'm ashamed
to say it in front of this group, but our calculations have included hardly any
scientific methodology whatsoever. There are 300 House seats where one of
the following three factors are at play: the 1990 victory margin was less than
60 percent, the margin of victory between 1988 and 1990 dropped by 10
percent or more, or due to redistricting there will be a net gain or net loss of
at least 50,000 residents. Taking a look at these factors, and what we know
about the districts from other research, we sort of massage that figure, and it
works down to around 100 competitive races for our planning and budgeting
purposes. These are the races where a major effort will be undertaken by
both parties and/or the candidates of both parties in 1992.
It's going to be a volatile election year, given the late start of the
presidential campaign, the long term political effects of the Persian Gulf War
and the changes in the Soviet Union, and the uncertain direction of the
economy. As we sit here, it is impossible to predict the impact of these
factors on races for the House of Representatives. Despite the uncertainty,
we remain confident about our chances of maintaining a Democratic majority
in the House.
We have three reasons for this confidence. First, we enter this cycle with
25 more seats than we had in 1981. Second, while President Bush's personal
popularity is high, those ratin~ are tied almost entirely to foreign events, and
thus his draw for "down-ticket" races is not expected to be strong. In fact, on
day-to-day issues that most Americans care about, such as jobs, long term
economic security, health care and education, the President scores poorly and
congressional Democrats do well. The third reason is that the political
machinery of the Democratic House, that is to say, the leadership structure,
their staffs, and the campaign committee, has consistently outdistanced our
Republican counterparts on the critical matters of candidate recruitment and
campaign services.
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By the way. there is a significant difference between the DCCC and the
Democratic Senate Campaign Committee. The Senate campaign committee
is by and large a funding operation. In contrast. we are much more heavily
into advice. counsel, and helping campaigns develop strategies. Some 50
percent of our effort goes into raising money for candidates and 50 percent
goes into providing less tangible kinds of service and assistance.
I'd be the first one to point out. however. that in the last cycle under Ed
Rollins and in the current cycle with Tom Cole and Spencer Abraham. the
NRCC bas made tremendous strides towards eliminating our edge. But
frankly. I think that we can hold on for at least one more cycle in terms of
candidate recruitment and campaign services. The Republicans will
outdistance us. as they always have. in terms of raising money, but I think we
will be able to continue to outscore them in local campaigns where, as the
phrase goes. the rubber hits the road.
Thanks to the very effective work of Tony Coelho during the first part of
the last decade, followed by Beryl Anthony in the latter part. the DCCC has
increased its organizational capacity tremendously. It also increased its
fundraising ability. Politically. the DCCC played a major role in helping
increase the Democratic majority in the House. as Paul Hermson's paper
shows. In special elections and in general elections the committee was deeply
involved and in almost every cycle we exceeded expectations. For example,
despite Bush carrying 40 states in 1988, Democrats picked up three seats in
the House. In 1990 Democrats held every one of their open seats and picked
up one-third of the Republican open seats. While those successes were
considerable, they weren't cheap.
When we began this election cycle we faced a pretty serious financial
situation. including a $3.2 million debt that had accumulated over the past
decade, Frankly. it was a debt that financed the political successes of the
decade. However, we had reached a point where we couldn•t finance our
operations through debt any longer. So we•ve concentrated on reducing the
debt. cutting costs at the committee, and increasing our fundraising. We have
reduced that debt by one-third, paying off about $1.4 million in the last eight
months. We've cut our costs by about $350.000 over the same point two years
ago. We•ve reinvested in and reinvigorated our direct mail fundraising
program, which had really much dried up for our committee (though not for
the DNC or for the DSCC). We have made a major effort to raise more
money outside the Beltway through big donor events in various cities.
In addition, our chairman, Vic Fazio, has done something quite novel. He
asked members of Democratic Caucus to contribute to the DCCC and to get
them to believe that the DCCC is their campaign committee. As a result. we
have raised in excess of $600.000 from caucus members. This resulted
exclusively because of the confidence the House leadership and membership
have in Vic Fazio's stewardship of the committee. It has made a major
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difference not just in our finances, but has sent a tremendous signal to the
rest of the Democratic financial community. In fact, we have raised more
money in the first six months of this year than any six month period in the
history of the DCCC.
We think we have laid the financial and organizational groundwork
necessary to move ahead. Soon, we will step up our recruitment of
candidates, which by the way, is a little later than usual time because of the
uncertainty of redistricting and reapportionmenL We will then begin a very
intense period of training candidates, both challengers and incumbents. We
will also complete the staffing of our political operation, including a field
office for the first time in California staffed by a senior political operative.
We'll also increase our direct mail even more. We're going into
telemarketing in a serious way for fundraising and high donor road events
featuring the Speaker and the Majority Leader in virtually every region of the
country. As I said, I think we are now ready for the 1992 cycle and there is
every reason to believe we will be active in the 100 or so competitive races
we face next year.

Tom Cole (Erecutive Director, National Republican Campaign Committee):
Let me break my remarks into three areas. First, I'd like to respond to
some of the interesting comments that I just heard. Second, I'd like to give
a quick look at how we organize at the National Republican Campaign
Committee, and the third, following very much in the outline of Les Francis'
comments, say how we look at 1992.
On the first point, I was struck by some of the remarks about local parties
because I really think of myself as a local party person. I used to be a state
party chairman, a state legislator, and have not been a Washington operative.
One of the things I would ask you to do in your research is to look beyond
parties and think in terms of partisan organizations. This is because there are
very few successful and politically significant local party organizations any
place in America. There are, however, lots of very effective partisan
organizations and I think that's where the Democrats hold a tremendous
advantage.
Political parties function every other year at election time and at odd
points in between. Other organizations, such as the National Education
Association and its state and local affiliates function all the time and in a very
political way. I doubt if Republicans will ever be able to come up with
ongoing organizations with the same cadre of workers, money, technical
support, and expertise. Trying to match the AFL-CIO headquarters with the
on and off county GOP headquarters down the street is like sending the
militia out to battle the regular army. It's just not the same contest because
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that union headquarters does something else besides play politics with
activists. It fulfills other very legitimate functions for its members, so when
it's time to play politics, union political operatives benefit from a lot of good
will.
These kinds of organizations are very effective and it has been difficult to
organize Republican counterparts. For example, when I was a state legislator,
I set up a PAC to help Republican candidates because the party could only
give so much money. It seemed to me a smart thing to do, but I got a lot of
flack from party activists about going outside the GOP organization. I
thought I was putting another partisan organization in place that could help
Republicans. One of the blinders on political scientists is to think in terms
of parties, not partisanship, which is much more important. Party activists
often do the same.
Each party has a variety of interest groups affiliated with it to one degree
or another. I think the Democrats have been more successful in penetrating
and holding these. We do very well with the Right to Llfe groups and the
NRA. But sometimes these organizations are infused with the idea that they
have to be "bipartisan." That's something that the NEA never, never, deludes
itself about. I don't care what they say publicly. I can watch the flow of their
money and that tells me where their heart is. I say this not as a criticism but
as a complimenL This is something our own side has not been very smart in
grasping.
Now, let me say a few things about our organization at the NRCC and
then about 1992. The question I am usually asked is, "What resources do you
provide candidates?• I break these resources up into four categories. The
first thing is cash and coordinated expenditures. We can give $10,000 to a
primary and general election, and up to $53,000 in coordinated expenditures.
Llke the DCCC, we like to think we do lots of other things that are more
important. It's amazing, however, what the candidates want when they come
in. It's very seldom our counsel or our technical assistance. It's often •Let's
see your wallet" and if you have some, it's amazing how influential you can be.
If you don't give any money, it doesn't matter how good your advice is, it's not
nearly as important as somebody else's advice who can back it up with a
check. Now, funding is a very important function, and one we tend to lose
sight of. I think the first mission of the national party organization is to
provide its viable candidates with as much financial support as it can. When
we do that, then we can go on to talk about other things that we can do for
them.
The second thing we do is provide cut rate services, particularly for
campaigns that can't afford the best pollster or the best media person. We
have an in-house director of survey research. We can tum around and make
an in-kind contribution of a survey that meets all the legal requirements, bas
got the same technical value, but might only cost $5,000 instead of $10,000 or
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$12,000. Those are great bargains for candidates if they are smart enough to
know how to use them. The same is true for media services.
After cash and assistance, there are lots of other things that we can do for
candidates that don't count against the spending limit. We can give them a
research package on their potential opponent, particularly if it happens to be
an incumbent, that's worth thousands of dollars. We also have training
schools. I happen to think they are very worthwhile endeavors for candidates.
These things don't count against our spending limit and don't cost the
candidate a dime, but would be very expensive if the candidate purchased
them directly. The last thing we can do is in the area of non-allocable
expenditures. Here our committee can spend money on the electoral
environment across the board to our advantage. These efforts can range from
national media efforts in cooperation with the RNC and Senatorial
Committee to voter programs where we provide generic ''Vote Republican"
literature.
The NRCC has changed a great deal in recent years. If you had
to divide it into time frames, the great divide for us was the middle 1970s.
Before that we were strictly an incumbent funding organization. With the
advent of direct mail and modem fundraising, we obtained the funds to do
lots of other things. We were one of the first organizations to get into direct
mail fundraising, ahead of the RNC and Senatorial Committee, although we
are now the weak sister of the big three. Since 1986, we've been operating
on reduced economic circumstances. There's a lot of reasons for that, but
basically people get tired of hearing that some day within their lifetime we
will talce control of the House of Representatives. It gets harder and harder
for us to say that with any credibility at all. As Mark Strand said, our political
strength depends on winning. Frankly, this election cycle is a very important
election cycle for us. We need to re-establish the belief that the NRCC can
malce a difference, that we can win and pick up seats.
Let me talk just briefly about 1992 because we don't see the terrain very
much differently than the DCCC. I do think it's going to be 100 plus
competitive races around the country. I do think we will have a lot of open
seats. The normal number is 25 to 30 and I think we'll be in the 50 to 60
range for a lot ofreasons. We approach this election cycle with a good deal
of optimism and hope without being naive.
I do not think the Republican Party has had a good national environment
in which to run congressional campaigns since 1984. The next year, 1986 was
an off-year with the tide quite naturally moving the other way. We did pretty
well however, only losing six House seats, because all our weak sisters got
killed in 1982. In 1988, George Bush's numbers were not particularly good
for House Republicans. It was a very intense, negative presidential campaign.
I'm not one of those that are critical of Lee Atwater and company because
they went negative and won. But these tactics did not build up an agenda that
worked down the ticket. I think this cycle will be somewhat different in that
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regard. Last cycle, 1990, was another off year complicated by the
controversial budget agreement.
Looking at 1992, what makes us optimistic? First is the President's
popularity. I agree that you can't rely on coattails, but I would rather have
a popular top of the ticket than an unpopular one. Second, for the first time
in a Jong time the generic strength of the two parties is about even, with 35%
to 40% of the electorate with each party. Third, this election cycle coincides
with the Presidential election that will maximize our turnout. Fourth, there
is anti-incumbent mood out there. Only a relatively small percentage of the
American public thinks that the Congress is doing a very good job and that
attitude hurts the Democrats. And finally, I think we are looking at a good
candidate crop on the Republican side. In our candidate recruitment, we are
not as close to the top of the universe as the Democrats. We have more seats
that we can potentially talk about as being winnable. Right now we have
about 430 identified candidates in about 300 districts around the country and
we don't even have district lines in a lot of states. We think that's pretty
good. It's well ahead of the pace that we've had the last three or four cycles.

