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You don't have to be a good leader to tell which way the
wind is blowing (to paraphrase Bob Dylan), but whether you
lead with the wind at your back or try to drive against it,
you doneed to know which way it is blowing.

National and state political parties are somewhat super-
fluous to state legislative races. To be fair, the state
legislature was never the big prize anyway.

. I submit there are two new political parties emerging
in the United States today--in each state, 100 flowers
are blooming.

To help you understand this, let me describe Wisconsin's
experience. It is, in my opinion, typical. Some states--
such as California and New York--have moved the two new parties
further along, and i will try to point this out.

I was taught in the political science department at the
world's greatest state university—4the University of Wisconsin
at Madison--that the purpose of political parties was to elect
their candidates to office.

Ladies and gentlemen, let me assure you that the expression
of that sentiment would be an alien formation for the lips
of those controlling the Wisconsin Democratic Party.

You might get some agreement that the purpose of the

party was to help the candidate for Governor or President.



But a blank stare would greet you should you suggest some
relationship with the jerk on the ballot who has happened
to run under the Democratic banner for the legislature.

Now don't conclude it is some subunit of the party--
like the country--who sees it as their job to help Joe Democrat
running for the legislature. More often, they are worrying
about the sheriff or the clerk.

In Wisconsin, the county coroner's race is even partisan.
I have great peace of mind knowing if I die within the next
two years I will be pronounced dead by a Democratic coroner.

(As an aside, in Wisconsin we send many of our deceased
Democrats to Chicago for burial so they can continue to vote.)

Some attention is paid to the Congressman. Why, I don't
know. Most qf these guys will get reelected until they die
and a few will survive that.

And I wouldn't make too much of the fact that political
party involvement in state legislative races increases in
reapportionment years--that usually is so better congressional
districts will result. I

It's a good thing reapportionment comes only every ten
years—--I think going to lunch with your congressman once a
decade is plenty.

The basic point is the political party has let the legisla-
tive candidates fend for themselves. There are more reasons
for this than I have let on, but suffice it to say there was

a void.



Under any party circumstance, the idea of winning and keeping
a partisan majority in a legislative body is a rather sophis-
ticated goal which is more appealing in the abstract. People
may give money to elect the local hero, but getting money to
"keep the majority" is a little tougher.

I am the chairman of the Assembly Democratic Campaign
Committee. We raised about $150,000 this year to help Democrats
running in marginal seats. In most cases we recruited the
candidate. We provide training through campaign schools.

We provide personnel and logistical support, issue papers, press
releases, speakers for fundraisers, fundraisers themselves,
phone banks, we pay for the recount if it's a close race, we
pay for the lawyer if it goes to court, if they have kids we
pay for the babysitter.

In other words, we do everything a political party is
supposed to do. We don't have dues-paying members, but we
are moving rapidly toward that concept, just as we are rapidly
moving toward computerization and a direct fundraising effort
Jerry Falwell would appreciate.

To a lesser or greater extent, each partisan caucus in
each house of the legislature in each state is operating in
this same way.

Thus, in Wisconsin we have the ADCC, the ARCC, the SRCC-
and the SDCC. These groups only date from about 1972.

Why we formed was to fill a void and to fight for the




rather abstract goal of partisan control. Thus, the safe in-
cumbent doesn't get a dime from us--we fund the incumbent or
challenger in districts where there is a chance.

Why does this work and what does it change?

Tk works because people want access, influence or insurance.
It changes a lot a little.

Political action committees have money. If, as previously,
they give it all to incumbents of whatever party, nothing changes.
If they have to give some of it to a campaign committee
headed by the Speaker or the minority leader, some things change.
Most important for them, a lot of this money doesn't go

to incumbents and, ironically, much of it goes to fund
candidates who do not represent their special interest and
may be against what they have organized to be for!

A utility PAC gives the committee I head $100. Part of
what I give to a candidate comes from that $100. The candidate
may believe in state ownership of utilities. I don't care—-
nor do the other members of the ADCC care--our only test—-
our only test is that our candidate is in a winnable seat and he
or she is breathing and those two requirements are in order
of importance.

We don't care if this person believes in the principles
of the Democratic party or if he or she belongs to the Democratic
Party.- We know if they make it they will vote with the Democrats
to organiﬁe and that's the goal we care about.

This system strengthens leadership. Obviously, the candidate



gets a check and support from me or others in leadership.
Not from a PAC or a political party.

It directs the focus of influencing the legislature more
at the leadership and consequently blurs the focus because
the leadership is somewhat immune from pressure (it does in-
crease access to leadership).

If someone doesn't give money, someone else will. PAC's,
because there are so many, can't influence by withholding money.
Well the behavior of the PAC's has changed also--they
give about equal amounts to the four committees--more to party

in power than the party out of power.

Labor still gives most to Democrats but the rest spread
it outk.

The Wisconsin Manufacturers Association recently complained
that business-related groups were bontributing to Democrats
by a margin of 4 to 1 over Republicans--that they weren'f putting
their money where their ideology was. I told them not to
worry--we didn't want their ideology.

Well, it became obvious to us we were building a house
of cards based on PAC monef-—that we must expand our base.

That we become more like a party.

As a footnote, the campaign committees started out soley
in-house. We would assess each member of our caucus $200 for
the session--personal money. After all, this group was the
only one whose self interest depended on the Democrats remaining

in the majority.






