THIRD-PARTY PROGRESSIVE POPULISM

building DEMOCRATIC PLURALISM

Denver Green Party Campaigning Reader 

August, 2000, A. Allen Butcher

ANTI-CORPORATE MESSAGE 

This anti-corporate message bears some resemblance to the one that electrified voters briefly when John McCain delivered it during the Republican primary. But Nader's public-interest track record (he is frequently referred to as the most respected man in America) and the depth and breadth of his knowledge put other presidential candidates to shame.

     McCain helped prime audiences for a critique of money-saturated politics.

July 17, 2000  The Nation   “ON THE ROAD WITH RALPH NADER”      by RUTH CONNIFF

“Nader was not a socialist but a democratic pluralist who wanted workers and consumers to balance--rather than overwhelm--the power of business.” … “Like previous third-party candidates, Nader compares his effort to that of Abraham Lincoln and the Republican Party of 1856 and 1860--implying that the Greens will eventually supplant the Democrats just as the GOP supplanted the Whigs.” But, in this campaign, Nader is more revolutionary than reformer.  He has adopted the radical left's demonology, describing corporations as operationally evil or as monsters (Judis, 2000).  There seems little doubt that Nader has become more radical over the years, but he would object to being described as a socialist.  … Nader is trying to … (build) a third-party progressive populism. 

     See the section:  “Populism/Progressivism,”  “RALPH NADER and the LEGACY of REVOLT: POPULISM, SOCIALISM, or PROGRESSIVISM?”   By Walt Contreras Sheasby

DEBATES (National Presidential)

Nader has filed a lawsuit accusing the Federal Election Commission of violating campaign finance rules by 

allowing Anheuser-Busch and other corporations to fund the debates, which amounts to a corporate campaign contribution to the two major candidates. It's a long shot, but a victory could mean a new, more open debate forum and a huge boost to Nader's campaign.

July 17, 2000  The Nation   “ON THE ROAD WITH RALPH NADER”      by RUTH CONNIFF

DEMOCRATIC CONGRESS

In Congress, he contends, Democrats' chances aren't tied to Gore either: Nader insists his candidacy will draw disaffected progressives to the polls, which will help Congressional Democrats.

July 17, 2000  The Nation   “ON THE ROAD WITH RALPH NADER”      by RUTH CONNIFF

Ralph's going to be the one responsible for turning the House back over to the Democrats.  When millions of these Non-Voters enter that booth to vote for Ralph, and they come across their local race for Congress, they will find no Green Party candidate in most of the 435 Congressional districts. So who do you think Ralph's army of Non-Voters will plunk down for Congress? The Republican? I don't think so.

     The Democrats are only six seats short of regaining control of the House. Ralph Nader will be the reason the Democrats get the House back for the first time since Newt's Contract on America in 1994.

     Democrats should send their checks to Nader 2000, P.O. Box 18002, Washington, DC 20035.

Or, better yet, let's try to elect enough Greens to Congress -- a dozen or so -- and they'll hold the deciding votes because neither the Democrats nor the Republicans will have the majority.  

July, 2000, “From Michael Moore to the Non-Voters of America”

By Michael Moore   mmflint@aol.com   http://www.theawfultruth.com   http://www.michaelmoore.com 

GAY SUPPORT

From: "David Cobb" cobbweb@onramp.net  Below is a letter I wrote to the Publisher of OutSmart magazine, a respected local Gay & Lesbian newspaper.  I hope others find the letter helpful in similar

outreach efforts, and would love to hear from others who are making similar efforts.  David Cobb  Secretary, Green Party of Texas  818 West 31st,  Houston, Tx 77018  713-880-3219

www.txgreens.org

*********************************************************************

Ann,  Our mutual friend Barry Reese suggested I touch base with you regarding the Green Party and gay and lesbian liberation issues.  The first point I would like to make is the obvious parallel b/w the early abolitionist movement and the current gay/lesbian struggle.  It is worth noting that the early abolitionists formed a political party as an electoral arm of their struggle.  That Party was originally the Free Soil Party, and its first presidential candidate earned less than one-half of one percent of the vote. They didn't give up, but continued to educate, agitate, and organize.  28 years later (and several name changes later) they had evolved into the Republican Party and elected their first President, Abraham Lincoln.  (The irony would be funny if the religious right weren't so dangerous). 

     I make this analogy to point out my firm belief that the gay and lesbian liberation will ultimately prevail, but the victory will come only  after prolonged struggle.  I also respectfully suggest that there needs to be an electoral arm of that struggle.  The Green Party is forthright and unapologetic in our support (with words *and* action) of gay and lesbian rights as a fundamental human right, not merely as a "lifestyle choice."

     We are very proud that noted lesbian activist Ann Northrup will be a featured keynote speaker at our Presidential nominating Convention http://www.greens.org/colorado/convention   (Urvashi Vaid is also supporting the Green Party in 2000.  She had agreed to speak, but her publicity folks

had double-booked her b/c the Convention is held during Gay Pride celebrations).

     Rebecca Kaplan is a lesbian running for City Council in Oakland as an "out" Green Party member.  Check out her campaign at  www.rebecca-at-large.org

     The national  Green Platform can be viewed at http://www.gp.org/index.html The following is the language from the Section on Social Justice & Equal Opportunitry:

G. CIVIL AND EQUAL RIGHTS

            The foundation of any democratic society is the guarantee that each member of society has equal rights. Respect for our constitutionally protected rights is our best defense against discrimination and the abuse of power. We should treasure and celebrate our people's differences and diversity.

            We recognize an intimate connection between our RIGHTS as individuals and our  RESPONSIBILITIES to our neighbors and the planet. The balance between rights and responsibilities is found as we provide for the maximum participation of everyone in the decisions affecting our well-being,

our economic security, our social and international policies.

            1. We, as Greens, are committed to establishing relationships that honor diversity; that support the self-definition and SELF-DETERMINATION of people; and that consciously confront the barriers of

racism, sexism, homophobia, class oppression, ageism, and the many ways our culture separates us from working together to define and solve our common problems.

            2. We affirm the right to openly embrace SEXUAL ORIENTATION in the intimate choice of who we love.

            3. We support the rights of gay, lesbian, and bisexual people in housing, jobs, civil marriage and benefits, child  custody; and in all areas of life, the right to be treated equally with all other people.

     Also, please check out the article on Nader in the latest issue of POZ Magazine at www.thebody.com/poz/people/05_00/public_eye.html
     Also check out a great story on Nader in the May 18 issue of Bay Windows, which is the largest  Northeast Regional Gasy & Lesbian newspaper.  Check it out at:

http://www.baywindows.com/back/article.asp?id=1546&date=May+18+%2D+May+24%2C+2000 

     The Green party has already elected 68 individuals to public office in the United States. Check out http://www.feinstein.org/greenparty/electeds.html
     There are 75 Greens running for office in November 2000. Check out http://www.feinstein.org/greenparty/candidatesus00.html
The Green Party, like the GLBT community, is not going away. We get larger, louder, and stronger with each election cycle.  The final point: young people support the Green Party in ever larger numbers.  Indeed, if the youth vote (35 and younger) were determinative, New Mexico Green Party gubernatorial candidate Roberto Mondragon would have been elected Governor!

     I would welcome the opportunity to discuss the Green Party with you in person.

David Cobb  Secretary, Green Party of Texas

818 West 31st, Houston, Tx 77018  713-880-3219 (h)  281-368-6980 (o)  www.txgreens.org
GUN CONTROL

For Gun Control:

ASGP Platform  II. SOCIAL JUSTICE AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 

F. CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

11. We support the ‘Brady Bill’ and thoughtful, carefully considered GUN CONTROL.

Against Gun Control:

Ralph is running on the ASGP platform, and the platform is supportive of Second Amendment rights, including the right to bear arms.

INSTANT RUN-OFF VOTING

Nader advances issues that the major parties are unwilling to even broach. For instance, the Green Party has advocated "instant-runoff" voting. Under this sensible system, voters cast ballots for their first-, second- and third-choice candidates.

     If no candidate receives a majority of first-place votes, the top two candidates are entered into an instant runoff - and the second- and third-place votes are counted. The election would thereby produce a winner who wins a true majority of votes. Mary Robinson was elected president of Ireland in this fashion, and Ken Livingstone was elected mayor of London.

     Ralph Nader should not simply be dismissed as a "spoiler." His candidacy could raise issues and propose solutions that may elevate the political dialogue. Most important, his candidacy offers the healthy

prospect that millions of voters who now feel disenfranchised will become active, interested and involved citizens.

John B. Anderson is president of the Center for Voting and Democracy, which studies alternative electoral systems.  Appeared in the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel on July 9, 2000.

LABOR and the DEMOCRATIC PARTY

Nader insisted his message will resonate with workers once they hear it.  Federal law, he said, has hindered 

union membership, which now stands at 9% of all private workers.

Thursday August 10, 2000, “Nader Walks Verizon Picket Line,”  By MATTHEW BARAKAT, Associated Press Writer    http://dailynews.yahoo.com/h/ap/20000810/el/nader_1.html

That the Dems can’t push most-favored-nation status for China (after the awful lessons of NAFTA and GATT) and then take the labor vote for granted.

    Teamsters Union and the United Auto Workers started saying things that sounded a lot like that, when

they refused to go along with the premature AFL-CIO endorsement of Gore last winter,  … Two major union endorsements would bestow Nader with an amazing amount of legitimacy

July, 2000, “Alter-Nader”  by Jean Hay (Dem. candidate for Maine State Senate)

Nader Challenges Gore, Bush to Take Stand on Taft-Hartley
WASHINGTON, DC, July 28 - Ralph Nader, the Green Party candidate for President, today challenged Vice President Albert Gore Jr. and Texas Governor George W. Bush to express their views on repealing the anti-labor Taft-Hartley Act. Nader has urged the repeal of the 53-year old Taft-Hartley Act as a major initiative of his campaign. He asked Gore and Bush: “Do you support the repeal of the Taft-Hartley Act? If you do not favor outright repeal, are there any provisions of the Act which you would recommend for repeal?”  “I want to emphasize the critical need to repeal the Taft-Hartley Act which remains on the books as a disgraceful monument to the power and anti-labor antagonism of corporations in the United States,” Nader wrote the Democratic and Republican candidates. “No candidate for President should be allowed to escape a clear statement of where they stand for or against repeal of the Act - this is something that should not be hidden behind vague statements in party platforms.”

Laura Jones, Deputy Press Secretary, Nader 2000, p: 202-265-4000 fax: 202-265-0183, www.votenader.org

On July 29, the Democratic National Convention adopted a strong anti-labor platform asking labor to support passage of fast track and strengthening of the WTO, and rejecting universal health care and a living wage.    TO: The American labor movement 

                     FROM: D2K Labor Organizing Committee, Los Angeles 

                     SUBJECT: Call to action -- protest at the Democratic National Convention to STOP

                     Fast Track, STOP the WTO 

BACKGROUND: Yesterday, Saturday, July 29 in Cleveland Ohio, the Democratic Platform Committee, over the strong objections of labor rammed through a regressive platform that abandons virtually all of the working family agenda our labor movement is fighting for. In so doing the conservative corporate interests now in control of the Democratic Party have thrown down a clear challenge to the labor movement to ACT

NOW or pay the price later.  

      Specifically the proposed Democratic platform calls for, among other things:   

                    FAST TRACK authority to pass more destructive trade agreements without benefit of congressional debate

                    OPPOSITION to democratic reforms of the WTO 

                     NO UNIVERSAL HEALTH CARE 

                    OPPOSITION to calls for a living wage 

                     MORE corporate free trade agreements 

                     MORE welfare "reform" and privatization 

                     MORE attacks on teachers unions 

For the labor movement to remain silent and accept this agenda is a setback that working families will pay for for years to come. For our labor delegates inside the Democratic Convention to fail in their efforts to block this anti-labor agenda, will send a message to the nation that labor has lost its clout to influence national policy and has surrendered to the corporations who are now setting the national agenda.

by Michael Everett 12:00am Tue Nov 30 '99 phone: 310-394-2596 ia728@primenet.com

LEFT vs. RIGHT MOVEMENT of DEMOCRATIC PARTY

Nader says: "A funny thing is happening in the Democratic Party. Every time they win, they say it's  because they took Republican issues away. And then when they lose, they say it's because they are not appealing to the Republican voters. We want them to say they lost because a progressive movement took away votes."

July 17, 2000  The Nation   “ON THE ROAD WITH RALPH NADER”      by RUTH CONNIFF

"When I saw that the Democrats couldn't even defend this country against the baying pack of right-wing extremists in the Republican Party anymore, that's when I said it's time for a new progressive movement," he says. "Can you imagine what Harry Truman or FDR would have done with the likes of Newt Gingrich or Tom DeLay? They would have landslided them!"

July 17, 2000  The Nation   “ON THE ROAD WITH RALPH NADER”      by RUTH CONNIFF

… the challenge of persuading people to "move from voting based on fear to hope," as LaDuke puts it …

July 17, 2000  The Nation   “ON THE ROAD WITH RALPH NADER”      by RUTH CONNIFF

MILITARY

NADER: Oh no, the platform does address the military budget. Historically we've always demobilized after our enemies have been vanquished or went away, and the Soviet Union now has been no more for 10 years, and yet we're heading for a record military budget in dollar terms next year with both the Republicans and Democrats supporting it.

     It's clear, talking to Pentagon analysts, that there are a lot of weapons systems that are just being pushed by corporate profit- seeking. So much of our national defense policy's not pushed by national defense considerations, but by what Lockheed Martin and General Dynamic and others want, and I speak of the F-22, the Joint Strike Fighter, the B-2 bomber and others which are being pushed onto the Pentagon by a PAC-greased, supine Congress that is not looking afresh at what our national security concerns should be.

     The same is true for our troops in western Europe and East Asia. That costs about $70 billion in up-front and backup costs. What are we doing, 50 years after World War II, defending prosperous allies who are quite able to defend themselves against non-existent enemies?

     BLITZER: All right...

     NADER: So that diverts a lot of money from repair of public works, from national health insurance, from child poverty. It's not just a bloated military budget, it's not just wasteful defense is a weak defense. It's what it costs the civilian part of our society.

July 9, 2000, "Late Edition" with Wolf Blitzer   http://www.cnn.com/TRANSCRIPTS/0007/09/le.00.html
NON-VOTER MAJORITY

To Whom It May Concern:  I address this letter to the largest political party in the United States – the 55% of you in the voting public who are so disillusioned with politics and politicians, so sick and tired of all the

broken promises, so disgusted with all the b.s. that you have absolutely no intention of voting in November.

You know who you are.  AND YOU ARE THE MAJORITY!  You rule. You are the Non-Voters, all 100 million of you! …

     Friends, we are losing our democratic control over our country. We may have already lost it. I hope not. But in the last 20 years of the Reagan administration, Corporate America has merged and morphed itself to such an extent that just a handful of companies now call all the shots. They own Congress. They own us. In order to work for them, we have to take urine tests and lie detectors and wear bar codes on chains around our necks. In order to keep our jobs we have had to give up decent health care, the 8-hour day (and time

with our kids), the security that we'll even have a job next year, and any unwillingness we may have to compete with a 14-year old Indonesian girl who gets a dollar a day.

     And how frightening (and great) is it that the last place we can freely try to inform and communicate with each other is on this very Web? Six companies run by six men control the majority of the news we

now get from newspapers, television, radio and the Internet. One out of every two books is bought at a bookstore owned by one of only two companies. Is it safe in a "free society" to have the sources of our information and mass communication in the hands of just a few wealthy men who have a VESTED interest in keeping us as stupid as possible - or at least in keeping us thinking like them so that we vote for THEIR candidates?

     I fear the cement on this new oligarchy of power is quickly drying, and when it is finished hardening, we are finished. The democracy, the one that's supposed to be of, by, and for the people, will cease to exist.

     We must not let this happen, no matter how cynical and disgusted we've become at the whole electoral process.

     Ralph Nader, to me, represents a chance for us to at least temporarily stop the cement from drying. We need him in there kicking things up, stirring the pot and forcing a real debate about the issues. Whether it's Ralph as Candidate or Ralph as President, he may represent our last hope to get our country back from the clutches of the powerful few.

     I am not writing these words lightly. I am hoping to sound a siren and rally the majority who, for good reason, have given up - but might just have it in them to find the will for one last fight against the bastards.

     Can Ralph win? Well, stranger things have happened in the past decade.C'mon, think about it, not a single one of us ever thought we'd see the Berlin Wall come down or Nelson Mandela as President of South Africa. After those two things happened, I joined a new school of thought that said ANYTHING was  possible. Jesse Ventura started with 3% in the polls and won. Ross Perot in '92 started with 6% and, after

proving to everyone that he was certifiably insane, still got nearly 20% of the vote.

     Ralph already has between 7% and 10% in the polls - before he's done any serious campaigning. He's  gone from 3% to 8% in my home state of Michigan.  These are amazing numbers and the pundits and  lobbyists and Republicrats are running scared. Hey, you like to watch scared Republicrats running? Tell

a pollster you're voting for Ralph.

     Now, look, before you all send me a lot of mail about how weird Ralph is 'cause he doesn't own a car or is a "sell-out" 'cause he's got a few million dollars, let me say this: I used to work out of his office, and  Ralph is definitely one of a kind. In a future letter I will write of those experiences but, for now, let's just agree that Ralph is at least half as crazy as Jesse Ventura - and about a hundred times as smart. I'd say he's also saved about a million or so lives, thanks to the consumer and environmental legislation he has devoted his life to.

     And between Gore, Bush, and himself, he's the only person running who would guarantee universal  health care for all, the only candidate who would raise the minimum wage to a decent level, the only one who would get up each morning asking himself the question, "What can I do today to serve all the people of this country?"

     The revenge of the Non-Voters!  So sayeth their unappointed leader, yours truly, Michael Moore

July, 2000, by Micharl Moore,  “From Michael Moore to the Non-Voters of America”

mmflint@aol.com    http://www.theawfultruth.com   http://www.michaelmoore.com
POPULISM / PROGRESSIVISM

He reminds the crowd that other historical movements also faced tall odds. "Think of the farmers in East Texas who in the late nineteenth century started the populist, progressive farmer revolt against the big banks and railroads," he says.  "They had nothing but their hearts, their minds and their feet. Do you think they gave up?" Think what it was like for the early abolitionists, he says, or for the suffragists, or the workers who formed the trade union movement. Conditions today are hardly any worse.

July 17, 2000  The Nation   “ON THE ROAD WITH RALPH NADER”      by RUTH CONNIFF

"RALPH NADER and the LEGACY of REVOLT: POPULISM, SOCIALISM, or PROGRESSIVISM?" 

is now posted at  www.greeninformation.com in the Green Page and in the Essays and Reviews pages 

By Walt Contreras Sheasby

This paper argues that Ralph Nader’s citizen politics recapitulates long-standing agony over the meaning of populism, socialism and progressivism, with a resulting ambiguity over issues of class conflict and the democratizing of the state and the economy. Is democratic action to be seen as a challenge from below or as regulation from above? This study concludes that resolving that question will be an inescapable task of the new politics of the 21st century, an issue left unresolved by the failure of popular movements in the early years of the last century.

     Ralph Nader, announcing his Presidential candidacy in Washington, D.C. on February 21, 2000, said, “The struggle between the forces of democracy and plutocracy has ebbed and flowed throughout our history.  The earlier nineteenth century democratic struggles by abolitionists against slavery, by farmers against large oppressive railroads and banks, and later by new trade unionists against the brutal workplace conditions of the early industrial and mining era helped mightily to make America and its middle class what it is today. They demanded that economic power subside or be shared.  During his last campaign, he said, the expansion of the power of the many vis-a-vis the domination of the few raised our society to new levels of human possibilities.” (Nader, 1996)

     According to Nader, however, these social conflicts have to be put in perspective:  This country has witnessed class warfare by the rich against the middle class and the poor far more frequently than it has witnessed class warfare by the middle class and the poor against the rich.  Nowadays, he says, economic policy debate tends to label policies favoring the rich as class warfare, while attacks on the poor and middle classes are known as reform." (Bauerlein, 1995)

     Nader is an avid reader of the history of this country, the rise of bullying financial and industrial empires, and the response to this subjugation by populists, socialists, and progressives. Asked what his goal was by Robert F. Kennedy, he said it was nothing less than the qualitative reform of the industrial revolution. (Manchester, 1973)

     This was, of course, the aim of the three popular movements that exploded onto the American scene from 1870 to 1925, the populist, socialist, and progressive currents. There are two controlling myths that have distorted the popular understanding of class struggles at the dawn of the post-bellum industrial revolution.  The first myth is that there was a basic continuity between the populist and progressive movements. As Richard Hofstadter puts it, Progressivism incorporated the heritage of Populism and Bryan Democracy. (Hofstadter, 1963, p. 7)  The second myth is that there is basic opposition between the populist movement and the socialist movement: And socialist voices in all their variety Christian, Marxian, and Bellamyite were at odds with most unionists and agrarian rebels, who affirmed their faith in private property and the malleability of the class structure, Michael Kazin puts it. (1995, p. 30)

     Both issues have moved out of obscure history journals and into a lively public discourse as a result of the Ralph Nader campaign this year, which has revived both myths as it seeks to form a third party linked to political traditions of a century ago. But which tradition? The Green Presidential campaign of 2000 offers a unique opportunity to further explore the political bases of Populism and Progressivism, their historical opposition, and thus the contradictory nature of the new, emerging Progressive Populist movement. 

IF THE CHANGE IS GOING TO COME, WHAT'S A PROGRESSIVE TO DO?

     Lila Garrett, a California Delegate to the Democratic National Convention and a leader of Southern California Americans for Democratic Action, complains that,  “The progressive element of the Democratic Party has been all but ignored by the conservative Democratic leadership for a decade. Meanwhile, our party continues to lose ground. So where do we go to get representation? We can turn to Ralph Nader, whom we respect and basically agree with. But he can't win this time (Garrett, 2000).

     Most liberals in the Democratic Party have a very short time frame for political action. They are unwilling to think in historical time, to draw lessons from the history of a century ago in order to plan the construction of a movement that may bear fruit in another hundred years. Leila Garrett’s group backed Nader in the 1996 primary, and then jumped back to the Clinton-Gore wagon, and then hoped for a contender who would “Take Back the Party in 2000.”  Nader doubts that the Democratic Party can be reformed:  Some people talk about a rapprochement, where the progressive third party melds into the 

Democratic Party and influences it to become a more progressive party - the New Party often has that viewpoint. I'm not looking that far ahead. But I suspect that the Democratic Party can't internally reform itself; it is so indentured to a whole variety of corporate interests. (Kuttner, 2000)

     John Judis says,  “Like previous third-party candidates, Nader compares his effort to that of Abraham Lincoln and the Republican Party of 1856 and 1860--implying that the Greens will eventually supplant the Democrats just as the GOP supplanted the Whigs.”

     Judis is very critical of the candidate:  In the past, Nader avoided the left's doctrinaire opposition to capitalism per se. The son of a restaurant owner, Nader was not a socialist but a democratic pluralist who wanted workers and consumers to balance--rather than overwhelm--the power of business.  But, in this campaign, Nader is more revolutionary than reformer.  He has adopted the radical left's demonology, describing corporations as operationally evil or as monsters (Judis, 2000).  There seems little doubt that Nader has become more radical over the years, but he would object to being described as a socialist.

     Although many liberals nowadays call themselves “progressives,” few of them understand the historical dimensions of the term, and fewer still understand what Nader is trying to do by building a third-party  progressive populism. 

"RALPH NADER and the LEGACY of REVOLT: POPULISM, SOCIALISM, or PROGRESSIVISM?" 

is now posted at  www.greeninformation.com in the Green Page and in the Essays and Reviews pages 

By Walt Contreras Sheasby

SPOILER

(Winona) fairly erupts at the suggestion that voting for the Green Party is tantamount to taking votes away from the Democratic ticket. "Because people make decisions based on fear, Al Gore takes votes away from us. You shouldn't run a country on fear. Look around the world. The U.S. is lagging behind in its democracy. Almost every other so-called developed country has a multi-party system. Most other countries that have had monarchies have struggled to enfranchise their people. People in this country died for the right to vote, and you should honor that."  In a recent interview with Salon.com magazine, LaDuke was asked if she is willing to tolerate four years of George W. Bush in order to move the debate forward on some issues. She responded, "It's really going to be lousy if [Bush] gets in. But I can't stand to continue this election process where the whole thing gets degraded and goes into a downward spiral. I mean, look at the choices, and they're getting worse."

"Why Winona runs"  article by Cynthia Scott  © 2000 Minnesota Women's Press, Inc. , 771 Raymond Ave. St. Paul, MN 55114 USA  Phone: 651-646-3968     FAX: 651-646-2186 Minnesota Women's Press, Inc., is an independent,  woman-owned and operated business.

NADER: Well, Wolf, you can't spoil a system that is spoiled to its core. And politics in this country is broken. Mr. Bradley said that, others have said that. Within the two-party framework -- John Anderson says that all the time. I think what we are looking at here is a new progressive political movement that will go beyond November in realigning political constituencies in this country.

     The two major parties are increasingly look-alike. You can quibble about how many major differences there are. But in area after area, whether it is the military budget, whether it is corporate welfare, whether it is not enforcing the law on behalf of consumers, particularly low-income consumers, whether it is turning their back on labor, if you set aside the rhetoric of Bush and Gore and look at the record, or how much they are willing to fight the thousands of corporate lobbyists and political action committees in Washington, the differences are very slim, so we don't look at this as a spoiler role.

     BLITZER: I was going say that there are very serious differences on a woman's right to have abortion, and the Supreme Court nominees, presumably, that they would name if they were president.

     NADER: There are some differences, but you see there are nowhere near as broadly optioned for the public's choice as they were 20, 40, 60 years ago. Sixty years ago the Democratic party was viewed as the party of the working families, and the Republican party, the party of the wealthy.

     Well, I mean, look at it. Ever since 1980, the Democrats have been trying to beat out the Republicans in getting more and more money from all kinds of business interests, whose monies now comprise 80 percent of money in federal elections.

     QUESTION: Yes, Mr. Nader. Mr. Blitzer has referred to you as a spoiler and accused of you taking votes away from Mr. Gore. Don't you think the question better be posed as Gore taking votes from you?

     NADER: Yes, I think no political candidate is entitled to votes. They have to earn it. I have to earn it, based on 40 years of advocacy for the people in this country and consumer-environmental worker area, corporate accountability, and Gore and Bush have to earn it.

     There's a tendency in this country among some political observers is to give the benefit of the doubt of being in place to the established two parties. That's just not healthy for our political system.

     They can't get half of the voters even out to vote. Doesn't that tell you something about how closed-door, how smug, how look-alike these two Republican-Democratic parties are? It really is time for a change.

     BLITZER: And just to nail this, very quickly, Ralph Nader, if in fact you do help, in effect, George W. Bush become the next president of the United States, as opposed to Al Gore, would you be able to sleep easily at night?

     NADER: Well, of course. I wouldn't be doing this if I was worried about either Al Gore or George Bush. I'm worried about the American people being shut out of the process, and not being able to shape their future the way these politicians and their corporate allies are shaping the future.

July 9, 2000, "Late Edition" with Wolf Blitzer   http://www.cnn.com/TRANSCRIPTS/0007/09/le.00.html
SUPREME COURT 

And don't forget the Supreme Court. "But Orrin Hatch and Trent Lott decide the nominations anyway," Nader argues. Clinton has sought Supreme Court nominees who were acceptable to the Republican majority, withdrawing the names of liberals Mario Cuomo and Bruce Babbitt at Senate Judiciary Committee chairman Hatch's behest. Nader expects Gore to do the same. Nor does he believe that Roe v. Wade is hanging by a thread; on the current Court a majority of Justices, including Reagan appointee Sandra Day O'Connor, have declined to overturn it. 

July 17, 2000  The Nation   “ON THE ROAD WITH RALPH NADER”      by RUTH CONNIFF

The next president will most likely appoint anywhere from one to three new justices. Roe v. Wade hangs in the balance. Sorry, … that argument won’t fly this year. Why? Because of how the Supreme Court has been acting lately. For instance, the Justices kept intact the Miranda warning ["you have the right to remain silent…you have the right to an attorney, etc."], simply because Miranda had shown its worth over time, and had become such an established standard of justice.

    Then they struck down a Nebraska partial-birth abortion ban as unconstitutional, because it did not

allow the "health" of the pregnant woman to be taken into consideration, and because it unduly

interfered with a woman’s right to reproductive choice established under Roe v. Wade. 

    Then the black robes turned around and reaffirmed the First Amendment separation of church and

state, banning school-sponsored prayers before football games. 

     It was enough to send former GOP presidential candidate Gary Bauer through the roof. How could the GOP-appointed jurists who voted with the majority in these cases dare to violate the GOP platform, and instead look to the heart of the Constitution to come up with their rulings? Don’t they remember who put them where they are? Hadn’t they passed all those litmus tests?

July, 2000, “Alter-Nader”  by Jean Hay (Dem. candidate for Maine State Senate)

SUPREME COURT – Miranda Ruling

Sometimes even conservatives end up accepting that the tide has turned against them. The most stunning example of this came last month when ultra-conservative Chief Justice William Rehnquist insisted on writing the MAJORITY opinion for the court upholding the Miranda ruling that requires the police to inform an arrestee of his or her constitutional rights. Now, you know a guy like Rehnquist personally just hates forcing the police to read someone their rights. But in his decision keeping Miranda the law of the land, Rehnquist wrote that the Miranda rights are now "part of the American culture" and therefore should not be done away with. Even pro-Miranda liberals had never heard that line used by the Supreme Court in backing a decision, but it was, in essence, the truth. Reading someone their rights is now like apple pie –

July 18, 2000  “Ain't Fallin' For That One Again,” Originally posted at Grassroots.com   by Michael Moore

SUPREME COURT - Roe v. Wade

Vice President Al Gore, on “Meet the Press” this week, told Tim Russert WHAT WOULD HAPPEN if George W. were elected president. Women would lose their right to have an abortion, Gore bellowed, with no equivocation and no hint of shame for what has happened on the Clinton/Gore watch (see below). All the pundits -- and the Democrats -- tell us that a vote for Nader is a vote for Bush because all Ralph will end up doing is siphoning off votes that would have gone to Gore. This is their mantra: "IF BUSH IS ELECTED, HE WILL APPOINT JUSTICES TO THE SUPREME COURT AND THEY WILL DECLARE ABORTION ILLEGAL!"  Well, I've fallen for this before and I ain't fallin' for it again.
     I voted for Jimmy Carter (Dem) -- and guess what? One of the things he did was to stop all abortions provided for women or wives in the armed services! He also stopped any further funding to birth control groups overseas that offered abortion as an alternative. And he ended all Medicaid payments for poor women in need of an abortion.

     … Gerry Ford (Rep) had been pro-choice. His wife was an ardent supporter of women's rights. And it was a Nixon (Rep) appointee to the Supreme Court -- Justice Blackmun -- that wrote the majority opinion making abortion legal.

     Four years later, ... Dire warnings were issued to all: If Reagan gets in, abortion will be illegal, period. Well, I didn't vote for Reagan OR Carter, Reagan got in, and then something strange happened: Abortion remained legal! Sure, Reagan built on Carter's abortion restrictions, but Roe v. Wade was still the law of the land when the Gipper rode off into the sunset eight years later.

     … when the doomsayers in 1988 warned that George Bush would CERTAINLY send women back to the alleys to have illegal abortions, another bizarre thing happened -- Bush got elected, and ... four years later ... ABORTION WAS STILL LEGAL!  Roe v. Wade is still on the books (mainly because of the consistent and unwavering support from the Reagan-appointed Justice O'Connor, the Ford-appointed Justice Stevens, and the Bush-appointed Justice Souter! They have voted to uphold abortion rights every single time). But it is now twice as hard for a woman in America to obtain an abortion as it was when Clinton took office. The anti-abortion terrorists have been so successful in their campaign of violence against abortion clinics and doctors and hospitals who perform abortions that a woman can now get an abortion in only 14% of the counties in the United States. That's right. Terrorism has scored its first victory on U.S. soil by assassinating enough doctors and firebombing enough clinics so that no one wants to perform an abortion. So if you live in one of the 86% of counties where not a single doctor will do an abortion, let me ask you this: what good is a "right" to an abortion if you can't get one?

The stunning thing about this virtual elimination of abortion in America is that it has occurred at a time when nearly 70% of the country supports some form of legal abortion. The terrorists have literally gotten away with murder -- with a pro-choice attorney general sitting in Washington, D.C., doing damn little about it.

     I will go so far as to say that George W. Bush, if for some reason he is magically elected, will NEVER do ANYTHING to make abortion illegal.  Here's my proof:

     1. To recap what I have already stated: Roe v. Wade was written by a Republican, and upheld for 27 years by Republicans. No Republican president has made abortion illegal, and none will this time around.

     2. George W. is, first and only, a politician. For crying out loud, if 70% of the country favors legal abortion, trust me, that party boy is NEVER going to cook his goose on this issue. He is already moving to the center on abortion and has been doing so since the primaries. He wants to win. He already has the majority of women supporting him in the polls, in part because a lot of women are confident he will not upset this apple cart.

     3. The New York Times two weeks ago did a study of Bush's court appointees in Texas and found that he did NOT appoint right-wing crazies, but rather moderates or moderate conservatives who have upheld legal abortion in Texas and struck down some cases that tried to put restrictions on a woman's right to choose.

     4. Sometimes even conservatives end up accepting that the tide has turned against them. The most stunning example of this came last month when ultra-conservative Chief Justice William Rehnquist insisted on writing the MAJORITY opinion for the court upholding the Miranda ruling that requires the police to inform an arrestee of his or her constitutional rights. Now, you know a guy like Rehnquist personally just hates forcing the police to read someone their rights. But in his decision keeping Miranda the law of the land, Rehnquist wrote that the Miranda rights are now "part of the American culture" and therefore should not be done away with. Even pro-Miranda liberals had never heard that line used by the Supreme Court in  backing a decision, but it was, in essence, the truth. Reading someone their rights is now like apple pie -- and so is a woman's right to choose what to do if she should become pregnant. The overwhelming majority of Americans believe it a decision best left with a woman, her doctor, her God -- and it's nobody else's dang business. That, too, is part of the American culture. Its called privacy, and it's been around for over 200 years.  Nobody, regardless of their political stripe, wants the politicians or the justices in their bedroom. 

     So, this year, I'm not going to let the fearmongers scare me into voting against my conscience. And I'm not going to let the Democratic candidate for president cynically use this issue when he himself has served in D.C. for 8 years allowing the right to get an abortion to be whittled away to near nothing.

July 18, 2000  “Ain't Fallin' For That One Again,” Originally posted at Grassroots.com   by Michael Moore

mmflint@aol.com     http://www.theawfultruth.com     http://www.michaelmoore.com
TORT REFORM – STANDING TO SUE CORPORATIONS

… the Nader campaign was set to unveil a new position paper on tort reform, calling for changes to make it easier for consumers to sue corporations and win damages.  Nader blamed both Republicans and Democrats for the current trend in tort reform, making it more difficult to  sue. Such legislation is ``little more than a bailout from liability and responsibility for corporations at the expense of all citizens,'' Nader said in the paper, being released Friday.

Thursday August 10, 2000, “Nader Walks Verizon Picket Line,”  By MATTHEW BARAKAT, Associated Press Writer    http://dailynews.yahoo.com/h/ap/20000810/el/nader_1.html

TRADE – China and Cuba

QUESTION: Hi, Mr. Nader. Thanks for talking to me. I was wondering if you thought opening up markets to places like Cuba and China would improve human rights.

     NADER: Well, that's hard to say. I think there should be trade all over the world. I think, however, we can't allow U.S. companies to go to dictatorships and allow dictatorship-repressed labor costs and abuses to be an asset for these U.S. companies in building products that they then send back to this country against workers and companies here that are playing by the rules.

     That isn't free trade. That is utilizing dictatorially repressed labor costs in bad environmental conditions, basically, do anything you can or anything you want in this dictatorship, as long as you grease the wheels.

July 9, 2000, "Late Edition" with Wolf Blitzer   http://www.cnn.com/TRANSCRIPTS/0007/09/le.00.html 

WASTED VOTE
A message to my Democratic friend who wants to vote for Ralph Nader but is afraid of wasting it by allowing Bush to beat Gore. If a losing vote is a wasted vote then the following holds true:

You wasted your vote on Adlai Stevenson and got Eisenhower …

You wasted your votes on Hubert Humphrey and George McGovern and you got Nixon …

You wasted your votes on Jimmy Carter and Walter Mondale and you got Ronald Reagan …

You wasted your vote on Mike Dukakis and you got George Bush …

You voted for Bill Clinton and he won but in a sense it was a wasted vote because he turned out to be the most successful “Republican” president of the 20th Century …

It is time to establish a new party. … It is time to build the Green Party into a force that will free America from the shackles of big money that control the Republicans and Democrats and are poisoning our political system. The time to start is now. Don1t be afraid to vote for Ralph Nader. It will be the best vote you ever cast.

August 2, 2000, “MESSAGE TO DEMOCRATS,” Herschel Sternlieb, The Maine Dissident
http://www.dissident.org/index.html
***************************************************************************

ROLLING STONE ISSUE 849 --  Rolling Stone Interview of Green Party candidate Ralph Nader September 14, 2000

CRASHING THE PARTY Ralph Nader is so fed up with corrupt beltway politics that he is willing to sacrifice Al Gore.

By Charles M. Young

FROM 1965 TO 1980, RALPH NADER WAS ONE OF the most influential people in the United States. By sheer force of moral argument, he got Congress to pass a vast array of legislation that improved bad cars, bad water, bad air, bad working conditions, bad banks and ... well, you name it. He can take credit for spurring the passage of such landmark laws as the Freedom of Information Act and the Clean Air Act.

Since 1980, Nader's career has followed an arc similar to the first half of a Popeye cartoon. Bluto showed up in the form of President Ronald Reagan. His administration refused to enforce laws Nader had inspired and turned the regulatory agencies into tools of industry. During Clinton's tenure, the signing of NAFTA and the U.S. entry into the WTO meant that labor and environmental groups could be slighted in trade negotiations. For twenty years, Washington, D.C., crust-ed over into a giant Blutocracy. Nader fired shots across the bow of the two-party Titanic by introducing him- self as a presidential candidate in 1992 and again in 1996. Reluctant to siphon off enough progressive votes to defeat the Democrats, Nader gave a few good speeches and otherwise didn't do much. Still, the White House watched closely.

"Clinton was very concerned with Nader's candidacy" in 1996, says Dick Morris, Clinton's former adviser and pollster. "He kept raising it with me and asking whether I thought it would cost him California. He could not understand how Nader would not draw votes from him. I don't know that he actually tried to knock Nader off the ballot, but he was deeply concerned." This year, Nader is campaigning for real on the Green Party ticket. The Blutocracy has finally dumped one too many loads of toxic waste on his head. "That's all I can stand," was the message when he announced his candidacy in February. "I can't stands no more."

Nader's stated goal is to get five percent of the vote, in which case the Greens would get federal matching funds in 2004. With his campaign just gaining momentum, he now rates six to seven percent in the polls, three times as much as Pat Buchanan. He and Buchanan are suing to be allowed into the presidential debates. If they succeed a highly unlikely prospect the entire nation could go into the same sort of political flux that rearranged Minnesota when Jesse Ventura was allowed to debate.

A number of ordinarily Democratic celebro-Americans are supporting Nader:

Willie Nelson, Bonnie Raitt, Eddie Vedder, Susan Sarandon, Paul Newman, Phil Donahue, Jackson Browne. "There's a widespread assumption that candidates in the two major parties can't say what they believe or they won't get elected," says Browne, one of the most active of activists in the musical community. "So the people end up voting on the basis of spin and then hoping that in a few years the candidate might have done something that they assumed he believed in but couldn't actually say. It's time to stop this. Ralph Nader says what he thinks, he can discuss any issue without a scriptwriter, and he's the only candidate talking about government handouts to corporations."

RS--How serious are you about running for president this time?

N--We're trying to get on the ballot in all fifty states. We're going to show that citizen power can overcome business dol- lars in election campaigns.

RS--Why didn't you run in the Democratic primaries?

N--Because the party is not capable of internal reform anymore. It's too far gone into the corporate pits.

RS--What are the first five things you would do as president?

N--First, I would declare a pro-democracy initiative - that means public financing of election campaigns, urge the states to have same-day registration, make voting day a holiday and a celebration of the democratic process, develop a binding "none of the above" proposal. People could check "none of the above" on their ballots, and if that wins, there would have to be another election. Second'  I would push to remove restrictions that hamper workers from forming trade unions in the private sector. Third, I would press for citizen channels on cable and over the air as a condition of broadcast licensing. The people should have their own television channels and their own radio and television networks, because the people own the airwaves. Four, I would announce tough enforcement of consumer health, safety and economic-justice laws throughout the federal government. Crack down on corporate crime, fraud and abuse. And I'd put all federal contracts and grants above $100,000 on the Internet: the coal leasing, the gold leasing, the oil leasing, the NIH giveaways, the defense contracts. Five, I would press immediately for universal health care. Can I list more than five?

RS--Go for it.

N--I think that all students should learn citizen skills in how to practice democracy, so they can become more powerful in shaping the future of our country instead of having corporations shape its future. They should be taught how to use the Freedom of Information Act, how to do voter profiles of legislators, how to build coalitions, how to do policy statements, how to put on news conferences. I would use the bully pulpit to press for all of that, since it can't be mandated.

RS--What happened between 1996 and 2000 to cause you to run a full-blown campaign this time?

N--The doors of democracy are closing in this town and around the country, which has been hijacked by global corporations. They're dominating almost every sector of our society: the workplace, the marketplace, the government, the media. They're exploiting and raising our children with the most vile materials. They're overmedicating our children with dangerous drugs. Almost nothing is off-limits to the commercial juggernaut.

RS--What about your critics who say that a vote for Nader will help elect George W. Bush, who would appoint religious crackpots to the Supreme Court and reverse Roe vs. Wade?

N--If they're Progressives and they believe the two-party system is irretrievably corrupt, and that the differences between the two parties are narrowing rapidly, and that voting for the least worst every four years guarantees that both of them will continue to get worse, then why are they legitimizing this decaying duopoly by giving one of the parties their vote? The only language a politician understands is to deny him your vote and put it in another visible column, in this case the Green Party column. And then the politician will say, "Gee, public sentiment is shifting, and we'd better react to it; otherwise we're going to lose even more votes." Beyond that, if they want a tactical answer, Buchanan will take a lot of Republican votes. And in California in 1996, where I got 260,000 votes without campaigning, four out of ten votes were from Republicans.

So we're not attracting just Democrats. But the people who make this argument, what is their standard for abandonment of corrupt politics? The two-party system has turned our government over to the global corporations; How bad does it have to get?

RS--The issue of abortion drives Progressives. If back to the Democrats and the religious right back to the Republicans. It's in the interest of both parties to keep the Supreme Court balanced at 5-4 so people think their vote counts something.

N--Well, think of the low level of expectations of people who see it like that. You've got military weapons proliferation, massive world hunger and starvation, global infectious diseases coming this way in drug-resistant form. You've got the majority of workers in this country making less money in real terms than they did in 1979, notwithstanding a booming economy. You've got twenty percent child poverty in this country, massive homelessness and inadequate housing. You've got $6.2 trillion in consumer debt, an epidemic of corporate crime, a labor movement that's weaker than it's ever been, obstructed by laws that make it impossible to form trade unions in the private sector. You've got hundreds of billions of dollars going to corporate welfare every year, meaning that citizens are gouged not just as consumers but as taxpayers. And you put this up against Roe vs. Wade. And you say that all these other things don't count, because you want to preserve Roe vs. Wade. That is a snare and a delusion. Even in the unlikely event of the Supreme Court repealing Roe vs. Wade, there isn't a chance in hell that a state would destroy the Republican Party by passing restrictions on the pro-life side. The polls are against it. If the pro-choice people think that the pro-life people are organized and aggressive, what do you think is going to happen when the shoe is on the other foot? The power of the pro-life people is miniscule compared to what will be unleashed if the legislatures try to restrict the right to abortion. It's never going to happen.

RS--Is opposition to the World Trade Organization the central theme of your campaign?

N--Definitely. We were very much involved in the critique of the WTO and mobilizing people to get them to Seattle. The corporatists knew that they couldn't repeal all these regulatory laws. So what do they do? They create a superautocracy out of Geneva that supersedes all our democratic processes. It subordinates Congress, the environment, child labor, human rights, all of it, to the dictates of international trade. It's like a silent coup d'etat. We were up against big business, the Clinton administration, the New York Times, the Wall Street Journal, the Washington Post, the Chamber of Commerce, the Association of Manufacturers, thousands of PACs and all the goodies that Clinton could drop on wavering members of Congress. And we still almost beat them on NAFTA [North American Free Trade Agreement], which led to GATT [General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade], which was the precursor of the WTO.

RS--About five years ago, I went to a protest against the International Monetary Fund in New York, and there were about thirty people there, from ten different leftist groups who all hated each other. I was depressed for months. Then Seattle exploded last December with 50,000 people. What happened?

N--Opposition to corporate power is going mainstream. When was the last time you saw labor, environmental, consumer, student, church and, human-rights groups all under the same banner? That's very important. It's not just that there was a big demonstration in Seattle. Look at the coalition that's forming. That's important, because the corporate state respects no boundaries. It goes into every sector of society, and it outrages every sector of society. Even conservatives are outraged. I asked Bill Bennett, "Do you know that corporations are on a collision course with conservative principles?" He said, "I agree." Number one corporate welfare grates on them, and number two, they hate the violent, pornographic exploitation of children. Nobody ever envisioned that corporations would be selling to two- and three- and four-year-olds by separating them from their parents, by teaching them to nag their parents into buying the most awful things to eat and drink. They psychoanalyze these kids, figure out at what stage they're lonely, when the peer group dominates, et cetera, getting the child-development psychologists to consult on how best to enter their minds and bodies.

RS--In a recent book, "No Contest: Corporate Lawyers and the Perversion of justice in America," you wrote about your colleagues at a reunion of the Harvard Law School class of 1970, who seemed disenchanted with their lives spent serving rich twits. Your line is, "No one confronted the psychic costs of serving money rather than ideals." I see those psychic costs in journalism all the time.

N--The most valued human relationships are outside the market, and everything is up for sale in this country. The market has always been there, but it's had a relatively narrow role in past centuries. Now it's corroding all other human values. Ask people to tell you what they own. You'll wait fifteen minutes while they tell you about their stereo, their car, their house. You can keep pushing them and they'll never name what we own in common: public lands, timber, minerals, the public airwaves. It doesn't occur to them that we own these assets, because they're entirely controlled by corporations. That's commercialism. I grew up corporate. I used to look at cars in terms of style: power, fins, hood ornaments. Growing up civic means you start looking at cars in terms of safety, fuel efficiency, ease of maintenance and repair, pollution control.

RS--Was there a revelation in your childhood that set you upon your current path?

N--One day I came home from school, when I was about ten. My father said, "What did you do today in school? Did you learn how to believe, or did you learn how to think?" My parents were always taking me to the next step. And where are kids today? As pre- teenagers, they're spending thirty hours a week in the hands of corporations. Television, video games, arcades, overmedication, war toys, cosmetics for little girls. Then the addictive industries hit them: alcohol, tobacco, drugs. They're spending less time with adults, including their parents, than any generation in history. We don't pay a penalty for that? Our economy is designed to take adults away from the household for longer and longer periods of time--commuting, working longer hours--to make a middle-class living. The streets are empty in residential areas because people are working or too tired to do anything. The social clubs are closing down. There's no one to run for local office or serve on commissions. Nobody shows up at city council meetings. The figures are that Americans worked 163 more hours last year than they did twenty years ago, and for less money. This is a period of unprecedented economic growth and a booming stock market. What do you think is going to happen to these people when a recession or depression hits?

RS--You once testified in front of a House committee on corporate welfare. Why do they even let you testify anymore?

N--Well, they don't. That was a special case. Most people in this town who call themselves conservatives are really corporatists. John Kasich, the chairman of the House Budget Committee, is an actual conservative. He opposed the B-2 bomber; he opposes corporate welfare. Over a period of a year and a half, we convinced him to hold the first congressional hearings on corporate welfare. He invited me to be the lead-off witness. I wasn't restricted to five minutes, and it was on C-Span. We got a great reaction, but a lot of his colleagues weren't happy. We're now working with Kasic's office to develop a joint coalition to eliminate five corporate-welfare programs, just for starters. If you include tax loopholes, bailouts, subsidies, technology give-aways and public-resource giveaways, it comes to hundreds of billions a year.

RS--In the Sixties and Seventies, you had a lot of legislators in your corner. Yet a liberal like Walter Mondale was also a member of the Trilateral Commission, which issued that famous report saying the United States had suffered from an "excess of democracy" in the Sixties. Did you ever feel like you were making a deal with the devil as you worked with Congress?

N--You tend to look at politicians piece-meal. Since you can't enact the laws, you pick one virtue here and one virtue there, and you don't deal with them except on your terms. Liberal Republicans in the Senate in those days--Javitz, Percy, Hatfield--were better than most Democrats are now. So it's a natural step now to enter the electoral arena. With corporate power, you've got to go to every front that they're fighting, or they'll turn your flank and defeat you. You can't just beat them in court, or they'll override the decision by lobbying something through the legislature.

RS--In 1996, you told the "New York Times," "If I really wanted to beat Clinton, I would get out, raise $3 or $4 million, and maybe provide the margin for his defeat. That's not the purpose of this candidacy." Since you're planning to raise $5 million and run hard this year, does that mean you would not have a problem providing the margin of defeat for Gore?

N--I would not--not at all. Take every section of the U.S. government and ask what's the difference between the two parties. Treasury, the Federal Reserve, Defense, State, Commerce, Labor: In all the departments and all the regulatory agencies, with the possible slight exception of the Environmental Protection Agency, there is no difference whatsoever between the two parties. In some areas, the Democrats are worse. They got elected by the labor unions, and they've got the most mealy-mouthed, patsy Labor Department that any Republican would dream of having. The Occupational Safety and Health Administration is even worse off under the Democrats. We can't even get the Secretary of Labor to make a speech on occupational hazards. What else is there? The Institutes of Health are exactly the same under both parties. They're giving away all the research and development to the big drug companies, and you know who reversed the reasonable-price provision that was restraining what the drug companies could charge? Clinton. The Department of Energy is still subsidizing fossil and nuclear fuels. They still have a low priority for solar energy. It's a little better than under Reagan and Bush, but nothing like you would expect from the "environmental president and vice president." On social services? They're cutting low-income housing, strangling legal services. The administration speaks a better game, but they do not fight a better game. And the Republicans never subsidized the merger of defense contractors. That's a Clinton innovation. A billion and a half dollars he spent in the Pentagon to subsidize the merger of Lockheed Martin. And now they're doing that for others, on the grounds that there's overcapacity. But they're knocking out a competitor, so they'll pay even more for weapons we don't need. The Republicans never thought of that one.

RS--Do you think Gore has lived up to his reputation as an environmentalist?

N--The Clinton administration was worse than the Republicans regarding the auto industry. When they were running in 1992, they said they were going to push the auto industry to forty miles per gallon by the year 2000. But they cut a deal. Clinton and Gore had a press conference in September 1993 with three big domestic auto companies, and here's the deal they announced: We'll appropriate a billion dollars in taxpayer money to help you develop a clean engine, and in return, no antitrust enforcement against collusion--which means they don't have to compete the way Honda and Toyota do now over hybrids. And no increase in the CAFE (antipollution) standards. So eight years go by, and there's not even a proposal to increase the CAFE standard. Could have done worse? The average fuel efficiency for all motor vehicles has slid back to 24.5 miles per gallon, which is where it was in 1980.

RS--And yet the Sierra Club has endorsed Gore for president.

N--The Sierra Club has had an internal debate on whether to endorse Gore. I saw a memo from the people who don't want to endorse him, and they list ten areas where he has betrayed the environmental movement and his own book. Solar energy, he hasn't pushed. Fossil fuel and nuclear subsidies, he hasn't fought or criticized. Pesticides, he's beyond disgrace. Indoor pollution, they've done nothing. Global warming and ozone depletion, all talk. He supported WTO and NAFTA, which subordinate environmental and labor concerns to corporate interest by mandate of their charters. All the little things that they promised in '92 and didn't do, like saving the Everglades, like the incinerator in northeast Ohio that they said would never open [but did]. The 1872 Mining Act gives our minerals away for free, literally for free, and lets the corporate predators escape without cleaning up their mess, so we have exhausted gold mines that are full of cyanide all over the West. Clinton and Gore never stood up and said it should be repealed. Just before I went to Hawaii recently, Clinton issued a well-timed executive order to preserve the coral reefs, of which there are more than a few deteriorating in Hawaii. I asked the governor, who's a Democrat, what he thought of it. "All talk," he said. Let me tell you something: I'd rather have a provocateur than an anesthetizer in the White House. Remember what James Watt [Reagan's Secretary of the Interior] did for the environmental movement? He galvanized it. Gore and his buddy Clinton are anesthetizers. They give you the rhetoric, they set aside a few monuments, they set aside a few reserves by executive order, which has no statutory authority and can easily be pushed aside. You can't even sue to hold them to it, which you can with a statute. You know what's amazing about Gore? He just rolled out his energy-efficiency plan. It's exactly what they said eight years ago. You know the old proverb, "If you're going to be a liar, you better have a good memory"? They're both liars, and they both have good memories. They just don't care. They're shameless.

RS--I have a black friend from Harlem who has progressive politics and a deep suspicion of the white power structure. He told me he voted for Mayor Giuliani. I said, "How could you vote for a lying thug like that?" He said, "Because I wanted to vote for a winner."

N--That's the main hurdle right there. People want to be with winners. And what they don't realize is, the more they want to be with winners in our system of concentrated power, the more losers there are going to be. It's what I call the ego use of the vote, which only legitimizes the oligarchy. The two parties know they can tell people, "You wanna be with a winner? You come with us. You've got nowhere else to go." That's what the Democrats have been telling all these citizen groups for years now. You've got nowhere to go. But we know where they're going. That's why we're drawing the line this year. It's over. It has to be. We may be the last generation that has to give up so little to achieve so much.

Further information on Nader's campaign can be found at www.votenader.com <http://www.votenader.com> .
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