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MR. PODESTA:   Good morning, 
everyone.  For those of you who 
weren't here last night, I'm John 
Podesta, with the Center for American 
Progress.  I just want to state again the 
wonderful panel that we began this 
conference with last night.  David 
Pryor, Hodding Carter  -- 
 
(Applause) 
 
I think that it was not just a powerful 
vision that was expressed on that 
panel, but the lives that those 
gentlemen have led that really 
provided an inspiration to all of us 
here throughout -- at this conference 
and in the days ahead that something 
really is possible.  When you put your 
mind to it, put your soul into it, you 
can get a lot -- you can get a lot done. 
 Everybody heard me last night.  I'm 
not going to repeat what I said, but 
I'm about to turn the program over to 
our partner, Ferrel Guillory, but 
before I do that, I want to take a 
moment to thank the staff here at 
UNC because it was their leadership 
in organizing this program, being such 
wonderful hosts, that really made this 

thing possible.  And, Ferrel, thank you 
but thank also your staff.  I think it's 
no exaggeration to say this conference 
would not have been possible without 
you and your staff.  
 
And as I mentioned last night, the 
New Strategies for Southern Progress 
Conference partners are not partisan 
educational institutions that do not 
seek to advance the interest of any 
particular political party or candidate 
for office, but we do seek to advance a 
progressive agenda.  
 
Today we want to continue our efforts 
to identify the policies and ideas that 
can help shape a moderate progressive 
narrative in the South.  I think those 
of us here would probably be in 
agreement, as most of the panels were 
last night, on some of the most 
important components of that:  Better 
schools, affordable quality health care, 
new business investment, to promote 
sustainable economic growth and jobs, 
jobs for the future and jobs with a real 
future. And I think all of those things 
are linked together, and we'll be 
exploring them during the course of 



  2 

 

the day.  
 
We seek -- in short, new strategies we 
seek have less to do with struggle than 
with advancement and seeing to it that 
every Southern family has the 
opportunity to work hard and grab 
hold of the American dream.  To help 
us in that exploration, we're lucky to 
be joined by a very talented group of 
current leaders and scholars who will 
explore in greater detail some of the 
challenges facing this region and the 
progressive response.  And with 
today's discussion, we hope we can 
begin to craft a progressive framework 
for developing those responses that 
are going to lead us into the future.  
 
To help get us started this morning, 
we're going to -- we'll have a brief 
introduction by Ferrel.  Then take a 
little bit of a break so that people can 
refresh their coffee and then we're 
going to start with the panel.  But to 
help get us going this morning is our 
partner and host, Ferrel Guillory, 
Director of the Program on Southern 
Politics, Media and Public Life at the 
University of North Carolina.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
MR. GUILLORY:  Thank you, John.  
I want to reciprocate genuinely in 
thanking you and Alys Campaigne and 
Drew Warshaw  -- wherever Drew is  
-- and the staff for the Center for 
American Progress.  You've been 
wonderful to work with and have 
been stimulating collaborators.  I'd 
like to also thank Andy Brack for his 
collaboration.  Andy is here today and 
tomorrow to take a big step toward 
realizing his dream of creating a 
Center for a Better South.  

 
John mentioned our staff.  The vast 
staff includes Eric Gautschi.  Eric is 
here.  Eric is the assistant director of 
the program, and I mention that so 
that you will know that we have 
graduate students here who are 
working on our new block.  And so 
this session -- these sessions today are 
going to be reported in almost real 
time on the web, southnow.org.  We 
invite you to visit us.  There's a lot of 
data on the South there too.  
 
I want to recognize my colleagues at 
the Center for Study of American 
South, Bill Ferris, Harry Watson -- I 
didn't see Harry come in but I think 
he's here  -- and Judith Wagner, the 
chair of the faculty and our esteemed 
colleague in the law school back here. 
 Thank you, Judith, for being here. 
And thanks to all of you for showing 
up in numbers far beyond what we 
had originally anticipated and even 
budgeted for, but somehow we'll 
manage.  
 
Let me take a couple of minutes here 
just to frame the conversation we're 
going to have today at this podium 
and the table and around the tables 
where you are sitting.  The academic 
plan for the University of North 
Carolina Chapel Hill broadens our 
university's concept and commitment 
to public service to encompass the 
concept of public engagement.  The 
plan envisions that the university 
works to identify the major issues 
facing us in our time and place, and 
that it would contribute to the 
development of policies to address 
those challenges.  
 
The plan also says that the future of 
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society at the state, national and 
international levels requires greater 
understanding of how the next 
generation of leaders can be nurtured 
effectively to become the best possible 
decision makers for the public and 
private sectors.  
 
Since its inception, the Program of 
Southern Politics, Media and Public 
Life has sought to serve as a 
connecting tissue between the 
university and the public realm of our 
state and region, and I'm especially 
indebted to the Z. Smith Reynolds 
Foundation  -- some members of its 
board and staff are here  -- for the 
funding that has sustained us.  And I 
owe a special debt of gratitude to Tom 
Lambeth back there for his leadership 
of the university and of our state.  
 
As its director, my twin goals have 
been to build stronger capacity at 
Chapel Hill for informing the state 
and regional agenda in nurturing 
public leadership.  We gather here in 
keeping with the mandate for 
engagement and in keeping with the 
history and the tradition of the 
University of North Carolina Chapel 
Hill.  
 
In his 1941 book, Tar Heels, a Portrait 
of North Carolina, Jonathan Daniels 
devoted a chapter called The Village 
Citadel to the University and its 
special meaning to North Carolina and 
the South.  Daniels described the 
University at Chapel Hill as the freest 
university in the South, as free as any 
in America.  And he saw that its 
distinctive strength resided in its -- it 
illuminating and advancing the state 
and region's long-marched progress.  
While it may seem like a miracle  -- 

that was Daniels' word   -- that our 
state produced the South's premiere 
public university, Daniels concluded 
by writing, there is hardly any place in 
the South which makes such a light.  
 
More than 50 years later, George 
Brown Tindall, who is a professor 
emeritus of history here at UNC 
Chapel Hill, observed about the 
university, by casting down its buckets 
where it was, the university achieved a 
national and world recognition which 
few, if any, had anticipated as a result 
of such seeming parochialism.  
 
Throughout the last century, two 
powerful currents in an amalgam of 
culture and economics and ideology 
have coursed through the region's 
political landscape, and our panels and 
I have talked about this.  One stream 
has its head waters in the traditionalist, 
isolated churchgoing, rural 
communities that mark our state and 
much of the South through the first 
half of the 20th century.  And it now 
winds its way through sprawling 
suburbs where it picks up strength 
from economic Libertarians and 
moderate Christian fundamentalists.  
There's a competing stream that flows 
out of a public private partnership 
devoted to educational advancement 
and economic modernizing.  Out of 
this stream have come leaders, both 
public and private, who work toward 
racial change.  And it includes a 
network that still exists of civic 
business and political leaders.  
 
Of course, state by state differences 
exist in a region that stretches all the 
way from the Potomac to the 
Pedernales.  If I were in my native 
state of Louisiana right now, I would 
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have to say a few words about Longs 
and anti-Longs and about party politic 
divided among three cultures.  But 
here in North Carolina, I can say that 
this progressive stream has been 
augmented by a strong philanthropic 
sector and nourished intellectually 
over the years by the University of 
North Carolina at Chapel Hill.  
 
It makes sense, therefore, that in this 
place where Howard Odom and Frank 
Porter Graham and Bill Freiden and 
Terry Sanford and our current 
governor  -- whom I hope you'll meet 
in a few minutes  -- Mike Easley, the 
place where they learned and learned 
to lead, that we gather to consider the 
course and the condition of the 
progressive stream in Southern life.  
This is an intellectually significant 
subject, and in tackling it, we should 
be prepared to think deeply and 
rigorously about the South of today as 
it is actually lived by its citizens.  
 
At the university, with an abiding 
commitment to its public character, 
we ought to encourage discussion and 
full-throated debates as we have 
through an array of forums that foster 
a clash of ideas across the ideological 
spectrum, deliberation and debate 
through which a democracy thrives.  I 
look forward to the university serving 
as an even livelier hub of Southern 
studies, policy analysis and leadership 
development.  
 
Having dismantled legal racial barriers, 
the South has grown in population 
and economic prowess.  It is a 
dynamic changing region, capable of 
national leadership.  Still progress is 
not automatic.  Politics won't 
inevitably improve.  We've got to 

work at it.  Democracy must be 
attended to day by day, and that's what 
we're here to do.  And I thank you for 
coming here today to take part in a 
discussion at a great university that 
surely will lead to a more robust 
democracy in the American South.  So 
thank you for being here.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
Okay.  We've got two dashes to make. 
 The panel and moderator are going to 
dash up here and some of us, 
including me, are going to dash to the 
coffee pot, and then we're going to get 
started in about three minutes. 
 
(A recess was taken.)  
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MR. BRACK:  Good morning. Good 
morning. That is what is called 
progress.  You-all did better the 
second time.  My name is Andy Brack. 
 I'm from Charleston, South Carolina, 
and I'm the president of the New 
Center for a Better South.  We want 
to welcome you-all here and thank 
you for coming this morning.  
 
A fellow last night that was sitting 
over here from North Carolina asked, 
what does it mean to be progressive?  
And I started thinking about it last 
night, again, and I think it means 
doing better for everyone.  Working 
on policies and programs and 
procedures and this, that and the 
other to move things forward for 
everyone regardless of whether you're 
black, white, brown, yellow, blue, 
green, purple or polka-dotted.  And I 
think that a lot of people in the South 
these days don't look to do better by 
everyone.  
 

They don't seem to remember the 
incantation, love thy neighbor as 
thyself.  They don't seem to remember 
things like, let's leave this earth a 
better place than when we found it.  
And I think that the challenge that 
exists for my generation is to 
overcome a culture of hate that has 
seemed to infect Southern politics and 
Southern policies and legislatures, to 
overcome the stalemate, to get past 
the intellectual gridlock that has 
matured in legislatures all around.  
That's my preaching for the day.  
 
I want to get over a couple of 
housekeeping matters, and then we'll 
move straight to our first panel.  First 
of all, tomorrow morning we will have 
a meeting of  -- an organizational 
meeting for the Center for a Better 
South to which you-all are all invited.  
There will be breakfast at 8:30 and the 
meeting starts at 9.  We'll be happy to 
welcome former Georgia Governor 
Roy Barnes who will speak and who 
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will help make a case for a new 
Southern progressive think tank.  
There's also an op ed that was in 
yesterday's News and Observer that 
you might pick a copy up outside that 
tries to make that case as well.  
Tomorrow's meeting is on Saturday so 
anybody who wears a tie gets shot.  
 
I also want to thank my friend Lynn 
Clark, who's in the pink in the back 
here, and she is doing the official 
transcript for today's proceedings.  
We'll have some from last night too.  
And in two or three weeks we hope to 
send an e-mail around to all of you-all 
for people who have e-mails to give 
you results of the conference.  So you 
don't have to take notes, because she's 
taking notes for us.  
 
Also I want to thank all of my friends 
from Charleston who have come here. 
 Most of the time the guys wear the 
typical Charleston uniform, which is a 
blue blazer and khaki pants that most 
of us would call high waters.  But 
they're disguised throughout the room 
so you-all watch out for them.  Thank 
you-all from Charleston and from 
South Carolina for coming. And I also 
want to thank the Center for 
American Progress, John Podesta, 
Alys Campaigne, Drew Warshaw and 
Ferrel Guillory for all they've done to 
make this panel and this conference 
possible.  
 
What we're going to talk about first -- 
last night we kind of framed the 
discussion.  What we're going to talk 
about this morning is to get the 
observation and analysis of some 
leading pollsters and some leading 
political figures about where the South 
is.  What is the mind of the South 

right now?  What are we dealing with? 
 It's not Jethro and the Dukes of 
Hazzard and grits.  The South now is 
a black, white, brown and yellow 
society.  And we need to understand 
more deeply how this society is 
functioning if we seek to make 
progressive changes in it.  
 
This panel also is going to be 
important because the observations 
that are voiced here will help lead to 
what I hope is an annual Better South 
Poll, and that isn't a global warming 
type thing.  That's going to be an 
annual poll that the Center for a 
Better South comes up with to 
measure how we're doing on 
implementing and thinking about 
progressive issues.  
 
So let's talk -- let me introduce this 
morning the panel to you.  Starting 
here on my right, your left, is Dave 
Beattie, who's the moderator.  Dave is 
president of Hamilton, Beattie and 
Staff which is a Florida and 
Washington polling firm.  He is a 
talented young pollster, and you can 
read about his bio in the thing, as for 
everyone.  But I think that you'll find 
that he likes looking behind the 
numbers to figure out what does it 
mean to attitudes.  
 
Next we have our friend Mudcat, 
David "Mudcat" Saunders is a rural 
political consultant in partner with 
Steve Jarding in the Rural Renaissance 
Consulting Firm in southern Virginia. 
 I think you'll enjoy listening to some 
of his stories.  
 
Then we have Ruy Teixeira, who is a 
joint fellow at the Center for 
American Progress and the Century 
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Foundation.  You-all might remember 
he wrote an outstanding book about a 
year and a half, two years ago called 
the Emerging Democratic Majority.  
That really put a -- showed how 
progressive folks can move forward 
and how the numbers are on our side.  
 
And finally we have Dr.  Susan 
Howell from New Orleans who is the 
director of Survey Research Center at 
the University of New Orleans and a 
professor of political science.  She's 
got some slides that I think you'll 
really enjoy.  So without further adieu, 
thank you-all again for coming and let 
me give you Dave Beattie and he'll get 
rolling.  
 
MR. BEATTIE:  Thank you-all for 
being here today.  To me, it's actually 
really an honor to be here because I 
applied to the University of North 
Carolina twice and was rejected.  So 
I'm happy to be here today.  
 
I have a basic premise that I think 
people on the panel, in the room, 
some will agree with some of what I 
have to say and what we have to say.  
And obviously there's going to be 
debate about what we say.  Because if 
the answers are clear and there was 
one right and one wrong, it would be 
simple, and we could just hand out 
bullet points and walk away.  
 
I've got a basic premise that if you 
can't win in rural areas, you're going to 
be a minority voice in this country 
because of how our system is set up.  
That we have a system that leans 
towards rural areas is where the power 
is in much of our country.  And it's a 
lesson really that America learned 
from Vietnam.  You can't hold the 

cities and lose the countryside and 
expect you're going to win the war.  
 
Now, what seems to have happened is 
that we failed to articulate the 
principles that are at stake, and faith 
became a debate about gay marriage 
and partial birth abortion, which is a 
very narrow concept of right and 
wrong.  Americans really believe in 
much more than that.  Equal 
opportunity.  Kindness to strangers.  
Treating others as we like to be 
treated.  Repaying our debts.  Standing 
up to bullies who prey -- who prey on 
the weak.  Those are ideals that 
Americans agree with, and when we 
articulate them, they agree with us.  
 
We have to move away from the 
image, the appearance, that we cater to 
an intellectual elite, and we have to 
overcome a fear of taking a stand for 
something that may not be popular 
with everyone but is important to us.  
What happens is we do portray this 
elitist attitude to blacks and to 
Hispanics and to rural whites, and 
they get that.  And progressives, I 
think especially in Washington, seem 
to be unable to talk to people of faith, 
so sometimes they fail to talk about 
people of faith with respect.  And 
someone told me this recently, that if 
we talked about blacks in the same 
tone that we talk about people of 
faith, in the same derisive tone, we'd 
be called racists.  And I think that 
that's how some of the rural whites 
feel, that they're discriminated against 
and people don't understand.  
 
Now, Republican success comes from 
their mythology of small government 
and personal wealth.  They have this 
icon, Ronald Reagan, that they 



  4 

 

attribute his -- they attribute any of 
their ideals to, whether Reagan either 
believed them ^4on the ^ or not.  
Now  -- and voters like this vision, 
this positive grandfatherly figure and 
the picture that is painted, even if that 
picture that's painted isn't their own 
reality.  And they use one word to 
describe progressives at every level, 
and that's liberal.  From the statehouse 
to the White House they use the same 
word, and it gets to be an echo 
chamber.  But we also play into their 
hands.  We talk about policy but not 
the ideals behind what we stand for 
and what we fight for and why we're 
fighting.  And we seem to be this 
out-of-touch -- out-of-touch elite, and 
to many Americans we are that party, 
the out-of-touch elite. They're in the 
party of the Republican party, the 
party of the common person.  In the 
South obviously we face unique 
challenges.  Kerry won (sic) every state 
in the South.  He won (sic) 90 percent 
of the counties that are majority white 
from the South.  And over the last 40 
years, basically the South has 
transformed from a racially divided 
bastion of Democratic strength to 
racially divided enemy territory.  And 
it's too simple to say that it's ignorant, 
racist Southern whites who refuse to 
vote their economic self-interest that's 
the problem.   It's this rhetorical 
disconnect that is the problem.  And 
the rhetoric of belief and rhetoric of 
ideal and a commitment to a higher 
purpose and a higher power, it's not 
something that a party can define.  It's 
something that people have to define. 
 And people have to stand for and 
fight for, from individuals.  
 
Now, our panel is going to look at 
where voters are, how attitudes are 

affecting them and how language is 
affecting them.  Again, some of them 
are going to agree and expand on what 
I said because it's brilliant, or show me 
exactly where and why I'm wrong.  
And at the end we will have time for 
questions.  And we're going to come 
down -- come down, have the panel  
-- starting with Susan.  
 
And one of the things I would like to 
point out, which I think for some 
reason is unfair, that if you work in 
politics you get a name in quotes.  
Mudcat and Mac, and then the rest of 
us don't get our name in quotes.  So if 
you think of one for us, we feel like 
we'd like to earn one through the 
panel.  So Susan.  
 
DR. HOWELL:  Thank you.  I have 
to stand up because I'm short and 
because I'm a college professor and I 
have to stand up and talk.  
 
In my six minutes here  -- in my six 
minutes, what I'd like to do is outline 
what I think where the room -- okay.  
My clicker -- is there room for a 
progressive agenda in the South from 
a public opinion standpoint.  There's 
bad news and there's good news.  But 
if by way of background, let's look at 
what happened in the 2004 election.  
 
Bush increased his share of the vote in 
every Southern state except North 
Carolina from 2000 to 2004.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
All right.  The North Carolina 
delegates. This increase went from 1 
to 6 percentage points.  So the 
Republican, or the nonprogressive, 
agenda gained   -- certainly we can 
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point to the reasons like the war and 
Kerry's candidacy  -- but Bush gained 
in the South.  Most importantly, there 
was no Southern state where Bush did 
worse in 2004 than in 2000.  So where 
did this come from?  We know from 
national exit polls that the change 
from 2000 to 2004 was concentrated 
among working class whites.  
 
So recognizing the importance of this 
group, I have identified the working 
class whites in the South in a number 
of national surveys, carved them out 
and taken a look at their opinion.  The 
working class whites  -- there are some 
barriers obviously, we know them, 
when you tie it to a progressive 
agenda.  On the positive side though 
there is a strong populist culture to 
build on.  By populist, I mean an 
antielitism and a belief in ordinary 
working people as the real authentic 
Americans.  But of course, there are 
barriers to a progressive agenda 
among the working class whites.  One 
of which is there's little class 
polarization among whites in the 
South.  If you look across polls, 
there's not much difference between 
what working class whites believe and 
what upper middle class whites believe 
in the South.  And that obviously is a 
problem when you're trying to create 
an interest group based on economics 
in the working class.  Working class 
whites do not perceive much in 
common with African Americans, and 
African Americans are, of course, part 
of the heart of a progressive agenda.  
So we have a race problem there and 
then we have the lack of economic 
polarization.  
 
The populism of working class whites 
in the South is conservative populism. 

 Conservative populism means the 
enemy is government.  The enemy is 
regulation.  The enemy of the liberal  
-- cultural liberals, the Northeastern 
elite, et cetera.  So that's the bad news. 
 But more of the bad news, when we 
look at the party identification of 
working class Southern whites versus 
the -- and I debated -- you know, I 
just made it a dichotomy here.  
Anybody without a college education, 
I'm calling working class.  With a 
college education is everybody else.  
So recognize that that's a fairly crude 
separation.  
 
But look at the largest group of 
identifiers among those in the working 
class are Republicans.  So you have 
this high degree of Republicanism in 
the working class which is obviously a 
serious problem for a progressive 
agenda.  Another problem and 
illustration of conservative populism is 
that part of the culture of the South is 
that big government is a bad thing.  
And you have here two-thirds of the 
working class believe that the federal 
government controls too much of 
daily life.  I don't know what they're 
referring to, but they believe it.  
 
Now, let's go to the good news.  
Progressive populism.  There is 
antibusiness sentiment across the 
board in the South.  One of the 
speakers last night referred to the 
global corporate elite.  There are many 
people in the South, working class and 
middle class, who believe that big 
business does not serve the public 
interest.  The progressive agenda can 
certainly build on recent events 
highlighting business abuses, 
Worldcom, Enron, et cetera, which I 
don't think have been utilized to the 
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maximum to appeal to the working 
class.  Not just in the South but across 
the board.  
 
More progressive populism.  Southern 
whites do not believe that the rich pay 
enough taxes.  Now, this is another 
basis for a progressive agenda.  There 
is a feeling that upper income people 
are getting away with something.  
They have unfair advantages.  And in 
the area of health-care, we find that a 
third of the working class whites in 
the South cannot afford needed 
health-care, which of course, is one of 
the main issues of the progressive 
agenda.  
 
One of I think the problems with the 
progressive agenda compared to the 
conservative agenda is the question of 
who will be the foe, who will be the 
enemy?  Republicans have  -- just 
talking political strategy here, 
Republicans have used big 
government and the Northeast liberal 
elites, the media as their foe.  
 
We can use something too.  We can 
use -- here's some ideas.  The top two. 
 The corporate elites.  The corporate 
elites who have abused working 
people, endangered their retirements, 
the CEOs get away with their money 
and stick it to the working people.  
Wealthy people.  There are -- there is a 
populism of the working class can be 
appealed to here, that higher income 
people are not paying their way in this 
society.  They're getting too wealthy.  
They have unfair advantages.  They 
can afford expensive colleges.  They 
don't pay their fair share into Social 
Security.  
 
Now those two -- the global enemies 

there can be used to support an 
agenda on Social Security and 
health-care and college tuition.  I 
include college tuition here.  This has 
not been spoken about a lot, but we're 
getting to the point in this country 
where there's two classes of colleges.  
Where there are the prestige -- it's 
30,000 and up and it's 10,000 and 
down.  There's nothing in the middle. 
 And the working class people cannot 
afford, without huge debt, or if they 
have a genius kid, to go to what they 
consider to be one of the better 
colleges or a top college or a private 
college.  
 
Social Security is an issue where we 
can argue  -- and actually even 
President Bush argued this  -- I hate to 
be quoting him about this, but that the 
upper income people are not paying 
their way.  Health-care can play into 
the corporate elite because the drug 
companies and insurance companies 
are driving up the costs.  
 
One of my favorite issues on the 
progressive agenda is that the 
progressive agenda must embrace 
religious voters.  And this is a theme 
that we've heard already this morning. 
 America is a religious country, not all 
churchgoers are politicized to the 
right.  In fact, for many churchgoers, 
the religious right is somewhat 
offensive to them.  The value that is 
embodied in the Christian-Judeo 
tradition that is progressivism is 
humanitarianism.  We do believe in 
America that we are our brother's 
keeper.  We are a giving culture, we 
are a helping culture.  This is 
particularly true of the South.  And 
this value has not been emphasized 
enough in a progressive agenda.  
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Another -- going to the culture wars, I 
believe a progressive agenda can and 
should take a strong stand against 
violence, pornography, TV, video 
games, Internet.  Under the 
Republican watch, which has been the 
last, let's say, 20 years, this has gotten 
worse.  They're the ones that are 
supposed to be against this stuff, but 
there are primetime television shows 
in the central time zone  -- not here, 
but central time zone  -- that the 
whole thing is based on sexual 
innuendo.  It's on at 8:00 at night.  
Now, I'm not a prude, but as a 
progressive agenda here, I think we 
can stand up for families, we can 
protect children, we can help parents 
by taking a stronger stand.  Also from 
a political standpoint, who's going to 
be against this?  The Hollywood 
crowd is not doing us any good here.  
They're the ones making money off of 
this stuff.  
 
Okay.  So in summary, the progressive 
wedges and issues that I think can be 
identified, all of which are perfectly 
consistent with the culture of the 
South.  There is an abusive corporate 
elite that's taking advantage of 
working people, and the wealthy 
people are not paying their way.  
There's a widening gap between the 
rich and the poor.  America is 
becoming a two-class society.  And 
the working class people increasingly 
cannot afford health insurance or 
adequate health insurance, and cannot 
afford the colleges that they might 
want to send their children to, and we 
can take greater control over what's 
available to our children on the 
Internet and through video games, et 
cetera.  Thank you.  

 
(Applause.) 
 
MR. BEATTIE:  What is the 
emerging democratic majority?  
 
MR. TEIXEIRA:  Mr.  Numbers 
Teixeira?  
 
MR. BEATTIE:  Let's do numbers.  
All right, Mr. Numbers. 
 
MR. TEIXEIRA:  I thought what I'd 
do to just kind of help set up a basis 
for discussion is look at some data 
comparing 1996 to 2004.  Because 
things have changed a bit over the last 
eight years.  For example, in 1996 
Clinton split the Southern vote with 
Bob Dole 46 to 46 and carried five 
Southern states, where I defined 
Southern states as the Old 
Confederacy plus Kentucky and 
Oklahoma, which is pretty standard.  
So split the Southern vote 46/46.  
 
Now, in 2004, Kerry lost to Bush 
57/42 in these 13 states, and he lost, 
of course, every single Southern state. 
 So what happened?  Well, part of it is 
definitely kind of tied to what Susan 
was saying.  It's kind a white working 
class story to some large extent.  In 
1996 Clinton lost white working class 
voters in the South by about 16 
points, which may not sound that 
good, but think about how John Kerry 
did in 2004.  He lost white working 
class voters in the South by 44 points. 
 That hurts.  72/28.  
 
I think it's kind of hard to do well in 
this region when you're losing white 
working class voters by 72 to 28 
percent.  It's also interesting to look at 
the shifts that have taken place 
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spacially, different types of 
communities in the South.  What my 
data show is that since 1996 there's 
been a shift of 12 points away from 
the Democrats in metro areas, looking 
at the presidential level.  There's been 
a 24-point shift in what are called 
micropolitan areas, which are rural 
areas that are based around a small 
city, a small urban area.  They're 
typically more denser  -- denser, more 
urbanized and different than the much 
more straightforwardly rural areas.  
This is a new definition that's 
complicated by  -- and if you want to 
read more about it, you can look at my 
Web site where I explained it in 
excruciating detail.  
 
But I think it's an important 
distinction.  Anyway, these 
micropolitan areas, there's been a 
24-point shift away from the 
Democrats since 1996.  And then if 
you look at the nonmetropolitan rural 
areas, which I think is what most 
people really think of as rural areas, 
where there's really no city to speak of 
and it's pretty diffuse, pretty dimly 
populated, there has been a 29-point 
shift away from the Democrats since 
1996.  
 
And I think there's a couple ways you 
can look at this.  On the one hand, 
you can say, well, since it's only been a 
12-point shift away from the 
Democrats in metro areas, that's really 
where the Democrats can make some 
headway, there's the least hostility.  
Maybe that's where they should 
concentrate.  On the other hand, you 
can look at the huge shifts in the 
different types of rural areas and say, 
well, you've got to stop the bleeding 
there.  Even though they're smaller in 

terms of population, there's fewer 
votes, you can't afford to have those 
kinds of margins in rural and 
micropolitan areas.  So I think that's 
just a subject one could debate.  I 
don't think there's a clear answer.  
 
One thing that's worth noting though 
is that the metro areas in the South 
where all the growth is, if you look at 
the popular vote, the national vote 
since the 1980s, the Southern share of 
the national vote in presidential 
elections have gone up by 5 points, 5 
percentage points.  That's entirely in 
metro areas.  There's been no growth 
at all in rural and micropolitan areas.  
 
It's also interesting to note that if you 
look at 2004, for example, that the key 
political changes going from 2000 to 
2004 weren't necessarily in these rural 
and exurban counties where Kerry did 
the worse, but rather were in metro 
areas, particularly in medium-sized 
metro areas.  So they don't get, I 
think, as much attention as they 
should.  
 
If you look at Florida, for example, 
you can explain most of Bush's 
increased margin in 2004 relative to 
2000 by increased performance.  
Better performance in areas, metro 
areas, like Jacksonville Sarasota, 
Pensacola, places people don't think 
about, but are really important 
politically because there's a lot of 
voters there.  
 
Yet another way to look at what's 
happened since 1996 in the South is 
by ideology.  Now, you may not know 
this, and why should you, but Clinton 
actually carried Southern white 
moderates in 1996 by 46/44.  Now, 
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where are all the Southern white 
moderates going? we might well ask.  
Well, in a sense they've gone nowhere. 
 And by that they're as numerous as 
they've ever been.  If you look at the 
exit polls, the ideological distribution 
in the South in 1996 was 17 percent 
liberal, 44 percent moderate, 39 
percent conservative.  In 2004, 17 
percent liberal, 43 percent moderate, 
40 percent conservative.  
 
So almost unchanged.  And even if 
you look among white voters in 
particular, 1996 we have 15 percent 
liberal, 43 percent moderate, 43 
percent conservative.  And then in '04 
we have 14 percent liberal, 41 percent 
moderate, 45 percent conservative.  
It's only a slight shift over that 
eight-year span.  So what on earth 
happened?  Well, what happened is 
that you go from 1996 where Clinton 
carries Southern white moderates by a 
couple of points to a 58/41 deficit by 
Kerry relative to Bush in 2004 in the 
South.  So it's not that the Southern 
white moderates have gone away, but 
they are voting Republican.  They 
seem to trust the Republicans more 
on some key issues.  For example, if 
you look at Southern white moderates 
in 2004, 56 percent said they trusted 
Bush to handle the economy, 44 
percent said they trusted Kerry to 
handle the economy.  Then if you 
look at terrorism, it's a wipeout.  69 
percent said they trusted Bush to 
handle terrorism.  Only 36 percent 
said they trusted Kerry.  
 
So those are some facts to think 
about, I think, maybe in some ways 
they're not the most pleasant ones to 
contemplate, but this is the kind of 
thing we have to deal with.  And I 

think arguably, looking at these data, 
you could say our target voter in the 
South is a white moderate voter, and 
perhaps in a medium-sized metro area.  
 
And if the Democrats can just make 
the choice between Democrat and 
Republican, progressive and 
conservative competitive again among 
this group of voters, Southern white 
moderates, moderate living in metro 
areas, I think then you're a pretty good 
piece down the road to making the 
South competitive again for the 
Democrats.  We've got to push that 
needle back in the other direction.  So 
hopefully that gives people something 
to think about and I'll yield to the next 
panelist.  
 
MR. BEATTIE:  Now one thing that's 
so depressing when you look at the 
presidential race is that Bush won 
everywhere.  But it's important to 
realize in every state that Bush won, 
Democrats were elected.  There isn't a 
state where there's not Democrats that 
were elected.  And in fact, there's 
Democrats elected statewide in the 
top of the ticket.  
 
Mac McCorkle works with Governor 
Easley, but he worked with several 
governors working on policy and 
connecting an agenda that a candidate 
can talk about that is appealing to 
voters at the local level.  I think that 
that's where, when we look nationally 
there's this disconnect.  But there are 
people winning and successful in the 
South, and we need to take those 
lessons and adopt that language so we 
can continue to win the South.  
 
So, Mac, do you want to talk a little bit 
about how you make that translation?  
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MR. MCCORKLE:  Can everybody 
hear me?  First I have to disclose that 
the reason I'm known as Mac is 
because my real first name is Pope and 
I'm Presbyterian.  So for obvious 
ecumenical reasons I stay away from 
that problem.  So my name is Pope 
McCorkle.  I'm also a political 
consultant, and as Andy has already 
suggested, don't confuse me with the 
facts.  These are wonderful facts, and 
I'll try not to be too factual and maybe 
try to be a little bit more provocative.  
 
I remember my son, we were driving 
to Thanksgiving a couple of 
Thanksgivings ago to my sister who is 
married to a former Jesse Helms aide 
who also now runs the North Carolina 
Family Policy Council.  So we always 
have some very immensely interesting 
Thanksgivings.  Louis, my son, 
unbuckled his seat belt.  He was 
talking to Chip, his older brother in 
the car in the back, about whose 
father and mother were lawyer, 
doctor, Indian chief.  And he peered 
around the corner, looked at me as I 
was driving, he said, Dad, are you 
some kind of political insultant?  True 
story.  I always remember that.  
 
So what I try to do at these events 
sometimes is maybe be a little 
insulting, but only in a good natured 
way to be a little provocative.  I'm 
originally from Memphis, Tennessee.  
As Hodding Carter knows, that means 
most of my relatives are from 
Mississippi and Arkansas.  And so I 
span the South, but I also have always 
thought of Chapel Hill and UNC as 
the Great Oasis, the City on the Hill, 
and I'm happy about being here and 
living here.  I'm a Sanfordite all the 

way down.  That doesn't mean that he 
would agree with everything I think or 
do, by any chance.  But I had the 
privilege to work with him and work 
in his law firm.  And I don't pretend 
to channel him, as some people 
suggested that you do of great figures 
and political figures, but I do try to 
carry on something of a conversation 
in remembering the history that he 
brought to the state.  
 
I worked for a number of Southern 
governors, that sometimes gets to be a 
declining quotient of Democrats, but 
have worked for Governor Bredesen 
in Tennessee as well as Governor 
Easley in North Carolina, helped steal 
some elections in South Carolina and 
Alabama in 1998 for Governor 
Hodges and Siegelmann.   But it's a 
tough situation.  
 
I thought what I would do today 
rather than trying to talk about a 
particular state is just draw a 
composite of what the war is like out 
there, and some of these comments 
will have relevance to the state level.  
Some of them will have relevance to 
the national level.  Again, I'm not 
going to even try to be systematic.  
But let me just start with North 
Carolina, and I use that as pretty much 
of a base.  If this is the most advanced 
outpost of liberalism in the South 
there historically, maybe we should 
just start there.  
 
Here we won.  We won 56/43  -- 
Governor Easley won 56/43 in a 
situation where President Bush was 
winning 56/43.  We added seats in the 
state legislature.  And as Susan's 
pointed out, our claim to fame is that 
the Bush margin did not increase in 
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this state from 2000  to 2004.  So you 
could say that, well, maybe we're 
doing something right, whereas 
Georgia went completely Republican 
this time, and numerous other states 
are going that way.  And I think that 
that's probably right.  Governor 
Easley's coming in a little while, and 
you can hear from him on that.  But I 
also have some real concerns, and let 
me just go over the positive.  
 
In North Carolina at least, and I think 
again in the South in general, still the 
calling card for Democrats is 
education, education, education.  
Governor Easley came into the office 
with a massive fiscal deficit he was 
facing and still pushed forward on 
Pre-K.  We were  -- I think Mississippi 
and North Carolina were the only two 
states without Pre-K for their at-risk 
kids.  We pushed forward with that 
with class size reduction, a number of 
education initiatives in the face of 
massive fiscal deficit.  
 
Also pushed forward with a very 
innovative prescription drug program. 
 So those are all good progressive 
calling cards.  And now that the 
election's over, we can plead guilty.  
Governor Easley in his first year 
decided to raise taxes.  Now we tried 
to claim that that's about 500 million.  
Our opponents claim it's a billion.  We 
closed corporate loopholes.  We raised 
the income tax on the rich.  We raised 
sales tax.  I plead guilty to all that now. 
 But we thought all along -- and we're 
going to raise cigarette taxes in North 
Carolina, it looks like this time.  So on 
the taxes score, that is -- we've got to 
get that through.  
 
So all of that is that taxes were 

involved and we survived.  So that's 
good news perhaps.  But let me just 
tell you though in many ways that -- 
and I'm just going to create two 
polarities here that aren't really fair to 
either side.  But let's talk about the 
liberal, white, educated Southern mind 
and let's talk about the popular 
Southern mind.  And let me just tell 
you where I think there's some 
massive disconnects.  And I'm not 
going to argue for a while at least pro 
or con.  I'm just going to tell you what 
you feel out there when you're looking 
at polling numbers, when you're trying 
to communicate with people.  
 
We've already hit on religion and 
moral values.  That's going to be the 
subject of another panel, and I'm just 
going to mention it.  I think 
everybody's real clear on this.  Mr.  
Jefferson's wall of separation, if it is 
supposed to apply to faith and 
politics, is not real in the South.  That 
is not what people believe, and the 
idea that we're going to have a neutral 
secular politics is simply 
incomprehensible to most 
Southerners.  
 
So that's one disconnect, if we have a 
view that  -- if we can have a secular 
or neutral politics, the wall of 
separation doesn't exist.  Now 
whether that is not exactly church and 
state, but in terms of faith and politics 
and candidates expressing their 
religious faith, that is a given.  That's 
an inevitable.  
 
Another one that  -- let me get to the 
ones that aren't always mentioned.  
Free trade.  Again, I think the 
educated position on that apparently, 
of course, is free trade.  It's something 
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we have to accept.  It's progress.  
Everything's going to work out for the 
best.  And I think you're seeing that 
people simply do not buy that.  And 
they're very worried about the 
situation.  I think that is part of the 
problem with the white working class. 
 There are other problems that we can 
get into, but free trade is another one 
of those things that I think if people 
simply do not buy, we have some 
trouble.  
 
Another example, incentives.  
Business incentives.  I understand 
what Susan's talking about when she 
talks about people being mad about 
abusive corporations.  Of course, they 
can be used as people you would want 
to get.  But if populism gets in the way 
of jobs, then people in the South will 
reject that every time.  The jail deal 
that the Governor has been criticized 
about is overwhelmingly popular 
among people.  It is only among again 
the liberally -- maybe overeducated 
mind that sees problems with 
incentives, and I know they're good 
policy arguments, but  -- some good 
policy arguments.  I think they're 
overdone.  But in terms of people 
needing jobs in this state and 
throughout the South, the idea of 
bringing in major corporations and 
their spin-off ability, people believe in. 
 That doesn't mean they believe 
corporations are always good citizens 
and they're not suspicious of them, 
but if our kind of populism gets in the 
way of being a job producer and 
generator, we've got -- we have 
problems.  
 
Then the whole thing -- the last one 
that I would mention is the whole area 
of taxes, revenue and spending.  I've 

said we've already pleaded guilty to 
what we had -- to what the Governor 
had to do to really save education in 
many cases.  And Lord knows in the 
1990s we made a number of education 
advances in this state that really 
weren't paid for in many ways.  Our 
revenue base was hurt badly.  
 
So there is obviously a question about 
adequate revenue base that has to be 
addressed, and taxes have to be part 
of that picture.  But the idea that we 
can get further, especially in a place 
like North Carolina, by relying on 
taxing the rich has got to be subject to 
serious question.  We now have the 
highest income tax rate in the South.  
It is -- on personal and corporate.  
The facts of the real matter is the 
burden overall is relatively low, but in 
terms of particular kicking up the tax 
rate into a 10 percent corporate tax 
rate or a 10 percent income tax rate on 
individuals, that simply is not a 
winning formula for people.  That is a 
shining ball that people can grab ahold 
of, and we've got to accept that.  
 
Now, the alternative the governor's 
mentioned  -- it's in almost every state 
in the South  -- the one thing we don't 
have here is a lottery, and I know 
there's a lot of educated opinion 
against the lottery.  Wildly popular.  
The poor don't see it as a tax, they see 
it as a choice.  Less than half of the 
poor play the lottery.  There are a lot 
of canards about how the lottery is an 
unstable source of revenue.  Tell that 
to Georgia where they're almost at a 
million dollars and tell that to anybody 
who's looked at what happened to the 
income tax rate  -- income taxes in 
North Carolina, how unstable that is.  
So again, I think there's a huge 
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disconnect between the liberal 
educated mind of the South and the 
popular mind.  
 
Okay.  On all those you can just say, 
well, you know, practical politicians 
like Governor Easley, we understand 
that on one or two of them you've got 
to depart from the elites and you've 
got to be practical.  Well, my concern 
is those are too many.  Oh, and one 
other thing I left out.  Spending.  We 
seem to act like that government 
spending is just one of those things 
that the reactionary conservatives 
should worry about.  The secret of 
Governor Easley's formula to me in 
many cases is he is pro education, but 
also said he would veto anything that 
-- any state spending that went larger 
than the economy.  
 
Those two elements unite in people's 
minds, and they say he's pro 
education, he's not pro government.  
That works.  And so the idea that we 
can't focus on spending discipline in 
the state of -- again is a real problem 
in trying to connect with the popular 
mind.  
 
So on all those, there can be an 
example of, yeah, practical politician's 
got to desert the ship every once in 
awhile, but the ship's too heavy.  
There are too many things where 
there's a disconnect in the popular 
mind to be able to survive, I think, 
going forward.  And certainly these 
problems are even greater in other 
states than North Carolina.  
 
What do we suggest?  I think it's very 
important that we get very serious 
about reconnecting with people and 
reconnecting where they are and not 

think that this is a one-way street.  
Perhaps because of the great success 
we had in the civil rights days that, 
you know, of fighting the good fight 
that there's a sense in which the liberal 
elites need to be the one-way 
communicators telling the people in 
the South what to do.  
 
It's really got to be way more of a 
two-way street now.  The issues are 
more complicated and I think we need 
to reconnect with people.  I also think 
that one serious problem is that with 
the Republicans, even in North 
Carolina, the barbarians are at the 
gate.  The kind of moderate 
Republican has died in the South, I 
think, for a while.  It's died in this 
state.  And the people who would 
replace Democrats in this state are 
very seriously reactionary in many 
ways many who can really destroy a 
lot.  There was a time in this state 
where you might not have said that, 
that is true, so I think it's very 
important we go forward.  At the 
same time what do we do?  You 
know, John Stuart Mill talked about 
the best thing for liberals was to 
engage and fight with conservatives in 
an intellectual way.  I think he talked 
about Coleridge and Ruskin as the 
people he read to get himself fired up, 
thoughtful.  And I feel like what we 
do is we talk too much among 
ourselves.  We preach to each other.  
We talk to the choir and we act like, to 
be honest with you, the conservatives, 
Southern conservatives are still all just 
racists and they really don't have 
anything to say.  I think that's scary.  
Now, they're wrong, in the end they're 
wrong, of course, but they would help 
us be more right.  And I think we're 
kind of running on fumes in many, 
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many cases.  
 
Let me throw out just some quick 
ideas on these issues so I won't sound 
so negative.  On religion, I think, 
again, I think it's bad form for us to 
suggest in any way that religion should 
be taken out of the public square.  
Martin Luther King should have 
taught us that religion can work for 
progressives and the idea that we can 
say, no, no, no, we can't do that and 
that's really bad, is not -- I think the 
conservatives have a point there.  
David Price and a number of people 
are going to be talking about religion.  
I think David, who is a mentor of 
mine, has a very eloquent way of 
expressing theologically and politically 
a progressive point of view, and I'm 
not going to get into that.  You'll hear 
that later today.  
 
On trade, I think this is very 
important in terms of connecting with 
working people.  Somehow or 
another, we've got to start working on 
a way to be more direct about national 
interest without being xenophobic.  
You'll notice that Paul Samuelson 
economics 101 and a number of 
economists are starting to dispute a lot 
of what their disciples have been 
saying about how everything's going 
to work out in a free trade regime and 
we don't need to worry about people 
being hurt.  
 
Erskine Bowles talked a lot, tried to 
bring into the conversation 
place-based economic aid, not just 
helping individuals but helping 
regions.  I think that's going to be very 
important.  Again, I'll just say in 
general we can be populists when we 
have abusive corporations but jobs, 

jobs, jobs.  And the idea that 
somehow that the states are going to 
be able to call a truce to this, I don't 
know how they're going to be able.  
And the idea  -- we got lot of 
comments, oh, well, Dell was really 
going to come here anyway and Dell 
wasn't going to go to another state, 
please, now -- that's just not the way 
things work.  People want us to 
compete and to get jobs in.  
 
Fourth, I wish people, at least in 
North Carolina, would reconsider the 
lottery.  I think a lot of the stuff that is 
said about how progressive it is 
applies to sales taxes way more than to 
lottery.  I think that you've got look at 
what people want, and the idea that 
we're going to be able to impose a 
new regime of taxes and not -- and 
skip the lottery, again, I think is going 
to add to popular distrust.  
 
I think the way to go on a more 
progressive way of taxes would be to 
go to earned income tax credits that 
the Clinton administration successfully 
expanded where you lower the load 
on the working class.  But the idea 
that taxing the rich has a future and 
that there's that much revenue in it is 
subject to real dispute, to me.  
 
Again, go back to  -- I think the main 
thing we could do is again follow John 
Stewart Mills' example and talk about 
really engaging conservatives and not 
being to so hermetically sealed 
ourselves and really engage in some of 
their debates.  I try to do that as much 
as possible.  Again, in the end I'm not 
saying the conservatives are right, but 
I think they've advanced to a certain 
level of discussion on taxes and 
spending especially that we need to 
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take great care and caution and a lot of 
sophistication towards.  Thanks.  
 
MR. BEATTIE:  Thank you.  
 
(Applause.).  
 
MR. BEATTIE:  I do want to 
expound on one thing that Mac said 
because it is very important.  Right 
now the Democrats are seen as the 
party of no.  That Republicans over 
the last 20 years have been seen as 
having more ideas.  Even if they're the 
wrong ideas, at least they were new 
ideas.  And that's something we have 
to realize when we're combating them. 
 We need to fight on the playing field 
of ideas and ideals, what we're going 
to change and how we're to move 
forward.  
 
Mudcat, I'd like to ask you just kind of 
  -- listening to the discussion and 
from your experience, what do you 
view as the difference between 
successful and unsuccessful candidates 
in the South.  
 
MR. SAUNDERS:  Well, first off, I 
want to say to Jennifer Powell Mary, 
you didn't tell me all these smart 
people were here, the liberal educated 
part of the South.  I represent the 
popular undereducated.  The 
difference between success and failure 
in the South has to do with the 
successful candidate gets more votes.  
You know, we sit here  -- I'm an angry 
Southerner.  I'm angry.  You know, 
when I see us start out this last 
presidential election  -- you know, I 
don't get it.  Why are we conceding 
ground?  We concede 20 states to start 
out with, 164 electoral votes, just turn 
our back on these people.  We talk 

about tolerance in the Democratic 
party.  I'm a white Southern male.  I 
am pro gun.  Unfortunately for Mac, I 
am against the lottery.  It's class 
distinctive.  People buy lottery tickets 
because they think it's their only way 
out.  The odds in Virginia of winning 
a Pick Six are one in 7 million.  The 
odds of getting struck by lightning in 
Virginia are one in 600,000.  But the 
odds of winning the lottery and 
getting struck by lightning in Virginia 
is 10 times greater than winning the 
lottery.  It is a tax on people who have 
no other way.  
 
Time magazine did a study  -- and I'm 
not going to get on the lottery  -- but 
on prayer.  You know, more of us 
pray now than we ever did, which is 
good.  I don't like the word religion.  
There was no system of religion in 
Jesus' teaching.  His teachings were 
purely spiritual and metaphysical.  
That's the way it was.  There's seven 
volumes of Jewish law, 60 books to 
the volume.  4,200 books of Jewish 
law.  They asked, Jesus, what are the 
most  -- are any of these laws 
important?  He said only two.  Love 
God with all your heart, mind and 
soul and love your neighbor as 
yourself.  
 
Now, the Republicans believe love the 
Cross.  You know, they get all caught 
up in the messenger and they don't 
listen to the message.  And I say, let's 
take them on.  They want to talk 
about family values, we'll talk about 
them.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
As I go north here to Henry County  
-- and I'm not prepared for anything 
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and I'm not going to talk a long time 
because I want to hear your questions. 
 I want to hear what you-all have to 
say.  But we've got white males.  Let's 
take the average family in Henry 
County, Virginia, where Globaltex is 
located, other textile industries.  We 
can go all the way around here and 
head South into South Carolina and 
Georgia.  We can go all over the 
South.  They took our damn jobs is 
what they've done.  But you've got a 
fellow up in Henry County, Virginia.  
This is what's happened to him.  He's 
lost his job, and he don't have any 
health-care.  His wife is working at the 
Wal-Mart store with no benefits, 
cleaning houses on the side.  His kid's 
sick.  And he says, well, some judge up 
in Massachusetts said two gay guys are 
going to get married so I'm going to 
vote for George Bush.  Now what the 
hell is wrong with that picture?  
 
But the -- what we've got to do is our 
party is cultural.  You know, there's 
been a lot of talk about policy and, 
you know, this ain't about policy.  This 
is about getting through the culture.  
The policy of the Democratic policy, 
our message is and it's the reason I'm 
still a democrat is because we're right. 
 And we've got to focus on that.  
We've got to take these Republicans 
on where they live.  Like I say, if they 
want to talk about family values, let's 
talk about family values.  What's the 
family values in cutting the child 
immunization program?  What's the 
family value to not fund No Child 
Left Behind?  What's the family value 
of calling a damn ketchup a vegetable? 
 You know, let's talk about family 
values.  Let's get on it.  Let's get into 
the real message of spirituality and the 
power of spirituality.  And I like what 

Susan said about  -- you know, I pray 
a lot.  I'm a heathen and I cuss too 
much, but I do.  And I know this for 
sure, and I'm sitting here today to tell 
you this, God don't give one damn 
about your political party.  He cares 
about your heart is what he does.  And 
most Southerners, you know, will 
agree with that.  And if our heart's in 
the right place and we get through the 
culture  -- and that's all it is  -- I mean 
we've -- you know, you don't ever talk 
about the -- you know, the last 
election, very much, you know, going 
into the next because you're judged by 
your next.  But in Virginia with Mark 
Warner, in 2001, we got through that 
culture is what we did.  We got 51.4 
percent of the rural vote.  The first 
Democratic candidate in Virginia to 
grab a majority in rural Virginia in a 
generation.  But it was getting through 
the culture.  We're going to have to 
make -- we're going to have to get 
together.  The problems of urban 
America and the problems of rural 
America are the same.  So what do we 
do?  We let the damn Civil War stand 
in between us, both of us do.  And 
I'm just as guilty.  I'm a member of the 
Sons of Confederate Veterans, and 
I'm as guilty, you know, as anybody 
else.  I let culture get in my way.  
We've got to have -- in this damn Civil 
War, we've got to get past all this 
stuff.  They've used racism against us, 
they've used every single issue that will 
divide us.  By God, let's come back 
together.  And I'm glad to be here.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
MR. BEATTIE:  I want to touch a 
little bit more on getting through the 
culture and also to give Susan a 
chance to talk a little bit more about 
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(inaudible) to expand on what Mac 
was saying.  But opening up, what is 
the way to get through culture in the 
South?  How do you connect with 
voters?  And we'll start with Susan and 
open it up to the panel. 
 
DR. HOWELL:  Well, I certainly 
agree with a lot of what's been said up 
here.  Culturally the South is 
characterized by populism.  And the 
way -- one of the ways in which the 
progressive agenda can appeal to that 
populism is by appealing to working 
people.  I mean everybody thinks that 
they're a working person.  They're 
working class, they're middle class.  
Not many people believe that they're 
unfairly advantaged and in the upper 
crust.  So we can appeal to working 
people who feel the crunch, the 
crunch of health-care, the crunch of 
college tuition.  And the facts that 
demonstrate  -- I want to ask Mac 
about this in a minute  -- that we are 
becoming a two-class society.  The 
distribution of wealth in America is 
getting worse from a progressive 
standpoint.  The gap between the 
haves and the have-nots is getting 
broader.  And there is really not much 
of a voice to defend the have-nots or 
the people that are getting increasingly 
squeezed at the bottom.  That we have 
to speak to that.  And I think the 
economic and the cultural things 
mush together, they merge together.  
That is, humanitarianism as a value are 
giving culture our religiosity that  -- I 
agree with Mac that the separation 
between church and state doesn't 
really -- let's face it  -- exist much in 
America.  I mean we are a religious 
country.  And to pretend that we can 
have these policies that don't speak to 
values is absurd.  Policies are values.  

They are expressions of values.  And 
providing health-care for lower  -- 
health insurance for underprivileged 
people or even for working people, 
working-class people.  Protecting 
children from pornography and 
violence.  Improving public schools.  
All these are moral, Judeo-Christian, 
humanitarian issues.  And they merge 
with the values of America and they 
merge with the values of the South.  I 
don't see the disconnect between the 
economic and the moral as much as 
some of my colleagues do.  
 
MR. BEATTIE:  Ruy, what are your 
thoughts on the culture and how do 
you get through the clutter?   
 
MR. TEIXEIRA:  I'm attempted to 
say that it beats the hell out of me.  
But I would -- I mean I think it's a 
tough problem because I think the  -- 
judging from what people have been 
saying on the panel, there's two 
different ways to approach this in a 
way.  One is  -- sort of in the most 
extreme form, one is just to say 
Democrats are progressive or 
whatever, we basically already have the 
right policies, it's a matter of the 
rhetoric.  It's matter of how they're 
framed.  It's a matter of how we 
present ourselves culturally.  That's 
one position.  
 
And then another position might be, 
well, you know, maybe that's 
important but we actually have to have 
something new to say that might 
actually capture people's imagination, 
the kinds of things Democrats and 
progressives tend to say don't really 
grab people.  People aren't that 
interested in them.  Which of those is 
true and maybe both are true, I don't 
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know.  Because the broad experiment 
is really what we're talking about here. 
 If it's rhetoric is a problem, if Mark 
Warner just runs for president in 2008 
and says exactly what Democrats have 
been saying  and progressives have 
been saying for the last 10 years, is 
that enough?  Because he'll talk about 
things in a different way, how things 
are working for him, it will be a 
different approach.  Is that -- 
 
MR. SAUNDERS:  That's not a 
guarantee. 
 
MR. TEIXEIRA:  So that's kind of 
the debate in my head about how to 
approach this.  Is it really all about 
rhetoric or is there actually like a 
component here, actually has 
something to say.  
 
MR. MCCORKLE:  Let me just 
answer the first culture question.  I 
think Mudcat's exactly right.  I think 
that's the initial thing that has to be 
addressed.  And even though I do 
think Governor Warner would be a 
wonderful senator, presidential 
candidate, and is a good friend of 
Governor Easley, I would point out 
that Governor Warner just buys and 
rents NASCARS.  Governor Easley 
drives NASCARS, and sometimes 
even wrecks NASCARS.  And that 
had nothing to do with his popularity. 
 He did not go up in the polls with 
that.  That's a total myth.  No  --  
 
MR. SAUNDERS:  Is Governor 
Easley running for president?   
 
MR. MCCORKLE:  No.  I was just 
pointing out a difference.  They're all 
good friends.  
 

MR. SAUNDERS:  I want the one 
that will win.  That's the number one 
rule. 
 
MR. MCCORKLE:  Governor 
Warner would be a wonderful 
president.  But one way Governor 
Easley did get through the cultural 
barriers is he does drive NASCARS.  
He does speak explicitly  -- in his 
rhetoric he does cite Bible versus, but 
he probably tries not to cite the -- to 
be a  -- do it ostentatiously.  But you 
see it in his rhetoric, in his State of the 
State speeches on numerous occasions 
he has done that.  And then I think 
the other thing that he has that cuts 
through is that he's a former 
prosecutor and that people relate to 
that.  And he approaches government  
I think legislators think sometimes too 
much like a prosecutor.  But I think 
again that people understand that and 
relate to that and have a strong tie to 
that.  
 
Just what was being said here, I think 
though after the cultural we still have 
another challenge, and that is  -- and I 
hate to use the dreaded boring word 
of policy, but let me just talk about 
taxes.  We still have to find a way in 
the end if we're going to attract people 
to find a way how we're going to pay 
for education and all the investments 
we want to make.  And the idea that 
just getting over driving NASCAR and 
just doing these -- and speaking 
religious verses and having the right 
language, that's not enough.  We do 
have to deal with the issue of how 
we're going to pay for the progressive 
things that we're talking about. 
 
MR. TEIXEIRA:  So how do we do 
it? 
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MR. MCCORKLE:  Well, we won.  I 
think it's a real question.  I think, 
again, we have to go back and maybe 
if people don't want a lottery here  -- 
of course, they have it in the other 
states  -- a progressive consumption 
tax. People need to look at those kind 
of concepts where the burden is 
lowered on the poor through earned 
income tax credits and other tax relief 
measures directed towards the poor.  
And that we start thinking about even 
higher sales taxes which are huge 
revenue generators.  The idea in a 
Southern state or any state being able 
to depend on the income tax again is 
the progressive fulcrum, where are 
you going to be able to pay for things? 
 Just look at the numbers.  The money 
is not there.  How can you win -- do 
you think you can win any race in the 
United States with a 10 to 15 percent 
income tax rate in the state?  Pretty 
hard to see how you're going to do 
that and pay for health-care and 
education and everything else.  So 
these are the kind of issues we need to 
deal with.  We need to deal with 
culture, no question, but we have to 
deal with some issues on the policy 
side as well.  
 
MR. BEATTIE:  I think that that's an 
important point is that rhetoric alone 
will never do it and rhetoric has to be 
credible for our candidate.  I mean 
every individual has their own beliefs, 
things they do, their hobbies and you 
can't adopt someone else's hobby.  
You have to be true to yourself, and I 
think that that can be a problem when 
you focus on rhetoric over substance. 
 You have to believe in what you think 
is right and wrong, and you have to do 
the things that you naturally do 

because voters watch a lot of TV, and 
you can't fake it.  You've got to be 
who you are.  And if you do things 
that connect, then you should do 
those.  But if it ain't natural to you, 
you shouldn't be doing them.  Any 
other comments from the panel 
before I open up to questions?  
 
DR. HOWELL:  I'd like to -- go 
ahead, Mudcat.  
 
MR. SAUNDERS:  I like Mike Easley. 
 I hope, certainly hope Mike Easley, 
when he runs for president, doesn't 
talk about raising taxes because one 
thing for sure  --  
 
MR. MCCORKLE:  We'll try not to.  
 
MR. SAUNDERS:    -- if you want to 
hit a voter in the heart, aim for his 
wallet and you'll get him every time.  
But, you know, I think this culture 
thing, we've got to get it.  I mean 
when I got to Washington  -- and, you 
know, I'm sitting down at home and, 
hell, was minding my own business.  
And an old boy called me one 
morning, as I went up to get an egg 
sandwich, and I ended up in the 
middle of a damn presidential 
campaign.   
 
So -- but I do know this.  That as I 
look around here, there's people from 
all over the South.  And I mean let's 
get to the crux of it.  This gentleman 
sitting next to me.  He's, you know, an 
outstanding, you know, Southern 
pollster.  I think that it is pretty 
simple.  What happened to us is we 
lost the white male.  You know, I 
mean we can ponder over numbers.  
And we didn't lose them because of 
policy, we didn't lose them because of 
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the principles of the Democratic party, 
which were right.  We lost them 
because we got out of touch with 
them.  I mean, you know, we start 
talking about worker retraining 
programs.  I mean what does Bubba 
sit there, what does he think?  He said, 
Jesus, they want me to go to school.  
Hell, I didn't go the first time. 
(Inaudible).  You know, it's a slap in 
the face.  You've got to -- you know, 
you've got to understand how to talk 
to him.  And the first thing that we've 
got to understand is we've got to 
accept the truth.  And the truth is, 
where I come from and where many 
of you come from, if you're white and 
you live in the South, it is socially and 
culturally unacceptable to be a 
Democrat.  And that is the truth and 
that is the reality.  You can ask these 
people sitting next to me, the smart 
people, and they'll tell you the same 
thing.  I'm a soldier is all I am.  But 
we've got to accept that as reality.  
We've got to work together.  We've -- 
and I mean arm in arm, and get 
through the right stuff.  The guns, I 
mean, Christ  -- and the gay issue 
obviously.  I think that I crafted a 
great position on gay marriage.  I am 
absolutely opposed to gay marriage, 
but I'm also absolutely opposed to 
marriage between a man and a 
woman.  I mean there are ways to  -- 
 
MR. BEATTIE:  Susan, do you want 
to follow that?  
 
DR. HOWELL:  I think we need to 
absorb that for a moment.  
 
MR. BEATTIE:  I'd like to open it up 
to questions.  Please, if you can, when 
you -- there's some microphones.  
Stand up and we'll give you a 

microphone.  Please say your name 
and where you're from and also please 
ask a question.  We want to try and get 
as many people as we can.  
 
MS. ANNETTE HOLLOWELL:  
Good morning.  My name is Annette 
Hollowell.  I'm from the William 
Winter Institute for Racial 
Reconciliation at Old Miss, 
Mississippi.  This is the Mississippi 
table.  
 
MR. BEATTIE:  Welcome.  
 
MS. ANNETTE HOWELL:  Thank 
you.  I wanted to just kind of touch 
back to what you were talking about in 
your presentation, Dr.  Howell, about 
how there's a disconnect between 
white voters and seeing that they have 
a lot in common I guess with black 
voters.  And I'm kind of curious, what 
are some of your ideas as far as ways 
to close that gap?  Because we've 
talked about culture and reaching the 
white Southern male, but how do we 
make them realize that we all want the 
same things out of life and that all of 
our interests, there's one.  Anybody, 
please.  
 
MR. SAUNDERS:  This was a -- I 
don't want mean to jump in on your 
question.  But it's absolutely 
preposterous to me that the problems 
of urban America and the problems of 
rural America are the exact same.  
Now think about that.  And I mean 
we're struggling over racial 
divisiveness when our problems are 
the same.  We don't have 
opportunities for our kids.  Our 
education system is crummy.  Our 
infrastructure is crumbling.  And the 
problems of urban America and rural 
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America are the same, and we never 
articulate it because we can't sit down, 
we can't get together because we don't 
accept each other's culture.  
 
DR. HOWELL:  To address that, I 
think that what the progressive agenda 
has to do, and just being, you know, 
bluntly political, we have to 
deemphasize the racial angle, and 
emphasize the advantage, 
disadvantage angle, which is the 
takeoff on what he just said, that 
poverty's poverty.  It doesn't matter 
what color you are.  And that this is 
what we have to deal with.  We have 
to deal with a widening gap between 
the haves and the have-nots, and the 
have-nots are mixed of all colors.  
And so dealing with that agenda has 
to be in that rhetoric, not in the civil 
rights rhetoric.  
 
MR. BEATTIE:  I just want to point 
out that I think that one of the 
problems that Democrats do that I 
think exacerbates the problem, and 
that is there are times when I think 
Democrats -- white Democrats 
communicate with blacks simply 
saying civil rights are the most 
important issue, as if health-care and 
jobs and education, the common 
issues, aren't important to blacks.  It's 
the same issues, and we need to talk 
about them the same, not like they're 
different issues.  I think we -- we -- we 
exacerbate that problem sometimes.  
 
Next question in the back.  
 
MR. LARY GRIFFIN:  Thank you.  
Can you hear me okay?  My name is 
Larry Griffin.  I'm going to be talking 
later today.  I teach at UNC.  And just 
one question.  I was very intrigued and 

informed by everyone's comments.  
One thing I did not hear anything 
about, and I'm not sure it's any longer 
pertinent, but I think it might be, trade 
unions for working class folks.  The 
South is the least unionized of all 
America.  North Carolina leads the 
country in working union free.  One 
in 34 North Carolinians is a union 
member.  From the 1930s through the 
'60s and into the '70s, trade unions 
were the one thing that brought blacks 
and whites together on economic 
interests.  
 
We can talk about jobs and we ought 
to talk about taxes.  Should we also 
talk about how we can organize 
working class people in terms of their 
economic position and their economic 
interests? 
 
(Applause.)   
 
MR. TEIXEIRA:  Yes, they should do 
that. And I think this is a very 
important goal for the progressive 
movement in general, not just in the 
South, that reversing the trends for 
deunionization is critical, but it's going 
to take awhile.  So even if it becomes 
more of a substantive goal for national 
progressives than progressives 
everywhere.  In the meantime 
however, most people we're going to 
have to reach aren't in unions.  That 
includes working class people, white 
working class voters and in particular 
who are among whom Democrats are 
getting totally hammered in the South 
are overwhelming nonunion.  
 
So if you want to reach them in the 
short-term, and probably the 
medium-term too, we are talking 
primarily about reaching white 
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working class voters, not -- 
 
MR. MCCORKLE:  In North 
Carolina, even though we are I think 
still the most -- the least unionized 
state, the labor organizations have 
played an important part in the 
coalition in -- and probably are some 
of the most realistic and pragmatic 
political players in the Democratic 
coalition.  At the same time, I would 
have to echo the same thing, that 
given where we are now and where we 
have historically been, the idea that 
that's going to have an immediate 
impact on changing the political 
dynamic, it is tough.  
 
I mean I know that Andy Stern at 
SCIU and a number of the other labor 
leaders are in an internal debate now 
about where to go, and I think that's 
important.  But again, that might be 
part of the new emerging Democratic 
majority in many -- in some decades 
from now.  But just in terms of 
immediate help, I don't know that the 
numbers are there or that the numbers 
can change.  Somewhat like I think 
Superintendent Lee said last night  -- 
again, I'm dealing with a short-time 
horizon.  I'm dealing with the next 
election.  And probably in the 
long-range view there's some real 
possibilities there.  But in the 
immediate, I think it's hard to see it.  
 
DR. HOWELL:  I'd also like to add to 
that that I think that going back to the 
forum that unions have had in the 
past is not going to happen.  That that 
is something we are -- we are passed  
-- in the global economy, we are 
passed that.  And industry based 
unions, I don't think we're going to 
see that in the near future, the 

revitalization of them.  That it has to 
be based more on your place in the 
economic order.  That crosses 
industry.  And there's huge numbers 
in the new economy, as Mudcat 
pointed out, are not in unions.  
Service workers, health-care, clerical, 
all of these people are not going to be 
unionized in the near future.  We just 
have to reach them where they are.  
 
REVEREND JIM MCDONALD:  
Reverend Jim McDonald, African 
American Leadership Council and 
board member for People for the 
American Way.  I want to get to the 
culture issue again and see if I can take 
it to another level.  The South has also 
been identified as the Bible belt.  And 
it seems that in being identified as the 
Bible belt, the evangelicals of the 
South have been able to steal the 
symbols and the language of our 
Judeo-Christian tradition, and in so 
doing, has created a culture of fear.  
There are times when I go to my 
closet that I look and see if Osama 
Bin Laden is in there.  And this 
election and many state and local 
elections seem to have been based 
more on fear than on issues and 
policy.  And they have been very 
astute at causing all of us across racial 
lines, economic lines, all lines, to vote 
based on our fears rather than our 
faith.  
 
Being a person of the cloth, I think it 
is important that we get back to our 
faith.  And my question is, what role 
do you feel that fear has played?  We 
can juxtapose that to issues and policy 
if you desire, but I think the 
overriding umbrella under which all of 
these things emerge is fear.  What role 
do you think that fear has played in 
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our electoral politics?  
 
MR. SAUNDERS:  This is wonderful. 
 First off, I'm a country boy traitor, 
and there's two big tolls in the South, 
beer and gravy.  And you know the 
way that this bunch of knuckle heads 
across 1600s, they dealt with that  -- 
you know, this fear of -- let me just 
put it like this.  We had a president 
one time who believed in rural 
America, who believed in the South, 
who believed in being a president for 
all people in our darkest hour.  He 
said, the only thing we have to fear is 
fear itself.  We had an American 
president who in his last election said, 
the only way I can get reelected is to 
make the American people fear fear 
itself.  And  -- 
 
(Applause.) 
 
And it's an absolute shame.  You 
know, like I said, I don't believe that -- 
I don't believe God cares about 
whether we're Democrats or not.  I 
really don't.  I think he looks at our 
heart and I think the good Reverend 
back there, you know, will agree, you 
know, with that.  But that said, you 
know, something's wrong with my 
heart and I'm doing something wrong 
and, listen, I've got a lot of character 
flaws and, you know, I've got to pray. 
 It's part of my life as a Southern 
white male and Southern Baptist.  But 
when I pray about something in my 
heart, something I've done, I get an 
answer.  When I pray about politics, I 
don't ever get an answer.  So that tells 
me that God don't give one damn 
about politics, but I can tell you when 
he does give me answers is when I 
pray  -- I have to live in a state of Jerry 
Falwell and Pat Robertson.  Any time 

that I pray about those boys, I hear a 
little voice say, peel the hide off of 
them because they're Pharisees.  We 
ought to call them what they are.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
MR. MCCORKLE:  I'm going to 
follow right into Mudcat's trap here by 
admitting that I read a book lately that 
 -- and in response to your question, 
there's a book called Stone of Hope 
by David Chappell from the 
University of Arkansas that's very 
important I think.  It talks about 
Martin Luther King's use of religious 
language.  It talks about the power 
that that had even over the resistant 
Southern white mind in a way that 
secular liberalism never would have 
achieved.  Now it's a whole other 
work.  It's kind of unfair to a lot of 
good secular northern liberals, but it's 
fun reading and I think it has some 
real truth to it that's important.  And 
that we can -- we, again, to try to keep 
religious language out of the public 
sphere after what Martin Luther King 
has shown the power of seems to be 
bad form to me and really seems to be 
short-sighted.  The other thing I 
would say on the evangelical question 
is  -- and I know this because, as I 
said, my brother-in-law is a former 
Jesse Helms aide and certainly of a  -- 
definitely of a certain view about 
religion.  But as Governor Clinton 
pointed out, I think Kerry got 15 
percent of white evangelicals and 
Governor Clinton  -- President 
Clinton would get 35 percent.  That 
was the line I think -- I don't know 
exact numbers, but President Clinton 
obviously did better.  We need to not 
let Jerry Falwell and Pat Robertson be 
seen as the only white evangelical 
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voice and search out -- there are white 
evangelicals who are -- who are 
embarrassed by Jerry Falwell, who are 
embarrassed by Pat Robertson, and 
that we can have a discussion with.  
Now, are we going to win a majority 
of white evangelicals?  No, but if we 
are going to be able to get to the level 
that President Clinton did, we'd better. 
 So those are the two things I would 
say is that the religious language, we 
have power there, Martin Luther King 
showed that.  And the other issue is I 
think we might be too short-sighted if 
we let Falwell and Robertson simply 
pose as the only mind and voice of 
white evangelicals in the South.  
 
MR. SAUNDERS:  Can I come back 
with -- I thought the Book said we 
were supposed to heal the sick, feed 
the naked -- I mean, feed the naked.  
Feed the hungry  -- clothe the hungry 
and feed the naked.  He was right.  
The last book I read was the Hardy 
Boys Sleepy Mystery Number 12.  But 
the Democratic message is a message 
of Jesus.  It's a message.  I mean, love 
God, love your neighbor as yourself.  
I mean Pat Robertson has a house.  
He's built a 12,000 square foot 
mansion.  I mean it looks like the 
Sultan of Brunei or something.  And 
he'll be saying that all his mansions, 
you know, he'd be jealous of this 
place.  In fact, a friend of mine ran 
into town, wanted to get a picture, 
wanted a picture.  He was doing a 
story on it.  A damn guard comes out 
there, Pat Robertson's got security 
guards.  And the guard came out there 
and pulled a gun and dropped it down 
the side of a mountain.  I thought that 
was good.  But let's don't back off on 
these spiritual discussions.  Let's don't 
back off a bit.  Let's take on that 

argument and let's throw it right back 
at them because it's -- you know, it's 
not real what they're doing.  
 
MR. BEATTIE:  And I'm sorry, but 
because we've got to keep the panels 
moving on and there's going to be a 
lot of great panels throughout the day, 
we do have to wrap up.  If anyone on 
the panel has a last word  -- and I 
know there are a lot of questions.  I 
apologize for that.  We're going to 
take a 10-minute break.  And you 
don't have more than 10 minutes. 
 
(A recess was taken.) 
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MS. BUTTS:  We are going to start 
whether you're ready or not.  We're 
going to start.  Good morning.  My 
name is Cassandra Butts.  I'm the 
senior vice president for the Center 
for American Progress, and I am also 
a very proud graduate of the 
University of North Carolina Chapel 
Hill.   
 
(Applause.) 
 
We are going to get started and talk 
about tax reform.  I think the last 
panel did a great job of setting the 
table for us for this discussion, talking 
about some of the politics that have 
been involved in the tax reform 
debate in the South.  And I'm going to 
go directly to our panel as we are -- 
we're going to be a bit truncated in 
time, and we just need to be prepared 
because Governor Easley may come 
in and we may have to interrupt our 

panel, but we're going to push 
forward.  
 
I'd like to start by introducing our 
panelists.  We have Iris Lav, who is 
Deputy Director of the Center on 
Budget and Policy Priorities.  We've 
got Bob Ebel, who's the Senior Fellow 
of the Urban-Brookings Tax Policy 
Center.  Tom Ross is the executive 
director of Z. Smith Reynolds 
Foundation and Chairman of the 
Commission on Modernizing State 
Financing in North Carolina.  And 
we've got Sid McAnnally who's a 
partner in Harris, Caddell and Shanks 
of Alabama.  And Frank Shafroth, 
who is a professor at George Mason 
University and a columnist for State 
Tax Notes and Director of 
Intergovernmental Relations for 
Arlington County, Virginia.  
 
And we're going to start with Iris.  



  2 

 

 
MS. LAV:  Thank you, Cassandra.  
And I'm delighted to be here this 
morning.  Last night at the panel, I 
think it was Governor Winter who 
gave my favorite definition of what 
government's all about when asked 
what -- what progressives really are, 
what progressives believe.  That 
government is the way that we can 
together collectively solve problems, 
and the way we express that very often 
in terms of what problems we want to 
solve and how we're going to solve 
them is through budgets.  And of 
course, budgets have to be paid for, 
which brings us to taxes.  
 
Now, there are a number of 
characteristics that when public 
finance experts, like some of us up 
here, think about good tax systems, 
there are a number of characteristics 
that they think of.  And probably the 
most important four are the ones I 
have here, which is what's called 
vertical equity.  Basically the fairness 
of the tax system.  So basically is the 
tax system based on ability to pay?  
Does it treat people at different 
income levels fairly?  Horizontal 
equity means, do taxpayers, be they 
corporations or individuals, who are -- 
have similar circumstances, are they 
treated in similar ways and fairly by 
the tax system?  Competitiveness.  
Does a tax system  -- is it relatively 
neutral perhaps for competitiveness?  
Maybe it helps a little bit, certainly not 
hurt it.  And finally adequacy.  Does 
the tax system raise enough money to 
do those things that are the expression 
of our collective will through the 
budget?  
 
And I'm going to focus today  -- all of 

these are important, but I'm going to 
focus on adequacy in my brief time.  
But luckily adequacy has a lot to do 
with the other things as well.  So when 
you fix adequacy, you very often fix 
some of these other problems.  
 
Now, right this minute there are sort 
of -- states have three problems with 
adequacy.  One is there's still an 
overhang from the state fiscal crisis.  
That even though the national 
economy recovered a very long time 
ago, and officially in 2001, we still 
have problems with job growth and 
we still have deficits and gaps that 
must be closed in about half the states 
for 2006 including a number of 
Southern states.  
 
It's also the case, and what I've been 
talking about most lately, is the cost of 
various federal policies, be they 
mandates or basically federal tax 
policies that hurt state taxes, as well as 
the fact that the new budget that the 
administration has just put out 
proposes cutting grants to the states 
and localities very sharply over the 
next five years.  
 
On both of those things, we can talk 
about, and those would be worth 
talking about, but what I'm going to 
talk about today is the fact that 
something states themselves can do 
something about, and that is that they 
have structural deficits to keep them 
perennially short of funds.  
 
Now, what's a structural deficit?  A 
state has a structural deficit when the 
normal growth of revenue  each year 
is not sufficient to cover the normal 
growth of costs.  If you leave 
spending on autopilot and you leave 
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taxes on autopilot, you end up with 
gaps that you don't have enough 
revenue to cover the ongoing cost of 
spending let alone improve anything.  
And one of the reasons a structural 
deficit exists is because states have not 
modernized their tax systems for 50 or 
100 years.  I mean tradition is 
wonderful, but maybe not within the 
tax systems.  
 
So what are some of the issues in 
structural deficits?  Well, some of 
them are sales taxes that mostly focus 
on taxing tangible goods and don't tax 
services and can't tax most 
e -commerce, most sales over the 
Internet.  So, for example, the 
economy is more and more one in 
which we are producing and 
consuming services, the sales tax only 
taxes goods, it's going to grow more 
slowly than the economy.  This is a 
problem.  The declining corporate 
income taxes, I'll talk about that.  
Some problems in the income tax, the 
loss of state estate taxes because of 
federal action and failure of states to 
overcome that federal action and 
overreliance on sin taxes and gambling 
which also don't grow with the 
economy.  
 
Now, structural deficits are a 
substantive problem, but what 
happens when you have a tax system 
that you leave the rates the same as 
they were, you don't cut taxes, but 
each year you have a slightly less 
adequate amount of revenue to fund 
just the same services people have 
been getting.  So if you can't fund the 
services each year without raising rates 
or without cutting those services 
somehow, what do people think?  
People think that you are inefficient, 

right?  They're still paying the same 
taxes but they're not getting the same 
services.  They think some politician's 
putting the money in their pocket.  
They think that you have decided to 
fund that famous line item that's 
known as waste, fraud and abuse.  
 
So basically that's the problem -- one 
of the problems with structural 
deficits is that it causes a political 
problem for people's perception of 
how government works.  I've given 
you a lot of information with a lot of 
detailed comments about what state 
has what.  I'm not going to do all of it 
here because we don't have enough 
time, but let me talk about 
corporations.  
 
Corporations have been paying a 
declining share of their profits in state 
and local taxes.  Mostly state taxes.  
And just their effective rate, how 
much they pay has been going down.  
That's the case because there are a lot 
of loopholes or there are a lot of 
structures in state tax systems which 
allow corporations to hide their 
profits in some other state and 
basically pay it to no state.  It's a big 
shell game.  For this state the profits 
are over here, but for this state the 
profits are over there, and nobody 
gets the revenue.  And you can see the 
manifestation of this is that the share 
of state taxes provided by 
corporations has been going down, 
and some states here, for example, in 
South Carolina, it's gone down from 
9.2 percent in 1979 to 2.6 percent of 
revenue in 2002.  In Georgia the drop 
was 9.2 percent to 4.1 percent.  You 
can see the various drops.  
 
So that is one kind of problem that 
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the fixes to this are very well-known.  
You can close off these ways that 
corporations can move their profits 
around, if you decide to do it.  And 
maybe that fits with some of what we 
heard in the last panel in terms of 
people may very well be willing to go 
for these kinds of fixes because they 
already believe the corporations are 
ripping off the wealth. 
 
I also want to talk a little bit about the 
personal income tax for those states 
that have the personal income tax.  
The -- one of the big problems that's 
looming out there in the personal 
income tax is the way the tax treats 
elderly people.  In the South it is very 
common to give nonmeans-tested 
breaks for the elderly.  Basically they 
have the elderly pay a lower tax just 
because they're old.  It doesn't matter 
if they're a millionaire elderly person, 
they still pay lower tax because they 
get all these extra breaks.  And 
particularly in Kentucky Georgia and 
South Carolina are among the 10 
states in which the gap between the 
effective rate of income tax for the 
elderly and nonelderly is the greatest.  
 
Well, if you give breaks to elderly 
people who can afford to pay taxes, 
then you don't have the money to 
devote to Pre-K or other kinds of 
things that you may think is a more 
important value, you should give the 
breaks to people who need the breaks, 
be they elderly or nonelderly.  I mean 
people struggle because they're elderly, 
people struggle because they have 
families with children, and it really is 
about income.  It shouldn't be about 
age.  
 
Now, states in the South are going in 

two different directions on this and 
we're going to hear a little bit later 
about what Virginia did last year when 
they made their tax changes.  And 
Virginia was among those 10 states 
that I mentioned that had the biggest 
gaps.  But in last year's tax changes, 
they decided  -- they made a change 
and they are only going to give these 
breaks for the elderly to people with 
incomes below $75,000 for couples, 
less for an individual.  So they moved 
to means testing on those.  Georgia 
on the other hand enacted new 
retirement income exclusions, 
nonmeans-tested that are phasing in.  
So as the baby boom generation 
retires, as the population of this 
country ages, this is going to 
undermine your revenue.  
 
Now, of course, that assumes you 
have an income tax in the first place.  
Florida, Tennessee and Texas, of 
course, do not have income taxes.  
The income tax is the only tax that can 
grow at a rate -- at the rate of 
economic growth or even a little bit 
higher.  It can make up for other 
kinds of taxes that don't grow with the 
economy.  If you don't have an 
income tax, you're always going to 
have a structural deficit, you're always 
going to be behind the eight ball.  
 
But in fact, a lot of Southern states, 
they have an income tax, but one of 
the problems is that income tax has 
been eroded.  About 50 years ago they 
set the top rate of the income tax  -- 
the top bracket started at $30,000 and 
it's still at $30,000.  You were rich a 
few years ago if you made $30,000.  
And taxes, if a tax system progresses, 
if it doesn't have higher rates for 
higher income people, it grows more 
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slowly.  And almost all of the income 
growth over the last 20 years has been 
at the top of the income distribution.  
So if you're not going to cap for that, 
you're not going to have a growing 
tax.  
 
Now, we have a forthcoming study on 
structural deficits.  It's going to be out 
within the month.  Our analysis shows 
that six of the 10 states at most risk 
for structural deficits are in the South. 
 They're Arkansas, Georgia, Kentucky, 
Mississippi, South Carolina and 
Tennessee.  And in the second ring we 
have Alabama, Florida, Oklahoma and 
Texas which just about gets most.  A 
few left out there.  
 
So what's happening now?  What 
about the proposals governors are 
proposing for this year?  Well, in 
Oklahoma the Governor proposes 
cutting taxes for retirees, doing just 
what I said, nonmeans-tested breaks 
for people just because they're old, 
cutting corporate taxes, and expanding 
the estate tax assessments, which I 
hadn't had time to talk about.  So that 
will increase their structural deficit.  
 
In South Carolina, the Governor 
proposes cutting the top individual 
income tax rates.  That will make their 
revenue system grow more slowly, 
that will increase their structural 
deficit.  In Kentucky, you have a 
mixed bag.  The Governor proposes 
fixing some of these corporate 
loopholes that make the corporate 
income disappear, but he also wants 
to take down the top individual 
income tax rate.  And here in North 
Carolina, I understand the proposal is 
 -- I haven't actually seen it myself yet 
because I was traveling, but I 

understand it is to eliminate the   --  
take down the top rate of the income 
tax while maintaining an increase in 
the sales tax which again shifts the tax 
system to slower growth.  
 
So just to summarize  -- I know this 
was a lot of wonk stuff I just gave 
you, but I think that it is both -- if we 
want to have a progressive agenda, we 
have to figure out ways to pay for it.  
And if we have, instead, a struggle 
each year, if the tax system is set in a 
way that you have to repeatedly raise 
taxes  -- and that's one of the reasons 
sales tax keeps going up so much 
because they keep declining relative to 
the economy so people raise sales tax 
rates.  
 
If we want -- if we have to keep doing 
that just to stay even, it's very hard to 
make room for a progressive agenda 
and it's very hard to get people to 
think that government is efficient 
because we have all of these sort of 
hidden problems and that people 
translate into inefficiency or waste.  
Thanks.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
MS. BUTTS:  Thank you, Iris.  We 
actually are going to take a break from 
the panel discussion because 
Governor Easley is here and we are 
being fluid.  If everyone will stay 
seated, the Governor is coming in, 
and I think that Ferrel is going to 
introduce him.  
 
(Discussion interrupted by welcome 
of North Carolina Gov. Mike Easley; 
resumed after his remarks) 
 
MS. BUTTS:  Why don't we resume 
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the panel discussion and thank 
Governor Easley.  I didn't mean to 
offend him.  Iris did a really good job 
of kind of giving us a sense of the 
landscape of the tax and budget issues 
in the South.  And I think Bob is 
going to go next and kind of pick up 
on some of the issues that Iris 
touched on and give us kind of a 
sense of where some of the next 
battles might be in the South.  
 
MR. EBEL:  I'm going to take about 
10 minutes.  We're back in tax now.  
We'll pick up on what Iris said earlier, 
to keep in mind that taxes and budgets 
are about the relationship between the 
community and its government.  And 
I want to make a point about tax 
values, and the values that  -- this is a 
conference that's been looking at 
values.  So let me talk to you a little bit 
about tax values and in important 
terms, I hope.  And then get us into 
and introduce some of the very key 
issues that Iris also touched upon.  
 
I've just joined the Urban Institute for 
Taxes.  I've been out of state and local 
taxes for a while.  The last few years 
I've been working at other jobs.  And 
among other things Iris said  -- and 
this is relevant to our taxes  -- I was at 
the what was called wealth sharing 
protocol discussions as the technical 
representative for the well-banked 
Sudan peace talks.  And on one side 
of these peace tables we had four or 
five members of Southern People's 
Liberation Movement and the other 
side we had the government of Sudan 
in Khartoum.  
 
And there was -- we started out for  -- 
it went for a year-and-a-half with 
some very contentious issues.  One of 

the big issues, for example, was just 
how to do oil.  We were going 
through the issue, and SPLM was 
saying one thing, the government was 
saying another thing about all this idea 
about how you're going to split up the 
oil.  
 
We got to a point not too far in the 
talks when someone just asked a 
question, the International Monetary 
Fund representative, and he said, do 
you know what an oil revenue is?  
Neither side knew what an oil revenue 
was.  So we got into a technical 
discussion of oil revenues and what 
the net oil revenue was.  We brought 
knowledge to the discussion, and in 
this case to a peace table, but it could 
be a legislative committee.  We 
brought knowledge to the table.  And 
they came to a decision.  There was 
one side that wants Shira banking.  
There was another side that wanted 
conventional banking.  The 
conventional side said, you can't have 
a bank without an interest rate.  And 
the other side said, this is an Islamic 
country.  We're going to have Shira 
law.  
 
Someone else said  -- Bill Armstead 
(ph) said, you know, I'm from 
Virginia.  He lived in South Sudan and 
in Fairfax County, Virginia.  It turned 
out we went where Wachovia is and 
where Bank of Virginia is.  The South 
got its conventional banking, the 
North got its Shira central bank.  
 
The point is  -- and I'm going to go 
back to this again and again, if not 
now, other times  -- that those kinds 
of things, if you bring knowledge to 
the table, if you bring knowledge to 
the tax fiscal table, you can get 
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solutions.  You can get people who 
you think might disagree at the 
beginning and they'll end up agreeing. 
 I'll bet  -- Tom, I'll bet that was not 
unlike your experience with the North 
Carolina commission.  
 
The reason you have Iris Lav here is 
because of this kind of thing.  Iris is a 
good advocate, but, you know, she 
publishes in one of the world's leading 
tax journals.  And that's why you have 
Mike Ettlinger out there who does 
some of the best tax modeling.  And 
was talking to Representative Insko 
last night at the reception who wants 
to talk about North Carolina taxes, 
and Mike's going to help her with a 
simulation model.  
 
So my point is, if you want to talk 
about tax values, the way you're going 
to do that is to bring knowledge, 
knowledge to the table.  And that's in 
the short time I have I want to make 
that plea and tell where you it leads 
because I think it does lead to a 
progressive tax policy.  By the way, 
you don't need to go to Khartoum.  
You can go to Kentucky, and you see 
the same thing again in state after 
state.  I can give you examples in 
South Carolina and North Carolina.  I 
see Jane Patterson back there.  I 
hadn't seen her for a while.  Texas, 
where liberals and conservatives come 
together on tax policy.  
 
Iris listed certain kinds of criteria, and 
the Governor just said, you appeal to 
the good people's motives.  And you 
can do that in tax policy.  You can talk 
about fairness.  You can talk about 
efficiency.  You can talk about things 
like simplicity.  And, again, as I get to  
-- I think that does say something 

about the progressive agenda.  
 
To be candid, I work less in the 
national congressional arena.  I think 
it's fair to say that   -- at least I would 
argue that in the national arena, that 
the policy discussions aren't quite as 
informed.  It doesn't mean there's a 
great research and a great knowledge 
being brought to that.  And we still 
have the Social Security debate.  I 
think you're going to see that here's 
where a case where knowledge might 
make a big difference.  
 
But somehow I think that -- I think 
you can argue -- when you get to state 
and local systems, you bring folks 
together who are on different sides of 
a political spectrum to begin with, you 
start bringing knowledge to the table.  
Oscar Wilde asked once about -- he 
was charged, in fact, with the fact that 
he wrote immoral things.  And his 
response was, there's no such thing is 
moral versus immoral literature.  
There's either good or there's bad 
literature.  And I think that's true of 
tax policy as well.  
 
I remember  -- and the Governor's 
point was just fantastic, I thought, 
about the distractions and the death 
penalty.  And I believe it was one of 
our panelists, I can't remember, last 
night made the point about the reason 
that President Bush is not pushing the 
constitutional amendment on marriage 
is that it leads to more antigay ballot 
initiatives.  And I remember when I 
was an assistant professor  -- by the 
way, I used to live in the most 
Southern state in the United States, 
and that was Hawaii.  I don't know if 
you remember, but that was the most 
Southern state.  I remember when I 
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was working there with the legislature. 
 And they were stopping the clock one 
night, and there were big debates 
going on about pro-choice and 
pro -life, and they stopped the clock.  
And everyone was there.  All the TV 
cameras were there.  
 
And I was standing there talking to a 
reporter, who's now a judge, by the 
way, in Hawaii.  And she turned to me 
and she said, you know why they 
stopped the clock?  It's because the 
tax committee hasn't finished its work. 
 And she said something that always 
stuck with me, and the Governor just 
said it.  She says, remember the 
sideshows.  This is a sideshow.  She 
was talking in this case about abortion 
and pro-choice.  And that's the God, 
gays and guns.  This is not to say that's 
not important.  I'm not telling you 
that's not important.  But I'm telling 
you, what Iris says to you when she 
says, you want to find out what your 
community's doing, you watch the 
budget, you watch the taxes.  And 
these are the sideshows.  And so it's 
important, yes, to talk about the Gods, 
gays and guns.  But I'll tell you the 
sideshow takes away from what's 
going on in those tax committees, and 
you've got to watch it.  
 
I mentioned a minute ago that you can 
get folks together who seem very 
different  -- by the way we got a peace 
agreement.  January 13th in Sudan.  
You know what the first thing that 
just happened last week?  The first 
thing the government of Sudan, the 
new government has done?  They held 
a conference, a national dialogue, they 
called it, on decentralization.  They 
brought together Darfur, the people 
from the Bezhta regions and the 

people from the south and the people 
from the north.  And they talked 
about tax powers.  That's what they 
talked about.  And they talked about 
the intergovernmental grants and 
taking the money and the hard budget 
constraints, moving it from Khartoum 
and Al Jazirah states, the wealthy 
states along the Nile, to Darfur.  
There was a peace deal a week ago in 
Darfur (inaudible).  The point is, 
people are bringing knowledge, and 
the first kind of knowledge they 
wanted to talk about was tax policy.  
 
In Bosnia-Herzegovina, when that war 
was going on, you know the first folks 
that got together to talk about it were 
the mayors, the mayors for the 
Republic of Skirtsken (ph) -- it's now 
the Republic of Skirtsken (ph)  -- and 
from the confederation got together 
because they had something in 
common.  They understood 
education.  They understood taxes.  
 
It's always amazing to me why 
someone who wants to run for mayor 
worried about whether or not the 
trash is picked up.  But, you know, 
that's the common factor to find.  
 
So in the United States, why does tax 
policy matter?  The same kind of 
reasons.  Four out of every five 
nondefense dollars on what we think 
about is important in the social 
contract, as we say we think, things 
like education, things like the roads, 
things like clean water, things like 
Medicaid and the like.  Water, up to $5 
is spent by state and local 
governments.  That's where the action 
is. That's why people like Jane 
Patterson and Tom Ross and 
Representative Insko, that's why 
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they're on the frontlines.  Okay?  And 
that's why this stuff matters.  
 
Now, countries that have strong state 
and local systems are the ones that 
grow faster.  It's true in the United 
States.  It's true elsewhere.  They're 
the ones that are more fiscally stable, 
they're the ones that have smaller, not 
larger public sectors, and those are the 
countries by weight, if you look at the 
indexes on freedom, it's the ones that 
have strong state and local 
governments that are the free parts of 
the world.  This country is certainly 
right at the top of the list on that.  By 
the way, Russia is being dropped off 
that list.  
 
Now, what does that mean for state 
and local tax policy progressives?  
Well, I think it goes to something that 
Iris touched upon.  We do need to 
have good tax policy, but under the 
current situation  -- and this is why I 
think the progressives do seem to 
have the upper hand in this 
discussion  -- it isn't the whole 
question of the viability of federalism 
and the whole viability of state taxes 
and state spending policies are under 
incredible fire.  Iris mentioned the 
studies that are coming out about 
structural deficits.  
 
If you care about poor people, if you 
care about the soviet contractor you're 
going to have to care about that kind 
of stuff and the structural deficits. 
 
But we get sideshows again.  I'll give 
you a good example of sideshows.  
Economic development.  You know 
the argument.  It starts out that  -- 
basically the argument is, you have a 
high tax burden on say business, it's 

antibusiness  -- another two minutes 
here  -- you have a high burden on 
taxing businesses and therefore there 
ought to be a system where you start 
cutting those taxes.  And you hear the 
same thing on the personal income 
tax.  When I was leading a tax study in 
Minnesota, by the way, one of our 
studies (inaudible) progression analysis 
and that's what I'm talking about, the 
knowledge, led to the discussion of 
personal income taxes were too high.  
They had to be cut because they were 
reducing job growth to certain key 
industries.   So this is not always a plea 
for higher taxes.  
 
But let me give you the ranking game. 
 I'll give you one of the examples of 
one of the worst ranking games.  It 
comes out every couple of years.  
Ernst and Young published it most, 
on ranking business taxes.  And you 
can get the states' ranks.  State are 
ranked, for example, by business 
taxes.  And again the argument goes, 
the state is ranked very high and 
therefore it's overtaxed.  The state tax 
in those communities is very high so 
therefore it's overtaxed.  If you go 
from step one to step two, you've lost 
the argument.  
 
The rankings don't show, but you 
have these ranking games all the time. 
 It's the Tax Foundation, it's the group 
after group of the different ranks.  
The ranks just don't show you an 
awful lot.  And if you get into this 
game, you're going to be in big 
trouble.  The cap on the case of the 
business taxes, I just saw an issue, by 
the way, in Ohio.  I knew this was a 
subject of discussion.  Governor Taft 
came out on an increase in taxes on 
businesses.  The businesses came after 
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him because they're saying, look, we 
pay the greater share of taxes in Ohio. 
 But if you look at why businesses, for 
example, are high in those ranks, it's 
because of two reasons.  There's a 
capital intensity in the state, they're 
high business tax states, or there is -- 
or and/or they're extracting industry.  
It's quite simple.  If I have more 
money, I'm in business, certainly I 
have more net profits than you have 
(inaudible) as a household sector to 
have net income, I'm going to have  -- 
and you introduce this flat rate, I'm 
going to pay the higher tax.  
 
So those ranks don't tell you anything 
about the effective rate or the 
effective profits or (inaudible) for 
growth.  On these ranks.  Let me tell 
you  -- let me show you some 
examples.  I just got to looking at the 
numbers in preparation here.  On the 
state business taxes, what are the high 
business tax states in the United 
States?  Well, here you go.  Alaska, 
Wyoming, New Hampshire, South 
Dakota, Louisiana.  Those are the high 
business tax states.  Where are the low 
ones?   Maryland  -- by the way DC is 
the lowest business state tax.  It shows 
you it's a conservative state.  Utah, 
Oregon, Wisconsin, North Carolina.  
Those are the low business tax states.  
It doesn't tell you a thing, and yet 
people buy into this kind of argument 
again and again that ranks matter.  
 
I just compared these ranks to  -- and 
you can get all kinds of rankings.  And 
I'm just going to pick two numbers 
here very quickly.  The top  -- ranking 
in terms of taxes to personal income 
and then a business tax rank.  If you 
are in Florida, you are  -- in personal 
income, now business  -- if you are in 

Florida, you are the 46th ranked state. 
 In other words, you're a low tax state, 
personal income, total percentage of 
personal income.  But if you're a 
business tax, you're number 13, you're 
a high tax state.  Tennessee is 50th in 
terms of the first number and 11th in 
terms of the second number.  We can 
go on, Louisiana 21 and 5; the most 
northern state, Minnesota, 8 and 14, 
my old home.  Other old home of 
Hawaii has 7 and 35.  
 
Watch out.  If you get into that 
argument, that's one of the tax 
sideshows is the economic 
development game and the ranking 
game.  Let me quickly conclude by  -- 
she says quickly conclude.  
 
MS. BUTTS:  Thank you, Iris.  I'm the 
moderator down here, but that's all 
right. 
 
MR. EBEL: Here's where the 
sideshows are not  -- where the 
sideshows  -- don't lose your eye on 
these games.  We've got an issue on 
base property tax.  We've got issues on 
remote selling over the Internet.  We 
have simplicity, which is a streamline 
tax system.  We have federal 
preemptions, which Iris has written 
about, ranging from E-commerce, to 
the taxing intentions, to the state and 
local tax and preemption on taxing 
airports, trucks and railroads.  
 
So my argument is, you're not going 
to get anywhere until you get the 
knowledge on the table.  We can talk 
all we want about the values.  Unless 
you get your Excel spreadsheet right, 
unless you get your multiplier right, 
(inaudible) and the like, we're not 
going to be players.  
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MS. BUTTS:  Thank you.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
MS. BUTTS:  Tom is going to talk to 
us a little bit about the situation here 
in North Carolina.  
 
MR. THOMAS ROSS:  Thank you 
very much.  It's nice to be here and 
see lots of friends, and probably a 
couple enemies that I don't know 
about.  But I wanted to start out just 
telling a quick story about Mac 
McCorkle because I think it's very 
important to know when you really 
have seen a good political consultant.  
I was here in a program, one of Ferrel 
Guillory's programs.  And Mac was 
here, and he got a phone call.  And he 
was over in the corner and looked 
very concerned, and then this smile 
just broke out on his face, and he was 
so excited and so enthusiastic because 
he had just learned that the Governor 
had wrecked that race car.  And so I 
thought, boy, he'd be really upset, 
worried about the governor's health 
and all that.  But all he could see was 
the publicity coming behind it.  So he 
knew what he would do.  He's a good 
consultant.  
 
North Carolina, I think, has many of 
the concerns and problems that you've 
heard about already.  So I won't spend 
a lot of time on those, but I think one 
other point, not only should you not 
get in a battle over whether you're 
ranked high as an income tax state 
while in fact you might be really low 
as a property tax state and all of that, 
because those numbers can be used 
different ways.  But it's really 
important to understand your state in 

terms of where the services are 
delivered.  Because there are a lot of 
states, for example, that deliver most 
of their court services, a lot of their 
public school services at the county 
level and so taxes may be much higher 
at the county level than they are in a 
state like North Carolina where we 
deliver most of our services from the 
state level  -- many more services from 
the state level than do lots of states.  
 
So I think that's really important to 
keep in perspective as you're talking 
about what your overall tax burden is. 
 Because even if you just look at the 
state tax burden, again, if you're a state 
like ours, that's not really a very fair 
measure against the state where a lot's 
delivered from the local level.  So I 
think that's an important factor.  
 
In North Carolina we are a state that 
does rely probably more heavily on 
the income tax than many states 
though we also rely heavily on the 
sales tax.  But as I indicate, because 
most of our services are delivered at 
the state level, our property taxes are a 
good deal lower than lots of other 
areas of the country.  
 
Even with that, we are still  -- if you 
do look at overall tax burden, we are 
still a relatively low tax state, below  -- 
certainly below the top 25, in the 
bottom half of the states.  Where we 
are in North Carolina I think is, we 
went through not only a boom in the 
'90s, but we went through a boom my 
entire life.  
 
North Carolina has been a growing 
state with a growing economy for the 
life of most of us that are still 
breathing.  Up until four or five years 
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ago.  And we continue  -- even though 
Iris says we don't have a structural 
budget deficit yet, I think we have a 
budget problem and have had a 
budget problem essentially every year 
since 2001.  
 
In 2000 I was the director of the court 
systems, and I think it was one of the 
last years in which we had anybody 
getting any money in an expansion 
budget.  Since then it's just been a 
fight over what's going to stay in the 
continuation budget in North 
Carolina.  
 
But how did we get there?  I think in 
part because our economy is changing. 
 Like most states, we are and have 
been primarily a manufacturing and 
agricultural state.  We are shifting very 
quickly to other kinds of enterprises 
and to a service-based economy, as is 
true again throughout the United 
States.  
 
But there's some other reasons that 
are particular I think to North 
Carolina, or at least that I know about. 
 One of them was in the '90s when we 
were doing very well and had 
surpluses every year, in 1995, we 
enacted a huge tax cut.  At that time in 
our history, I think our budget was 
probably in the 13 to 14 billion dollar 
range.  The tax cut was a billion 
dollars a year and it was a permanent 
tax cut.  And of course as those taxes 
would have grown some at least as 
income grew and sales tax perhaps 
grew some, although not much.  The 
impact of those recurring lost 
revenues is even greater than a billion 
dollars a year now.  
 
In addition to that, in North Carolina 

we had an intangibles tax that where 
you got different treatment if you 
were a North Carolina company than 
an out-of-state company.  Lawsuits 
ensued.  The state was found that it 
owed back taxes to lots of people or 
they chose to get rid of the tax in a 
way that required them to have to pay 
refunds to lots of people.  That cost 
the state a lot of money.  
 
About that same time we were hit 
with Hurricane Floyd, which I think 
many of you know about, which 
devastated much of the eastern part of 
our state.  We had used our -- a lot of 
our rainy day fund to take care of the 
back taxes for intangible taxes, and 
then Floyd hit.  We had very little left 
in our rainy day fund, so we incurred 
huge one-time costs for those two 
items plus some other lawsuits around 
federal retirees in excess of another 
billion dollars.  
 
So those hurts that we took from the 
tax cut and from those one-time 
expenses then was exacerbated by the 
downturn in the economy which, 
again, hit us really hard because we 
lost lots of textile jobs.  We're losing 
more of those.  We're losing furniture 
jobs and other manufacturing jobs in 
this state.  As I indicated, that has 
caused our income tax to be less 
fruitful than it was.  It's also caused 
less spending, so we are collecting less 
on sales tax.  But in addition to that 
sales tax problem, we're like 
everybody else.  More and more sales 
are going through the Internet and the 
economy is more and more service 
based, and we don't tax services in 
North Carolina.  
 
So here we are in 2005, as supposedly 
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in a recovery and our legislature is 
looking at a $1.2 billion deficit, and 
that I think was before spending 
nearly a quarter of a million dollars  -- 
quarter of a billion dollars  -- I can't 
get the numbers right  -- for flood 
relief in the western part of our state, 
which was again very severe damage 
to our state.  So we have exhausted 
just about every kind of a one-time 
source of money there is to tap into to 
play as many of the budget tricks as 
possible.  
 
This is going to be a very hard budget 
year I think for North Carolina.  And 
that is without beginning to talk about 
Medicaid and what it could do to us as 
it's cut at the federal level and 
packaged in a way that's sent a lot of 
those cuts to the state.  It's without 
dealing with issues like school 
construction that the Governor 
mentioned, which is a major one for 
us.  It's without dealing, at least 
adequately, I think most would argue, 
for pay for state employees who have 
been at the bottom of the barrel in 
terms of attention from the state 
budget now for a number of years, 
and that's causing a serious problem 
because people are leaving state 
government.  So even if you fund 
services, the quality of the delivery 
isn't necessarily what we would like.  
We have a huge teacher shortage.  So 
we have a lot of issues in North 
Carolina to be addressed and pretty 
serious budget consequences.  
 
So our state, as Iris mentioned, is one 
of the many that has not modernized. 
 The last time we took a serious look 
at taxes and the way they're collected 
was back in the '30s.  Or the last time 
we've made any changes.  We've taken 

lots of looks at them.  And we've 
taken a look with our commission, 
which was in 2002.  We made a 
number of recommendations that I 
think were strong recommendations.  
I won't go into all of them but just a 
couple.  
 
As you would expect, we 
recommended broadening the base 
and lowering the rates.  I mean I think 
you can stay economically competitive 
in all of the reasons give for not 
having high rates and still collect the 
revenue that you need if you have a 
broad enough base.  For us that meant 
looking for ways to eliminate the 
differences in rates in the sales tax, 
eliminating exemptions both in the 
sales tax and the income tax, 
broadening the base in the sales tax by 
beginning to look at taxing services.  
 
All that being said, the income tax is 
still the workhorse in North Carolina, 
I think, and one of the lines in our 
report that I read again was a strong 
individual income tax is an offset for 
other regressive taxes because it is, 
after all, a progressive tax.  And so I 
think you need to remember that, as 
Iris said, when you begin to drop the 
top rates you begin to compress that, 
flatten it out, and it becomes less 
progressive.  
 
We also  -- one fact that I think is very 
important that we recommended is to 
look at tax relief for the poor.  In 
North Carolina  -- this is a stunning 
figure that I learned.  We were talking 
about earlier what you learn from 
these kinds of things.  There are 
roughly 3 million filers in North 
Carolina of individual tax returns.  1 
million of those had taxable income of 
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less than $10,000 in 2001  -- I guess it 
was the year that we were looking at  
-- and collected only 4 percent of the 
revenue that's collected under the 
income tax in North Carolina.  So one 
of the thoughts we had was do 
something for those people.  Either 
eliminate income tax for them 
altogether since they collect a very 
small amount  -- we collect a very 
small amount or at minimum looking 
at earned income tax credit.  Those 
sorts of things.  
 
We looked at corporate taxes and 
franchise fees and a number of other 
things as well in trying to make some 
recommendations.  
 
Just a couple of other thoughts I have  
-- and I know I'm past my time as 
well  -- and that is, I want to 
emphasize the point that was made 
about a simulation model.  For those 
of you that know me, I've spent a lot 
of time involved in crime  -- hopefully 
on the right side  -- looking at criminal 
justice issues and looking at the cost 
of corrections which, by the way, is 
another huge cost of state 
government.  It is in ours.  And we 
use a simulation model in North 
Carolina to at least be sure that we 
know what's going to happen and 
what the cost of corrections is going 
to be.  And the legislature, again, I 
think it is in a much better position to 
decide, do we want to build more 
prisons, do we really want to get 
tougher on every single kind of crime 
if it's going to cost us a whole lot of 
money, or can we look for other 
alternatives in other ways in order to 
save some money.  
 
I think it's been effective.  We need to, 

in my view, make some changes again 
to avoid building some more prisons 
in the state.  But I think the model 
itself has been a very, very important 
piece of information.  One for tax 
policy would be invaluable.  
 
The other thing is, I think you know 
there's a lot of discussion about 
incentives, and many of us aren't big 
fans of those, but if we've got them, I 
think it's important for us to think 
about ways to impact them, you know. 
 So if you're going to have Dell come 
into North Carolina, if we're going to 
pay for that out of the tax dollars, 
maybe we should ask Dell to consider, 
if it's going to put 600 diesel trucks on 
the road, to think about using 
biodiesel fuel or using other kinds of 
technology that are out there that can 
reduce air pollution particularly in a 
state that has already serious air 
pollution problems.  
 
So I think there's some things we can 
do.  One other suggestion of our 
commission was not to enact 
permanent tax cuts.  That if you've got 
surplus years and want to give tax 
relief, do it through rebates, one-time 
rebates, as opposed to enacting a 
permanent tax cut.  It then is with you 
in the bad times, because that 
becomes a devastating fact which is 
part of the experience we have right 
now.  
 
So the last thing I want to say is that I 
think as people who care about our 
fellow human beings, we need to 
refocus the debate.  This is not about 
taking things from people.  It's about 
using resources and investing those 
resources to make life better for 
people.  And I think that's what we 



  15 

 

have to do to think of ways to shift 
that debate.  So thank you.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
MS. BUTTS:  We've got about 
probably a little less than 15 minutes 
for the next two panelists, and I'd like 
to go to Sid to talk a bit about -- 
Frank, I'm sorry to take it out of 
order  -- to talk a bit about the 
experience in 2003 in Alabama and 
the tax reform fight there.   
 
MR. ROBERT MCANNALLY:  Sure. 
 Thank you first.  I tell you how 
pleased I am to be here, not only as a 
member of this large group, but a 
member of the Alabama delegation 
who came to be with you from 
Alabama.  They're an impressive 
group and have dedicated themselves 
to justice on many levels, and I 
appreciate all of them being here.  It's 
a pleasure to be here with you.  
 
Like many of you, I started out in 
constituent services.  My first phone 
call as staffer for then-Senator Howell 
Heflin was from a farmer in north 
Alabama who said Daylight Savings 
Time was costing him tomatoes 
because his tomatoes didn't get as 
much sunshine.  So we talked about it 
for a while.  And I decided that what 
was needed was really information.  
He just needed information.  So I 
pulled together information on 
Daylight Savings Time and how it was 
just a shift in time.  I mailed it all to 
him and asked him, please call me at 
my direct number when you get the 
letter.  A couple days later I get a call.  
Boy, I got your letter.  I said, yes, sir, 
did you have a chance to read it?  I 
did.  It was a good letter.  Now, what 

are we going to do about my 
tomatoes?  
 
That story's saying really there is a 
time table within which all of this has 
to be considered.  My first tour of 
duty in Alabama was in the early '90s 
-- in the early '90s working for 
then-Governor Jim Folsom on an 
education reform initiative.  And even 
then we knew the fiscal structure in 
Alabama was in trouble.  We knew 
that at some point the bomb was 
going to go off in somebody's lap.  
We just didn't know whose.  And the 
economy pumped that bomb over an 
administration, and the administration 
we lived through, a James 
administration, where we had a 
Governor who said what we really 
needed was a government that worked 
like Waffle House.  There's really no 
way to follow that.  The message 
through those campaigns was, there's 
plenty of money, it's just wasted.  
There's more than enough money, we 
don't need to raise taxes, we just need 
to be more efficient in the way we 
spend it.  
 
Then the bubble burst as it did for all 
states.  And in 2001 a group of 
corporate executives came together 
and recognized that whoever was 
going to be elected in 2002 they would 
have to deal with a significant fiscal 
issue in Alabama.  It looked at that 
point like a deficit of maybe 2- to 300 
million dollars.  They brought 
together a small staff.  I got to be a 
part of that staff to begin to look at 
what the options were for Alabama.  
We had an election.  Don Siegelmann, 
the incumbent Democrat, was 
defeated by a very, very thin margin by 
then-Congressman Bob Riley who had 
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never voted for a tax in his life and the 
Nixon-in-China implications were lost 
on no one.  We thought we had the 
perfect person to deal with the fiscal 
crisis that was undeniable. The first 
thing that Governor Riley did was to 
appoint as his finance director and 
chief fiscal officer in Alabama, 
Drayton Nabors, the CEO of 
Protective Life, a significant life 
insurance company headquartered in 
Birmingham, Alabama.  These two 
men shared a religious conviction that 
government has an obligation to serve 
people and to be fair.  They also 
shared no experience in state 
government in Montgomery.  
 
Now, I say that not to be critical, but 
to remind us all how important it is 
that policy makers have background 
and an historical sense of why things 
are the way that they are.  While the 
new finance director and Governor 
became grounds of outer groups, did 
focus group after focus group, we 
found, as you heard already, that white 
Alabamians and black Alabamians are 
Alabamians first, and the way that 
they looked at tax burden was much 
more similar than disparate.  
 
We found that people were intrigued 
by the notion of fairness.  When they 
found out that we began in Alabama 
to tax people at $4,600 of income, a 
number that has not changed since the 
'30s, how much as a percentage of 
income the poorer people in the state 
were paying than the wealthy people, 
it intrigued them.  It touched their 
sense of fairness.  And they became 
invested in that message, but we also 
found that they did not trust 
government.  They did not believe 
that anybody could go in in a short 

amount of time and clean anything up. 
 And we found that if anybody put 
any significant money in a vote-no 
message, to reinforce what they 
already believed about government, 
that reform would be almost 
impossible.  
 
So our estimate was, we were looking 
at three-or-four-to-one in dollars 
spent pro-message versus 
anti-message.  The finance director 
comes back, he tells us we're wrong.  
We're not looking at a 300 million 
dollar deficit, it's more like 600 million 
dollars.  And he puts together a 
package.  
 
Now, like current Governor Mitch 
Daniels in Indiana, a businessman 
who looks at a broken tax structure, 
who's been conservative but 
recognizes that some changes have to 
be made, finance director Nabors 
proposed an across-the-board tax 
increase.  His theory was everybody 
should help.  Great policy, 
questionable politics.  It gave 
everybody a target.  It did include 
everybody, so it gave everybody 
something to hate.  The package 
included almost half of what you have 
in front of you as the progressive 
agenda for 2005 from this group.  
 
Now consider that.  A Governor who 
had never supported taxes.  He is a 
conservative CEO, putting before the 
people of Alabama a progressive tax 
policy.  So it was a landmark for all of 
us.  Very short time frame, only 90 
days from the time that we passed the 
21 mil package until the election.  
Certainly not enough time to explain 
to people the complexity of what was 
being put before them.  The 
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Governor's political consultants also 
wanted to include a college 
scholarship plan.  
 
So the package goes up to about a 
billion, two at full implementation.  
And the cognitive dissonance in 
people asking, well, if we've got a 
structural deficit, why are we going to 
pay for three college scholarships?  
Was a question that was very, very 
difficult to answer, even for those of 
us who had invested a significant 
amount of time in supporting 
education.  
 
The yield  -- the vote went down, as 
most of you know, significantly.  
400,000 people voted yes, 800,000 
people voted no.  But when we went 
back and polled why, what we found 
was that the complexity of the 
package was confusing.  And in the 
same way as when you scream at a 
baby, the baby will turn away from 
you, it was too much noise around the 
whole campaign.  There was too much 
money thrown at it.  
 
The Governor, the finance director, 
touched the third rail of Alabama 
politics, property taxes.  And they'd 
proposed changes in the property 
taxes that would generate only $30 
million out of the 1.2 billion, but that 
30 million came from such a small 
community, that it generated five to 
six million dollars in opposition 
advertising in the media.  And while 
that corporate community state stuck 
and they supported the vote-yes 
message, there was no way in that time 
frame to be able to raise a 
three-or-four-to-one dollar that it 
would take to be successful.  
 

We've got a short time.  Let me give 
you a couple of conclusions.  One, 
this is going to be a continuing issue 
in the South and across the United 
States as governors are forced to 
propose balanced budgets in an 
atmosphere of hyperinflated medical 
costs but relatively flat revenue 
collection.  This conversation will 
continue.  
 
Second, we all like the big fix.  We all 
like to be a part of the big solution.  
But at least in Alabama there is no 
historical record of any big fix, ever 
through Alabama's history since 1812. 
 Never have.  Instead, change has 
been incremental and as people 
understood why and connections were 
made to their values, success was seen 
over time.  
 
My argument to you is that that 
income tax argument that connected 
the people's value of fairness in a state 
that ranks 7th in the United States in 
per-person contributions to charities, 
it's still there.  And it's something we 
don't need to walk away from just 
because a big package went down.  
 
And finally, I tell you that in 1992, 
when the big education reform failed, 
there was a small compromise that 
came out of it called the Alabama 
Reading Initiative.  That reading 
initiative for the first time this year 
was fully funded so that every student 
in Alabama public schools will have 
the opportunity to be a part of a 
ground breaking reading program.  
That will change the face of Alabama. 
 That's the kind of reform that we 
need to be committed to and stay 
committed to in spite of the peaks and 
valleys that come with electoral 
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victories or electoral defeats.  So thank 
you.  I'll look forward to your 
questions.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
PROFESSOR SHAFROTH:  I just 
want you to remember two things as I 
speak  -- and I'm not going to talk 
about Virginia's experience where this 
year we lost a significant tax reform 
battle, but last year, an extraordinary 
success.  Two things you remember, 
where's-the-money-honey Joe Gibbs.  
Let me start out, a year ago 
November, Mark Warner, the 
Democratic Governor of Virginia, 
rolled out his tax reform deficit 
reduction package.  And anybody in a 
white coat with a stethoscope would 
have said, you belong in a room that 
has no windows and no doors, in a 
coat with no sleeves.  It was a lame 
duck Governor, he is a lame duck 
Governor.  He was a Democratic 
Governor in a sea of Republicans; not 
just a sea of Republicans but where 
the majority of Republicans had been 
recently elected on a no-tax-increase 
pledge.  
 
Six months later, after a double 
overtime, he signed the most 
far-reaching tax reform, tax increase 
legislation enacted in several -- in two 
decades.  The prior one was the 
previous Hollywood star in 
Sacramento, a guy by the name of 
Ronald Reagan, who some of you 
might remember.  Now, how did he 
get there?  And I really want to talk 
sort of about the practical parts.  He 
had one extraordinary benefit coming 
in.  John Chichester, the senate 
majority leader, a Republican, who 
cared deeply, deeply about the future 

of Virginia and commanded respect 
from every part of the state, had 
unrolled his own proposal before the 
Governor.  
 
His proposal called for a net tax 
increase twice as high and a more 
progressive tax reform proposal.  So it 
helped going in that when the 
Democrat unveiled his proposal, it 
didn't call for as much of the tax 
increase and was not quite as 
progressive.  It positioned him in the 
middle and put him eventually in a 
position where he could be the 
negotiator between the two sides.  
 
Number two, I sat on a dais with all 
the elected local leaders, the issue was, 
should they endorse the effort to 
reform Virginia's taxes?  That is, 
should they get involved in a issue in 
which they would be even more 
insane to get involved?  Especially 
since there had been two referenda in 
Virginia, just like Alabama's, that had 
been widely rejected despite strong 
support from the Governor.  And 
they looked at me like, what do you 
mean by even sitting in this room?  
Now, it happened that day the 
Washington Redskins had just agreed 
to a small contract with Joe Gibbs for 
an amount of money that exceeded 
the total amount of money paid to all 
the presidents of the United States in 
the history of the United States.  
 
And I asked -- I said, is anyone here 
troubled about the amount of money 
for this NASCAR race car owner?  
They said no, no.  The Redskins have 
to go back and win the Super Bowl.  I 
said, that's what it's all about.  Do you 
want Virginia to win the Super Bowl 
or don't you care?  
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So how it was framed, and it was 
framed about, what do we want for 
the future of our kids in Virginia?  
They unanimously voted about an 
hour later to say, yes, we are, as 
Republicans and Democrats, going to 
push strongly with our legislators for 
tax reform because raising that 
revenue and fixing the structural 
problem is critical.  
 
Packaging.  Think of Campbell's Soup. 
 You know the old jingle, soup and 
sandwich go together.  One of the 
most important criteria in the success 
is it was implemented as part of the 
budget.  It was made inseparable.  So 
there could be no budget without 
dealing with the tax reform package.  
So everyone understood.  The fate of 
what school teachers are going to be 
paid, what police and firemen are 
going to be paid, what every single 
service that they benefited from was 
going to be depended upon the 
outcome of the tax reform debate.  
 
It was not separable, so it was not, are 
taxes good or bad.  Because all the 
polling showed, guess what, by a near 
99 percent margin, taxes are bad.  It 
was designed specifically to reduce 
taxes on the vast majority of 
Virginians.  So people didn't see it as, 
this is a tax on everybody but, rather, 
this is a real sincere effort to make the 
tax system more fair.  
 
Both Senator Chichester and the 
Governor crisscrossed the state.  They 
met intensively, especially with two 
groups who were important.  
Business.  When the Chamber of 
Commerce voted, they voted 
unanimously to support the 

Governor's package even though it 
involved, perish the thought, increased 
taxes from businesses.  And the 
AARP voted to support the 
Governor's package even though, as 
Iris has already told you, it involves 
significant increases in taxes for 
people who have blown out 55 
candles and have blown through their 
bank accounts because they have a lot 
of money.  
 
So you start out with two very 
important forces, both generally 
identified with Republicans and hating 
taxes, by the way, that endorsed this 
proposal.  They forced the other side 
out.  This is an important factor.  The 
Republicans thought they could base 
the whole thing on taxes are evil, so 
tax increases are bad.  As push came 
to shove, they were forced to say, 
here's what we would propose to use 
to pay for schools in Virginia.  They 
didn't have an answer.  So their 
credibility disappeared.  Just opposing 
taxes for the sake of opposing taxes 
didn't work because it was part of the 
budget.  
 
So some small lessons for all of you 
who are going to engage and pursue 
and emulate what happened in 
Virginia last year, not this year, and 
not what happened in Alabama.  Put 
nothing in stone.  There was never 
any point where the Governor or 
Senator Chichester declared any part 
of their plans were sacred.  
 
They understood the nature of politics 
is closely resembling the nature of 
making sausage.  You're looking for 
what emerges at the end after you fry 
it, not what goes into it or how it's put 
together.  Connect the dots.  People 
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care intensely about the Redskins 
winning, about UNC beating Duke.  
They care about things, and they have 
no questions about what it costs to do 
it if you're going to win.  So connect 
the dots.  Voters and taxpayers care 
intensely that their kids succeed 
because they want them to support 
them when they get old.  
 
Deficits and debt matter.  In Virginia, 
retaining a Triple A credit rating is 
really a big deal.  Now, I don't know 
many legislators who really understand 
the difference between a Triple A and 
a Double A, but all they know is 
Triple A is the best you can get.  So 
it's just like Joe Gibbs.  We are the 
best and we won't do anything that 
hurts that.  
 
Relentlessly explain.  The fact of the 
matter is, everyone in this room 
understand that when you say you're 
going to talk about taxes, 97.23 
percent of the people are immediately 
going to say, I hate taxes, I don't 
understand them, and when someone 
talks about them it's boring.  So you've 
got to translate it so they connect it.  
Here's why it matters to you.  
 
Stress the value of funding core 
government service.  The critical 
break came when a Southern 
Republican in the house of delegates 
looked at the budget.  And he realized 
85 percent of the budget in Virginia 
goes for eight programs.  So he 
understood immediately, and he stood 
up on the floor of the House of 
Delegates.  He got a big T in the 
center of his forehead from Grover 
Norquist.  He said, guess what?  This 
has to go.  We can't let this die. That 
began to break away, that produced 17 

Republican votes in the House of 
Delegates that made it happen.  
 
Be transparent.  Don't ever be 
dishonest about what's in your 
package and why it's there.  You have 
to be completely open.  Be prepared  
-- the old Girl Scouts thing  -- for 
quizzical and unexpected things to 
happen.  They do.  You've just got to 
be fluid.  Up until the last seven 
minutes no one knew for sure what 
the package was going to be, and it 
depended upon four Democratic 
votes at the end, four very progressive 
people, who felt, well, the package 
isn't quite perfect.  And the Governor 
said, forget it, we're going to get it 
done.  This is our chance in destiny.  
 
Finally  -- let me just close with this.  
The number of relations among 
simple elements increases until those 
relations look like extraordinarily 
refined experiences.  No one can 
anticipate at the onset who the players 
or what the music will be at the end.  
Suffice it to say it will be dense, it will 
be obscure.  The double base might 
not be anticipated, but more 
important to the outcome, just the 
amount, the ability of governors and 
legislators to perform together 
requires an incredible amount of 
patience, an incredible amount of 
vision.  But the result, as we saw last 
year in Virginia, can be extraordinarily 
rewarding.  It will mean a lot to an 
awful lot of kids and to the kind of 
work all of you are out to do.  Thank 
you.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
MS. BUTTS:  We're going to open it 
up now to questions, and I would ask 
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you, Antoin and Natalie will have 
mikes, and if you would state your 
name and also the state that you're 
from when you ask the question.  
Thank you.  
 
MR. JESSE WHITE:  My name is 
Jesse White, and I work here at UNC 
Chapel Hill.  Madam Chairman, I say 
this as a point of personal privilege, if 
I may for a minute.  I would hope that 
this group, of all groups, would quit 
referring to the quest for human rights 
for gay and lesbian Americans as a 
sideshow issue.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
If you can be fired from your job 
simply because of your sexual 
orientation, it is not a sideshow issue.  
If you cannot visit your partner in the 
hospital, it is not a sideshow issue.  If 
you cannot get health-care for your 
partner with whom you've lived for 15 
or 16 years, it is not a sideshow issue.  
And as Hodding Carter said last night, 
the soul of this country has been 
about expanding human rights.  And 
if gay and lesbian Americans cannot 
find a home and a voice in a program 
called New Strategies for Southern 
Progress, I don't know where we can 
find a home.  Thank you.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
MS. BUTTS:  Obviously it's a point 
well taken, and I think I understand 
where Bob was coming from, but I 
would like him to get a chance to 
defend his -- 
 
MR. ROBERT EBEL:  Sure.  I think 
that was a misunderstanding.  I said 
very clearly they were not unimportant 

issues.  I said when it comes to tax 
and fiscal policy, watch out for the 
sideshows.  And this is what I think 
the Governor's point was about God, 
guns and the like.  So it's not to 
suggest these are not important, and 
I'd be happy to tell you I think they 
are important over a beer.  But this is 
not about that.  It's about tax policy 
and about getting tax policy right.  
 
And I also said, one of your sideshows 
is your economic development issues 
as well.  And I'm just telling you, when 
the legislatures meet on these issues, 
the tax committees meet in the other 
room, and you'd better pay attention.  
 
MR. RALPH SMITH:  I just want to 
follow up on what the gentleman said 
about the sideshow issue.  Ralph 
Smith.  I live here in Chapel Hill.  Just 
came down from New York state.  
And I think the sideshow issue of 
death penalty is strange that you 
would say that.  I don't know if you 
meant that it was a sideshow issue, but 
we cannot continue to kill people in 
this country and underrepresent them, 
et cetera, et cetera.  So thank you very 
much for bringing up this whole issue 
of sideshows.  Thank you.  
 
MS. ASHLEY HOLMES:  My name 
is Ashley Holmes.  I'm an AmeriCorps 
member in Durham this year with 
Public Allies, and I work for the 
Democratic response for them.  I 
followed the Alabama tax fight, and a 
lot of stories that I read painted the 
opposition as the religious right 
evangelicals.  And as someone who is 
so close to it, I want to know if this 
analysis was right on and more about 
the issue or the role that faith played 
in that issue.  
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MR. ROBERT MCANNALLY:  I 
think that's a great question, and 
because of the time constraints I really 
didn't have time to go into sort of the 
turnover that occurred in people who 
were wary of the Republican 
Governor, who included a very strong 
teachers union in Alabama, and they 
had been political opponents in the 
past.  
 
I think when you talk about Alabama 
politics and religion, it's difficult to 
talk about evangelicals because 
evangelical is a big tent.  There was an 
investment by mainline 
denominational ministers in this issue 
that we had not seen before on the 
issue of tax fairness and equity.  And it 
was across denominational lines.  We 
did not see a significant commitment 
from independent churches who are 
nondenominational.  
 
We did have the leader of the 
Alabama Christian Coalition leading in 
opposition.  There were some who 
asked what exactly that had to do with 
the mission of the Christian Coalition, 
which was a question that was never 
directly answered.  But I would say 
that the opportunities that I had to 
debate him  -- there were two  -- were 
very productive for the proponents.  
 
And one of the things that I agree 
with very strongly from an earlier 
panel is, we need to take those issues 
on and take those people on because 
we do have a stronger argument when 
it comes to an issue like, like income 
tax equity in Alabama.  That is an 
issue that there is no response for.  
And every time we would ask a direct 
question, we got an obfuscation.  

 
So I think we need to stand very 
strongly and firmly on the points that 
we have that reach those core values.  
It was an interesting conversation in 
the religious community.  You'll hear 
from Jim Evans in another panel this 
afternoon who was very involved in 
that as well.  Thank you for the 
question. 
 
MS. ODETTA WHITE:  Thank you. 
 My name is Odetta White.  I'm from 
Gainesville, Florida, and I am chairing 
our Earned Income Tax Credit 
volunteer preparation program there.  
And I wondered where something like 
the EITC  -- what role that plays in a 
progressive agenda as we talk about 
finding the money to fund progressive 
ideas and a progressive agenda.  
 
MS. LAV:  Well, the EITC is one of 
the most important things that we 
have done to improve the fairness of 
tax systems.  It provides -- the federal 
EITC provides  -- both relieves the 
taxes of low income people and 
provides a refund to working families 
and to some individuals.  And it's 
quite substantial.  For a family making 
around a minimum wage with two 
kids you can get as much as $4,000 
back a year.  So it's very important.  
There's wonderful outreach campaigns 
like yours going on around the 
country.  And our organization 
actually coordinates the national 
outreach campaigns.  
 
But there are 17 states that have state 
EITCs that add to the federal, and 
that's a tremendously important 
strategy as well in terms of making tax 
systems more progressive.  Obviously 
if you don't have an income tax to 
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start with, in Florida, it's pretty hard to 
do any EITC, but other in the South 
could very well think about that as a 
strategy.  Thanks for the question.  
 
MS. BUTTS:  One more question.   
 
MS. KATHERINE DIDO:  I'm 
Katherine Dido.  I'm with the 
Defense (inaudible) Foundation.  I 
was curious.  One of the things that 
I've heard was around changing the 
language that we use when we talk 
about taxes.  Changing the framework 
as sort of being a tax investment.  I 
was curious if you had any ideas on 
how you go about making this shift 
and if this should be a central focus of 
tax changes.  
 
PROFESSOR SHAFROTH:  I think 
it's part of what I said.  I mean I don't 
know anybody who seems to be 
deeply wrought up about Mike 
Chichowski's salary because he 
produces, right?  One of the most 
American things there is is to win, to 
be the best.  And businesses invest 
enormous amounts of money and 
Americans have pride.  So I think if 
you reframe it   -- there is good 
evidence now that the medical school 
in New Delhi is the best medical 
institution in the world, far exceeding 
Harvard's medical school or 
Stanford's.  
 
So some people, when you have a 
child in a public school and a parent, 
you understand how important that 
education's going to be to the future.  
So, you know, I know that morning 
sitting with all those mayors who 
thought, we don't want to get 
anywhere near a tax debate in the 
legislature, we can only lose.  But 

instead reframing it, this is about the 
future of your community.  Where do 
you want to be 10 years from now and 
how are you going to get there and 
what will it take?  
 
So that's why I say, you connect it till 
it's part of, what's it worth to us?  
When it's reframed as, what's it worth 
to us, I think people are willing to pay. 
 If you look at how much money 
people gave to help Tsunami victims, 
unanticipated ever in American 
history, because they felt they wanted 
to help.  They want to help be better, 
they want to win.  So you frame it on 
investment and you try and frame it 
over the longer term till you force that 
question out and you connect it to 
budgets.  So it's -- you know, my son 
-- I learned it from my son way back 
when.  Because Governor Gilmore 
ran a big campaign, that was a vintage 
campaign to kill the car tax in Virginia. 
 It was a great campaign because, of 
course, it was a local tax not a state 
tax.  
 
The favorite thing of anyone elected 
to office is to cut someone else's taxes 
because it doesn't affect your budget.  
And my son, who was about nine at 
the time, said, Dad, does anyone like 
taxes?  I said, well, no.  I've never yet 
found anyone who likes taxes.  He 
said but, dad, don't we need taxes to 
pay for teachers and policemen and 
firemen?  I said, yes.  He said, well, 
don't people get it?  I said no.  And he 
didn't ask any more questions.  So he 
got it.  So he just -- you have to make 
sure you connect those dots, but then 
connect it in a positive way.  
 
Do you want to win the Super Bowl?  
Do you want to win the Super Bowl 
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of medical schools?  Do you want 
UNC to be ranked in the top 10 
universities around the globe because 
we know India and China are moving 
very rapidly and making huge 
investments and they're not raising 
tuitions to get there.  
 
MR. ROSS:  Can I say that's a great 
answer by Frank, except we don't like 
to mention that other coach.  
 
MS. BUTTS:  I'd like to thank the 
panelists.  I think the one thing that 
we've proven in this discussion is that 
tax reform doesn't necessarily have to 
be boring.  But it obviously impacts -- 
it's similarly important.  It impacts 
issues that we care a lot about as 
progressives.  And I think the 
panelists are going to be able during 
lunchtime to talk about some of these 
issues more.  Thank you for your 
patience and your willingness to 
engage and, again, thank you, 
panelists.  
 
(Applause.)
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MR. GUILLORY:  I'm here to -- I'm 
talking as loud as I can go.  It is my 
pleasure to welcome Governor Mike 
Easley to our gathering.  Governor 
Easley grew up in Rocky Mount.  He's 
been a prosecutor in Southport on our 
coast.  He served two terms as 
attorney general, and he's just been 
reelected to his second term as 
Governor of the state.  One of the 
distinctive features of North Carolina 
in contemporary politics is that this 
state has voted for Republican 
candidate for president nine out of the 
last 10 elections, but it has elected 
four consecutive Democratic 
administrations.  Jim Hunt for two 
terms and now Mike Easley for two 
terms.  
 
Governor Easley has been an 
advocate for bolstering the public 
schools, extending education to 
four-year-olds and keeping the 
community colleges and the 
universities of this state healthy and 
driving.  And I would like you to join 
me in welcoming our Governor Mike 
Easley.  

 
GOVERNOR EASLEY:  Thank you, 
Ferrel.  I appreciate the opportunity to 
stop by.  I've known Ferrel for a long 
time and he always gives a kind 
introduction, but I should point out 
he's done a great job as Senator, and 
it's good for North Carolina, it's good 
for the state, it's good for the 
University.  He's also was our 
moderator for the textile summit 
which involved about five, five or six 
states.  And we made some headway 
with the administration, not nearly 
enough, and we'll continue to lose a 
lot of those jobs.  But I want to thank 
Ferrel for what he does.  
 
I see a couple folks I've got to thank.  
Tom Ross has helped us with our 
efficiency and tax modernization 
issues that we're still grappling with 
and we're trying to streamline now.  
And I see Howard Lee, who's chair of 
our state board of education.  And I'm 
in Chapel Hill, I've got to say this.  He 
was Mayor of Chapel Hill when I was 
a student here.  But since he's been in 
the Cabinet, he was a Secretary, he 
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was a Senator, one of the very best 
that we've had.  And I've tapped him 
to be head of the state board.  And 
he's done a great job, great job and 
he's not only progressive but he can 
build a consensus which is very 
important.  And my good friend Brad 
Wilson, who's chair of the Board of 
Governors for the Greater University 
System, has really taken on an active 
role and shown a lot of leadership.  
 
Ferrel asked me to come over today 
just to share with you some of my 
experiences as we ran over the last 
couple of elections, 2000 and 2004.  
And to sort of put things in 
perspective, Mac McCorkle has 
brought to my attention that except 
for one time in the Depression, no 
Democrat has been able to carry the 
state, Senate or Governor, when the 
Republican nominee got over 50 
percent.  And that was that one 
exception was with Max Gardner.  
That's since 1976 I think it was.  And 
it -- it just means there are a lot of 
coattails.  I suppose part of what I did 
was ride George Bush's coattails both 
times, which is a different sort of 
thing, but it -- it works.  
 
One of the things we tried to do -- I'm 
just going to go through four or five 
things very quickly that I try to do is, I 
try not to pass too many litmus tests.  
To be quite candid with you, I think 
that if you look at the Democrat and 
Republican parties right now in the 
state and in the country, I don't think 
either one of them represents the 
voters of the people in the middle.  
And if you put yourself in a position 
so that you pass the litmus test of just 
the Democratic party and the 
executive committee and so forth or 

just the Republican party, and what 
you end up with is two candidates that 
really don't touch the people in the 
middle.  
 
Now, given that in North Carolina 
generally you have -- if you have two 
unacceptable candidates, generally the 
people will go to the right.  I think the 
reason they go to the right is because 
if they don't like either one, they 
would rather go to the one who's 
going to give them less change, less to 
worry about, more conservative, not 
going to change much.  Whereas 
they're afraid that if we might let the 
horse out of the barn, just all kind of 
runaway government programs, all 
kind of giveaways, that type of thing.  
 
So I always found it not to be -- better 
not to be tagged as a liberal or 
conservative.  I mean, you know, I like 
to run the hunt, I like to drive race 
cars -- Mudcat.  You never wrecked 
one, Mudcat.  
 
MR. SAUNDERS:  Yes, sir, I have.  
 
GOVERNOR EASLEY:  I like to do 
a lot of those things that people would 
think are conservative.  At the same 
time I believe very deeply in 
education.  I think it is the key to 
getting this country back on track, to 
getting our people out of poverty.  I 
think early childhood development is 
extremely important.  The university 
system has to be funded.  Our low 
wealth, disadvantaged kids have to be 
funded.  We have a moral as well as an 
economic obligation to do that.  And 
those things can be seen as more 
progressive.  
 
So I think it's more difficult for people 
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to put a label on you and stick you 
over in the corner and beat up on you 
if that's who you really are.  If that's 
not who you really are, I think it's 
difficult to try and be somebody 
you're not.  Life's tough enough going 
through as yourself, much less trying 
to be someone else.  So I guess the 
first thing is, try not to pass all the 
litmus tests, at least not by 100 
percent.  
 
Secondly, you know, your parents 
always taught you to mind your 
manners and don't make other people 
feel uncomfortable.  And I think the 
same is true in politics.  Don't invade 
people's comfort zones too much 
unnecessarily.  Obviously there's some 
issues where you have to.  Some issues 
that matter that much.  I think it's 
okay to stick it to your opponent from 
time to time.  I think that's necessary.  
I think it's important to debate those 
issues and get in their face if you have 
to.  You shouldn't be afraid to do that. 
 Shouldn't be afraid to show a bit of 
an edge.  But otherwise, if there are 
issues out there that people feel 
strongly about and disagree on, why 
make it -- why make it a fight about 
that?  When that's really not the most 
important thing to the people in the 
middle.  
 
A couple of examples.  Choice is an 
issue in this state where a lot of people 
are sort of taking Kerry's position.  
They're antiabortion but at the same 
time they tend to be more pro-choice 
in that they don't particularly agree 
with it, but they don't want 
government making the decision for 
them.  And they will accept and 
tolerate somebody who has a bit of a 
different position, but not if you keep 

bringing it up and getting in their face. 
 Not if you want to be the main 
speaker at NARAL, the keynote 
address speaker at Right to Life.  
 
Death penalty.  I was a prosecutor, as 
Ferrel pointed out, for 15 years, and I 
have selected many a death penalty 
jury.  And I will tell you when you go 
through the jury selection, there are a 
lot of good people out there who are 
antideath penalty and who have very 
good reasons and make a very good 
argument against the death penalty.  
In my job as Governor, I have to 
make clemency hearings and make 
decisions on those cases whether 
executions should go forward or not.  
But I don't get out and make a big 
issue about the death penalty.  I don't 
go speak at the Victims Assistance 
Network in favor of the death penalty 
because people know where I stand.  
They know my position on the issue.  
And they don't particularly want it 
jammed back at them and in their 
face.  
 
So I think on those issues it's better to 
mind your manners and be sensitive to 
other people's intelligent decisions 
that they've made about that, to their 
appropriate positions for the way that 
they feel in their life's experiences and 
then move on to those issues that are 
very important to us right now, like 
education, and don't get bogged down 
with these distractions.  That's when 
you get yourself in -- you get the 
cultural issues on the table then and 
you're distracted, I think, from the 
more important issues, and on the 
more important issues is where we 
win, should win, should continue to 
win.  If we just get them out there.  
 



  4 

 

I think instead, sort of rule number 
three is, you appeal to the good.  You 
appeal to the values in people.  A 
couple of examples of what I'm 
talking about there.  When I talk about 
North Carolina having the best 
prescription drug plan for seniors in 
America, I don't just stop there, I 
don't want to talk about something 
that's going to be perceived as a 
giveaway plan.  Now, you and I may 
not perceive it as that. I certainly 
don't.  But there are those who do 
unless you qualify.  If you talk about 
that plan for the Greatest Generation, 
for the people who built this country 
and made it great, those who fought in 
the Korean War and World War Two, 
the ones who were there for us doing 
their patriotic duty for this country 
when we needed them and now we 
need to be there for them when they 
need us.  If you put it in those terms, I 
think you can reach out and find more 
common ground with people.  And 
you're appealing to the best in people. 
 You're appealing to people's values as 
to why they would do these things, 
why they would provide these 
particular plans and programs.  
 
The same with education.  You don't 
just have to talk about early childhood 
development or helping low wealth, 
at-risk kids.  You can talk about that 
as a reason for and a need to do to 
build a better and stronger America.  I 
talk from time to time about the real 
fight for American values today is not 
just in Iraq and Afghanistan, but it is 
in every schoolhouse, every university, 
every research facility in the nation.  
Because our dominance in the world 
economy is based on creativity and 
innovation, and if we drop the ball on 
education, we will drop the ball clearly 

on American dominance.  And that 
makes it a patriotic issue.  It makes it 
an American values issue as to why we 
have to continue to make that 
investment in education.  To base it 
more than just a moral issue, which is 
good enough for me, more than just a 
value, but it -- I think it makes a 
patriotic issue.  
 
Same with Medicaid.  People talk so 
much -- there's going to be a big fight 
about that between the governors and 
the federal government as they go to 
cut.  But I think it's important to 
appeal to, you know, whatsoever we 
do for the least of our brethren, that 
you do unto me.  Everybody believes 
that.  Whether you're at the synagogue 
or you're at the Protestant church or 
the Catholic church or -- Ferrel and I 
go to the same church.  We don't 
bring that up a lot.  But we -- I think it 
is important that you put -- you set 
these things in a set of values so you're 
appealing to the best in people.  
Because everybody out there has a lot 
of good in them.  You just have to 
appeal to it.  And that is something 
that I've tried to do throughout my 
career rather than just, you know, 
beating the drum on the issues and 
hitting the bells on the Democrat side 
while somebody else is hitting all the 
notes on the Republican side.  
 
I think fiscal responsibility is probably 
the fourth important thing that we 
have to do for the party is perceived 
as not being fiscally responsible.  That 
ought to be one we can get back 
pretty quickly right now.  It just takes 
a little bit of thought.  I don't really 
see us seizing it, but what I see us 
trying to do in this state is doing as 
much as we can to make as much 
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progress as possible but exercising 
discipline at the same time.  I know 
you've already heard it from Mac 
McCorkle this morning and he made a 
talk to you about these same issues.  
It's so important that whenever we 
make progress we do it in a real and 
sustainable way.  Otherwise we just 
step out there and say, okay, we've 
raised teachers to the national average 
or we started this program because 
you had a good year in revenues that 
you might not have next year.  You've 
got to show, where's the source of 
revenue?  You've got to show your 
discipline with your progress.  You've 
got to show, when you offer 
opportunity, I think people want 
accountability.  I often talk about 
opportunity for everyone but 
accountability demanded of everyone. 
 And I think both liberals and 
conservatives can agree with at least 
half of that statement.  Consequently 
it's easier to get them to agree with all 
of those statements.  
 
The last thing that I try to do is -- I try 
to do some creative polling.  We don't 
poll nearly enough.  Fred Yang says 
we don't, but it may be because he just 
had a third child.  But I try to ask 
questions like, do you think the 
Governor should continue to drive 
160 miles an hour around a track to 
raise money for education or the 
troops?  Or do you think it's too 
dangerous, that he ought to quit?  And 
it kind of gives you a feel for where 
people are and what they're thinking.  
By the way, two-thirds of the people 
want the Lieutenant Governor to be 
Governor apparently because they like 
us doing that.  
 
But it kind of puts us in touch 

knowing what the people out there 
who pay attention to NASCAR, like 
Mudcat, are thinking.  We like to poll 
-- I like to know where I stand among 
King of the Hill voters.  How many of 
you watch King of the Hill?  I like to 
ask that question.  More than I 
thought.  I guess  -- you know, it's 
kind of a -- these four good old boys 
who sit around, you know, drink beer 
and polish their lawn mowers and 
things like that, animated cartoon, but 
it's interesting.  It reminds me of so 
many of my friends.  But then I like to 
see where do I poll with these folks?  I 
also like to poll talk radio and find out 
where on the talk radio  -- the one 
thing we found out from polling talk 
radio people is that, yeah, everybody 
hates taxes, they hate taxes, but I tell 
you what else, they hate spending too. 
 And they don't like reckless spending. 
 And Republicans like to spend just as 
much as Democrats.  And if you go 
back and check those records, it's one 
of the things we were able  -- at this 
time, we were able to find that the 
spending of my opponent who voted 
against all of the taxes, he voted for all 
of the spending.  So against any taxes, 
but 3.3 billion in increases I think over 
a four-year period.  And we were able 
to use that on talk radio.  Saul 
Shorham (ph) who many of you may 
have heard of from Philadelphia.  We 
sort of broke him in early down here.  
He came up with a good little 
spendingitis talk radio ad that we run 
and really moved some numbers in 
there.  But I don't think you give on 
that issue.  I think it's very important 
to look at the spending side of the 
ledger as well as the revenue side of 
the ledger.  
 
To my mind, the revenue side of the 
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ledger and doing the right thing there 
is just a matter of being fiscally 
responsible.  So those are sort of the 
comments that I had that I thought 
about Ferrel.  And whatever you want 
me to do, I'll be happy to do.  I could 
leave, I could run out of here.  I could 
answer a question you've got or I 
could  -- 
 
MR. GUILLORY:  A couple of 
questions.  I don't want to interrupt 
the panel too much but  -- 
 
MS. BUTTS:  We're already 
interrupted.  That's fine.  
 
MR. GUILLORY:  Anybody have a 
question or two?  Yes.  
 
MR. ELLIOTT BRACK:  I'm Elliott 
Brack from Atlanta.  Governor, what 
do you think about the lottery in 
North Carolina?  
 
GOVERNOR EASLEY:  That was 
cold.  I tell everybody we're the only 
state that plays the lottery and gives 
away the proceeds.  But I think there's 
a good chance to get one this year.  
And if we do, I want to lock it up for 
education, nonsupplantable.  And the 
three items I want to fund are the 
items that I think are the three most 
regressive elements of our education 
system, which would be our 4 to 
Pre-K program.  Our class size 
reduction.  We've reduced K through 
3 down to 18 and we're having to pay 
for that because we have class creep.  
I'm not talking about corporally.  I'm 
talking about as it grows.  And school 
construction, especially for those low 
wealth counties who can't afford it 
themselves.  So I hope we've got a 
good chance this year, but I'm still 

working on some people.  
 
REPRESENTATIVE JOYCE 
ELLIOTT:  I'm Joyce Elliott from 
Arkansas and I do watch King of the 
Hill.  I like it.  But my question is, in 
our efforts to get to the NASCAR -- 
in our efforts to get to the NASCAR 
crowd, which I think we need to do, 
are you attune to the tension that's 
beginning to happen when, especially 
in the African American community, 
people see an overemphasis on 
engaging that group and perhaps are 
taken for granted attitude toward the 
African American community and our 
seeing some of the result of that creep 
to the nonprogressives in this last 
election.  How are you thinking about 
that and addressing that issue?  
 
(Applause.) 
 
GOVERNOR EASLEY:  That makes 
a legitimate point.  I don't try to 
appeal to the NASCAR group.  I just 
happen to do recreational NASCAR 
from time to time.  But I do think it is 
important to get off the table a lot of 
these cultural issues.  And you've got 
to do that appealing to both groups.  I 
think you've got to get the issues off 
the table, that that's sidetrack  -- a 
campaign distract, a campaign  -- the 
God, the gays and guns issues.  And in 
order to do that, I think you have to 
be open to and sensitive to   -- the 
part I was talking about being 
sensitive to and not getting in the face 
of other people.  I think you've got to 
be open to all of those issues.  I don't 
think you can  -- the Democratic party 
can by any means can take the African 
American vote for granted.  And one 
of the mistakes that candidates make 
from both parties is they do not 
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understand the black vote in  -- at 
least in this state as well as they 
should.  They think it's one great big 
block that gets together and decides 
what's -- what the ballot's going to be. 
 And you and I know that's just not 
the case.  
 
It's a matter of who's going to be most 
sensitive to those issues of those 
voters.  And I think that voters are 
getting more and more diverse and 
will as time goes on.  And we're seeing 
the Republican party reach out to that 
vote.  But I don't think it's 
inconsistent to reach out to, say, a 
NASCAR group and at the same time 
reach out to an African American 
group.  So that part of your question, 
yes.  
 
MR. RALPH SMITH:  Do you think 
we'll see a moratorium on the death 
penalty on this state this year? 
 
GOVERNOR EASLEY:  I don't 
know.  The moratorium on the death 
penalty passed the House -- I mean 
the Senate last year, was not taken up 
in the House.  Ed Berlein (ph) can 
better answer that than I can.  It 
probably has a better chance of it 
coming up in the House this year.  
Whether the Senate will take it back 
up, I don't know.  I can tell you there 
has not been a lot of talk about it so 
far this year.  Most everything has 
been covered in balancing the budget 
and dealing with hurricane relief.  So 
-- Ferrel's cutting me off.  I want to 
thank all of you for what you're doing, 
trying to reach some conclusions, 
make some decisions and hopefully 
we'll be able to make a little progress 
for this.  And thank you, Ferrel, for all 
that you've done.  

 
(Applause.)
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MS. ALYS CAMPAIGNE:  From 
1998 to 2000 he served as senior vice 
president of community development 
at the Midtown Atlanta Chamber of 
Commerce.  He's a co-founder and 
director of United America Bank, 
where he serves as chairman of the 
marketing committee, and he serves 
on a number of other corporate 
boards as well.  He clearly has a lot of 
interest and experience in harnessing 
innovation too.  And we're proud to 
have here.  
 
SENATOR ZAMARRIPA:  It's no 
mistake that they would give the siesta 
hour speech to a Mexican American.  
Congressman, by the time I'm 
finished, you'll have some snoring 
jokes to go along.  Thank you very 
much.  
 
I'm very grateful to the Center for 
having me here today.  I was really 
looking forward to speaking with you 
openly and candidly.  I left the Senate 
last night.  They're still in session 
today.  But when I arrived, I was both 
delighted and also concerned to see 
some of my most influential 

constituents here.  Reverend 
McDonald who has spoken earlier.  
My friend Jim Gardner, who is an 
active constituent and neighbor.  And 
then, of course, one of the leading 
political journalists with the Atlanta 
Journal Constitution Tom Baxter is 
here.  So instead of the remarks that I 
was going to give you, you need to 
come by my room later on and I'll 
give those to you.  
 
My topic on the agenda is defined as 
governance, and not I'm quite sure 
what I'm going to speak about.  I'm 
going to depart a little bit and speak a 
little bit about the future and the 
future that exists both in business and 
politics, and hopefully leave you with 
two or three categories to consider as 
we in both parties try to understand 
what will define the governance 
structures, the political structures and 
the business structures that we will 
work in in the future.  
 
The future is  -- talking about the 
future is a little bit like talking about 
art.  And as an investment banker, 
which I do when I'm not in the 
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Senate, I am investing in the future.  
I'm always investing in potential and 
concepts and ideas.  So it's something 
that's important to me and something 
that I spend a fair amount of time 
thinking about, not only as a business 
person but as a political person.  
 
Some of you know that in the last few 
weeks Christo, the very well-known 
artist, unveiled his latest work in 
Central Park, which is the Door 
Series, which like all of Christo's 
works, has been received with great 
controversy.  And of course, Christo 
is not one person, Christo is two 
people.  The interesting thing about 
the Christo work is that it is 
disorienting.  It raises more questions 
than it answers.  And it leaves a lot of 
people in an area that they haven't 
previously been in.  
 
And frankly that is what a dialogue 
about the future is about.  It is 
disorienting.  It disorients the 
organization that we live and work in. 
 It disorients the strategies that were 
claimed to be trusted and proven.  It 
wins races and it loses races.  So a 
conversation about the future is very 
important because you're entering into 
a domain, a linguistic turf, a territory 
that will ultimately have varied on how 
we govern.  
 
With that said, I have attended the 
conference since last night, and I was 
taken with a couple of comments that 
I think need to be restated, and they 
were good examples, I think, of 
linguistic turns that can give you a 
better feeling for how we use the 
future as a baseline for thinking about 
governance.  One was a comment by 
Governor Easley on this concept of 

low wealth.  Now he said it twice.  
 
He did not say it once, he said it twice. 
 So I took that to mean that it was a 
calculated term.  And on reflection I 
thought, well, perhaps it's the 
Governor's way of saying that all of us 
are endowed with God's gifts, that we 
all have potential, that we all have 
merit, but some of us just don't have 
any money.  
 
Now, I'm not sure if that's what he 
meant, but it's an interesting turn of 
phrase, and I  -- at least when a 
Governor speaks, I always listen pretty 
carefully.  But the other one was by 
Mudcat, which was the concept of 
feeding the naked.  And now, I'm an 
urban person and I've often wondered 
what people do in rural America.  I 
just want to state that what the idea of 
feeding the naked lacks in clarity it 
more than makes up for in 
imagination.  
 
I think those are good examples of the 
disorienting nature of the future.  And 
there are four aspects of the future 
that I want to very quickly ask you to 
consider and weigh as disorienting.  
 
Number one is the concept of 
globalization, which is in the new 
now.  It is in today's future.  It is 
already here.  Now, I'm wearing a tie 
that has a Chinese saying on it.  It 
says, a friend from afar is a friend 
indeed.  Now, China and globalization 
go hand in hand and all of you -- the 
difference between me and you today 
is that most of you are wearing clothes 
that were made in China.  I'm wearing 
a tie that was made by a Mexican who 
was very clever about the fact that the 
Chinese are taking over the globe.  
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Ultimately, globalization is about 
multinational corporations taking over 
global brands with increased efficiency 
and the ability to swap information 
and currency at rates that have never 
existed on the planet and at rates that 
will continue to improve.  
 
There is no reversing globalization.  
No party will reverse it, no union will 
reverse it.  It will not be stopped.  It 
has already taken place.  And I 
encourage you to consider the 
opportunities that exist in 
globalization for your own political 
interests.  I was taken by a remark 
yesterday about a general constitution 
of Mike  -- Mike Easterly who is I 
guess -- sorry  -- chairman of UPS, 
who for the second time in recent -- in 
my recent memory, is beginning to 
speak about the inadequacy, the poor 
performance of global leaders, of 
chairmen and the boards of directors 
in addressing the merits of 
globalization.  
 
Now, let me tell you what he's really 
saying here, is that there is a message, 
there is a benefit to it and no one has 
captured it yet.  And they're not going 
back the other way.  UPS recently was 
given five air rights to China.  Three 
of them announced that two days ago 
they've recently purchased the largest 
logistics company in China.  They 
have 21 flights every day.  It is not 
going the other way.  
 
Globalization is a disorienting aspect 
of the future that has already arrived.  
It is not when will it come.  It is when 
will we respond to it in a way that 
works for us?  That's what.  
 

Another aspect of the future that has 
already arrived is the multiethnic 
identity and linguistics transformation 
that we exist in.  It is interesting to 
come to a gathering, a big tick 
gathering of people, to talk about the 
politics of the past and to hear the 
concepts of racial black-white historic 
issues which are fundamental to the 
parties that we embrace.  But the party 
of the future is being made today in 
the OB/GYN pregnancy clinics of 
America, and children that are being 
born there are multiethnic.  
 
Your sons and daughters are marrying 
East Asians, Indians, Mexicans.  
They're marrying people from 
Indonesia from Jakarta.  They're 
marrying Cubans, God forbid, but it 
has happened and it will happen to 
you.  My wife asked me if Osama 
Barak was speaking.  I said do you 
mean, Barak Obama?  Get used to it.  
The tongue has stuck.  Sam Zamarripa 
in the state Senate in Georgia?  
Mudcat was here just a minute ago.  
 
So get used to the multiethnic identity 
of the fabric of the new global 
structure or the fabric of the new 
political structure.  Get accustomed to 
speaking about it, to embracing it, to 
demonstrating your love for it.  It is 
not something that is going to happen. 
 It has already happened.  
 
The next thing that has already 
happened as a part of globalization is 
that this intermediation and 
decentralization of the world.  To 
those people that came from 
Washington, you're not as important 
as you used to be.  
 
(Applause.) 
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And the reason you're not as 
important as you used to be is because 
global internet connected 
organizations can control you from 
wherever they want.  Mudcat can be 
feeding the naked and controlling you.  
 
There was a vote yesterday on the 
Senate floor, Congressman, on a 
secrecy act in Georgia.  It divided 
initially around ideological lines, but 
towards the end, towards the moment 
the vote was to transpire, one of the 
most, I would call, extreme members 
of the Senate decided not to vote for 
the bill.  And the reason is that 300 of 
his constituents had hit him instantly 
and said no.  It didn't matter what the 
debate was.  The decentralized global 
economy had spoken from Smyrna, 
Georgia and the Senator knew that his 
election, reelection was at stake.  So 
the decentralization of our 
information systems and power 
systems has already arrived.  
 
There's a second kind of future, that is 
the future that we will create.  It's kind 
of what I would call a work in 
progress.  Biosciences will roll out.  
The full integration of the knowledge 
economy will continue to expand.  Let 
me just ask you to reflect on this a 
moment.  Just if you can, ask yourself, 
what is the most important thing you 
learned in high school?  Just what is 
the most important thing that you 
learned in high school that has bearing 
on what you do today?  
 
Now, there's some engineers in the 
room, not many I'm sure, where you 
learned math on a slide rule, but I'll 
tell you what the most important thing 
I learned in high school was, and I 

graduated more than 35 years ago.  It 
was to type.  The information 
economy will continue to expand, and 
even though this bubble -- this 
so-called bubble has burst, it really 
hasn't burst.  It's just morphed.  It's 
morphing into a different kind of 
knowledge economy that's very, very 
promising for all parties and for all 
individuals.  
 
And you can expect to see 
globalization localized as a result of 
the knowledge economy.  There will 
be people that live in small towns, 
people that live in Summer Hill, 
Reverend McDonald, that will be a 
part of the global economy and all 
they will have is a DSL line and a 
computer.  That is all they will have.  
 
The future that's also a work in 
progress is what Tom Stanley and 
William Danko, who wrote the book 
The Millionaire Next Door.  
Everybody knows that book?  It's 
called the Mundane 500.  And those 
are the people that own bug 
businesses, ambulance services, 
cafeterias, funeral homes, mobile 
home parks.  These are the people 
that quietly are amassing great wealth 
in mundane businesses.  They're not 
real new age businesses, but they're 
going to be in the future in a big way.  
And they're going to be an important 
part of a political base.  
 
The next part of that is what Richard 
Florida calls the rise of the creative 
class.  How many of you have taken a 
look at Richard Florida's work on the 
rise of the creative class?  There's a 
corollary book that's coming out in 
the next few weeks.  It's an important 
book to read, by Daniel King, called A 
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Whole New Mind, Moving From the 
Information Age to the Conceptual 
Age.  This is a book that addresses the 
concept of the end of right brain 
thinking -- excuse me  -- of left brain 
thinking.  
 
Everyone's concerned about 
outsourcing to Asia.  But let me tell 
you, all the technology in Asia is left 
brain thinking.  It's the brains, the 
digital thinking, it's the logical 
thinking.  Wait till the right brain 
people take over the economy.  Those 
are the artists, those are the creative 
people, those are the people that are 
thinking way, way, way outside of the 
box.  And you know what?  A lot of 
them are C students.  And they didn't 
do well on the SAT but they blow 
away the SCT, which is the Scholastic 
Creative Test.  
 
These are the kids that are breaking 
the mold right now that will not 
conform.  You know, if -- and it's not 
anything that's bound by the 
traditional boundaries of labor or of 
teaching or of the public school 
movement or the charter movement 
or all of the stuff that we're so tired of 
hearing about in the litany of political 
stuff we have to listen to.  These kids 
are taking over now.  And their heroes 
are Usher.  Did you see Usher at the 
Grammies?  I want to be Usher.  If 
you don't want to be Usher, you're 
missing the point.  
 
Now, there's a future -- and this is the 
third part, and this is the future that's 
creating itself.  It works without us.  
It's part of the 
somewhere-over-the-rainbow kind of 
thinking.  And that's a future that's 
serendipitous.  It's the future of one 

individual right now who's that sort of 
awkward little individual that didn't do 
so well in school, that dropped out 
and all of a sudden becomes Bill 
Gates.  It's the kid who right now is 
out there that just -- it's the daughter 
of the woman who made your bed last 
night who's right now in public 
school, barely, because she's an illegal 
alien's daughter and she's going to be 
the next Senator from whatever state 
we're in here.  
 
That's the serendipitous future that is 
creating itself right in front of us.  It's 
a confluence of calamities, it's world 
disaster, it's discovery of life on 
another planet.  How close are we to 
knowing?  And what will Pat 
Robertson say?  
 
It's the breakthrough economy.  It's 
the economy of the inspired, of the 
lawless, of the reckless, of the ones 
who don't follow the order.  They're 
not here in this meeting, and they're 
making their future right now.  And 
you know what?  And this is what I'll 
end on.  This is the fourth part of the 
future.  It's the continuation of 
humanity.  It's the continuation of 
fear, lust and greed.  It's the 
continuation of our imperfect form 
with our great hope for a transformed 
future.  And if you speak to that as a 
political leader and if you speak to that 
as a party, and if you break a few rules, 
you'll help create a future for America. 
 Thank you very much.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
MS. ALYS CAMPAIGNE: I knew 
we'd cover a lot of ground but I was 
not expecting to hit other planets.  
Next I'd like to introduce 
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Congressman Kendrick Meek, who's 
also no stranger to government and a 
very talented legislator who served 
eight years in the House and Senate in 
Florida before being elected in 2002 to 
represent the Florida 17th 
Congressional District, which is the 
Northern Miami-Dade, Southern 
Broward part of the state.  He serves 
on the powerful House Committee on 
Armed Services, and he's been a very 
outspoken supporter for troops in 
Iraq and Afghanistan.  He also served 
on the House Select Committee on 
Homeland Security and in fact was the 
first freshman member of the house 
elected to serve on that committee.  
And he's one of the youngest ranking 
members in the 109th Congress.  He's 
a young, rising, very talented leader.  
He comes from a family of firsts.  
He's the son of former 
Congresswoman Carrie Meek who 
was the first black woman lawmaker 
to represent Florida since 
Reconstruction.  
 
Congressman Meek has been a leader 
in Congress on a number of issues.  
On job training, on affordable 
housing, health-care and in particular 
on education, introducing an initiative 
to reduce class sizes in the state of 
Florida.  He's also traveled the country 
extensively encouraging young people 
to be part of the political process, and 
he sets a fine example himself.  We're 
lucky to have him here today to talk to 
us, and I welcome Congressman 
Meek.  
 
CONGRESSMAN MEEK: I'm sitting 
here and I'm saying, where's my wife 
and my mother when I'm being 
introduced like that, because I need 
you on Monday and Thursday 

mornings when it's time to take the 
garbage out.  So ask with great dignity 
and respect.  
 
It's great being here.  It's my first time 
here in this town outside of catching a 
flight going somewhere else, 
transferring to another flight.  And I 
just want to say, so many friends  -- I 
received my briefing information last 
night, and there's so many friends.  I 
had lunch with Commissioner Caster 
yesterday in Tampa, in Ybor City, 
which was known for its fine cigars 
which I wasn't able to get.  And also I 
have a lot of friends here, but I have 
to definitely say hello to David Price, 
who's my friend  -- and he's an 
appropriator  -- and he's a wonderful 
man.  You know, David, I want to let 
you know, I got to the airport and I 
saw some people, and I told them that 
you were a great man.  There's not 
enough that I can do for you.  And if 
you ever need anything, I'll be there 
for you.  And I know my Mayor 
Martinez, who's a mayor in my 
district.  
 
The Senator spoke of affluent people 
here and people of power and great 
wisdom and Mayor -- Mayor Martinez. 
 I wanted to mess with him.  Mayor 
Raul Martinez who's a long-time 
family friend of my family.  And a 
very passionate man that I have had 
an opportunity to serve with now.  
And I represent his city too.  I can go 
on and on and on.  Tim McFeeley, 
who's a friend of mine over at the 
Center for Policy Alternatives, I 
served on his board.  And Reverend, 
hello, Brett, hello.  I just want to say 
hello to everyone.  Because if I go 
down this list of people who I know 
well, please excuse me.  
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Let me just say, being here in North 
Carolina is definitely something nice.  
I used to be a state trooper in Florida, 
and I served for Lawton Chiles and 
also Buddy McKay who was once a 
member of Congress.  And I was just 
thinking of the South, even though 
I'm from Miami, Broward County 
they say in Florida the further north 
you are, you're actually further South 
in experience.  
 
But Alan Boyd, who's a member of 
the House from Florida, represents 
Tallahassee, Monticello, some of those 
other areas along the Alabama state 
line, was a state House of 
Representatives freshman when I 
worked for Lawton Chiles and Buddy 
McKay.  I was the captain of the 
highway patrol and security gate, slash, 
driver.  And they wanted to go on -- 
he wanted to go on a little tour.  
 
So we, the Lieutenant Governor and I 
took off in the car.  And I was talking 
to the sheriff in Gilchrist County 
which is Trenton, Florida.  I just want 
to just frame it this way.  There's not a 
lot of card carrying NAACP members 
in Trenton, Florida.  But we were 
talking on the phone all week about 
the Lieutenant Governor going to 
come in and, yes, we're going to have 
a town hall meeting and, yes, Captain 
we'll be ready for you, and drive 
through Trenton Florida riding in a 
couple of sedans.  
 
And I'm sitting in the front seat, 
driving, and the Lieutenant 
Governor's on this side.  All of the 
stores have the sign flipped around 
saying closed.  And I was like, wow, 
this is a big deal. We pull up in front 

of this thing, it looks like a long 
wooden church.  I guess it was their  
-- it looked like their civic center or 
something.  And the band playing, 
high school band, music's blaring.  
And the sheriff comes walking up 
with his hat on, all these stars on his 
shoulder.  He leaned down in the car, 
he said, son, I'm looking for Captain 
Meek.  
 
And so I looked over to Lieutenant 
Governor, and he looked down in his 
lap.  And I said -- I got out of the car 
and I stood up.  And I had on a suit 
and everything.  And I said, I'm 
Captain Meek, looking square in his 
eyes.  And he said, you sound taller 
over the phone.  And I have a great 
appreciation for the South.  And I 
said, if he could tell that one, then I 
need to suck it up and just go along 
with it.  
 
But I can tell you in talking about 
governance, certainly in Congress, it's 
a great honor.  I can tell you that 
being in the 109th Congress, being a 
part of the Congress and being in 
there when you have the highest 
deficit in the history of the republic is 
not such a great honor.  
 
And we talk about governance, we talk 
about being rewarded for bad 
behavior.  And it's very unfortunate 
that this has happened in our country. 
 And I will put the blame not only on 
Republicans, but also on Democrats.  
We allowed it to happen.  
Independents allowed it to happen.  
Young people allowed this to happen. 
 Elderly, seniors, everyone allowed it 
to happen.  Everything can't be the 
fact that the terrorists made us do it or 
9/11 made it happen.  We allowed this 
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to happen.  
 
Now, I'm going to tell you, my kids, 
they're going to be okay.  I have a 
seven-year-old son that's going on 40, 
if you ask him.  I have a ten-year-old 
daughter, and they're going to be okay. 
 The reason why they're going to be 
okay is that they're my children.  
They're going to get the best 
education.  They're going to get to do 
things that other kids are not going to 
have an opportunity to do because of 
the position that I hold.  They're 
different.  They're not like the others.  
 
But the real -- when you look at -- 
when you reflect on the reason why 
they have that opportunity, my 
constituency did not elect me to have 
better health-care than what they have. 
 They didn't say, well, you know, 
Kendrick, I think, boy, we sure want 
you and your family to have good 
health-care, let's go ahead and send 
you to Congress.  You know, we'll 
take care of you.  Don't worry, you 
know, like, you know, the old movie, 
don't, you know, leave without me.  
It's not worth those things.  They're 
like, please take me.  
 
You know, but this has now happened 
and we're being rewarded for bad 
behavior.  You look at this last 
election.  And you look at all of the 
issues, and I mean there were so many 
issues it was, you know, very apparent. 
 You could have a mile radius on the 
mouth of a river, and it would be a log 
jam because there's so many issues 
that were there.  And there were issues 
that liberals cared about and issues 
that conservatives cared about.  But 
this election was about theme politics. 
 It was about, I have a better theme 

than you.  Need it be a congressional 
race, need it be a city race, a US Senate 
race, I have a better theme than what 
you have.  
 
So the American people have 
rewarded bad behavior.  And when 
you talk about governance, I come 
from achievement, and it was so good 
to hear the Senator.  I felt very 
educated when he sat down because I 
said, I'm glad you're talking about 
some of the issues of the future 
instead of describing -- and we talked 
about this earlier  -- what has 
happened or what we need to do, 
talking about the future issues that we 
all should be focused on, and we have 
to focus on.  
 
But when you think about rewarding 
bad behavior and the Congress, you 
know, I come from the chamber, 
where, you know, in the House where 
we really need parental guidance.  All 
due respect.  I mean of course, 
Representative Price is a wonderful 
man.  He's on my Kwanzaa list.  It 
gets better, you know.  My mother 
was an appropriator and served with 
him.  And she always told me, she 
said, Kendrick, whenever there's an 
appropriator in the room, just make as 
many fine references as you can to 
them.  You will need them.  
 
But we need parental guidance, and 
I'm glad that we have a Senate, and 
I'm glad that in that Senate we have 
some folks that are willing to defend 
this country.  And I'm not talking 
about this for Democrats.  I'm talking 
about the American people and the 
American way of life.  And what we 
have to do, ladies and gentlemen, is 
break through just saying we're playing 
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a game by the same rules or we're 
governing by the rules of whatever 
chamber it may be.  County 
commission, city counsel, need be the 
state legislatures or the US Congress.  
 
Within the rules, the rules are set by 
the majority.  And that majority will 
set the rules at the end of the game 
regardless of whatever the rules may 
say, they will win.  They'll stop the 
clock.  They'll take a need.  They'll do 
whatever they have to do to win under 
their rules.  
 
So the only way we go out of that box 
when we talk about governance and 
responsibility of governance is not 
only doing common things 
uncommonly well, but willing to go 
beyond.  Because right now in many 
areas in this country  -- and I will tell 
you there are a lot of good 
Republicans out there.  I mean some 
of my best friends are Republicans.  
Some of my best friends are 
Republicans.  Some of my best friends 
are Democrats.  But it's the 
philosophy of being rewarded for bad 
behavior.  
 
My good friend Charlie Rangel, I want 
to mention him here, he said once in a 
caucus meeting, you know, members, 
I just want to let you know if there's -- 
if a voter goes into the booth and he 
has a choice of voting for a 
Republican or a Republican, he's 
going to vote for a Republican.  And 
you know, some people may say, wait 
a minute, that doesn't make a lot of 
sense.  But there was a day that in the 
Republican caucus someone would 
say, well, if they have an opportunity 
to vote for a Democrat or a 
Democrat, they will vote for a 

Democrat.  
 
Why I'm saying that it's -- it's being 
rewarded for bad behavior.  So people 
are doing things that they didn't 
necessarily go to Congress to do.  
They're doing things -- I'm not talking 
about Republicans.  I'm talking about 
elected officials.  And we have the 
responsibility constitutionally, whether 
it be the US Constitution or the State 
Constitution or a county charter, you 
know, or the city charter to make the 
right decisions and use that document 
not as a rough draft, but as guiding 
principles, the yellow brick road to a 
sound democracy, to a more perfect 
union.  
 
But we're being diverted from that.  
And it's not that we have electors that 
are selling out.  They're drawn out.  
They're drawn out on bad behavior 
and bad theme politics and -- what did 
some of our friends on the radio say?  
And how I need to reshape myself, 
reform myself to adjust to that bad 
environment.  The reason why we've 
been around for some 200 plus years 
is the fact that we've used this 
Constitution as our guiding principle.  
 
So I would like to say to many of the 
groups here and to many of you, I've 
worked with you over the years, and 
you know, I've only been in the 
business now going on 11 years, but 
I'll tell you, my mother was in the 
business for 20 years prior to that.  I 
had an opportunity to go to a lot of 
different conferences and a 
conference here and a conference 
there, and, you know, running around 
in the hall and, you know, being 
disruptive, you know, things like that. 
 But I enjoyed it because I had an 
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opportunity to really overhear some of 
the great conversations and how -- 
and the level of responsibility that 
electors had once upon a time.  
 
And I can tell you right now, when I 
fly to Washington, my friend Mr.  
Price and I fly to Washington, we're 
going to go up there and we're going 
to vote to designate at least three post 
offices on Tuesday.  We're not going 
to do all the things that we should be 
doing.  And whenever you have an 
America, as far as I'm concerned  -- 
and I'm speaking as an American, I'm 
not speaking as a partisan even though 
I play one on television -- I just want 
to let you know, okay, that when you 
have 45 million Americans that know 
that they don't have health-care and 
they work every day  -- the Senator 
spoke of the individual that's popping 
the sheets in this hotel  -- and they still 
vote politics over principle, it's 
something that we as need it be 
appointed, selected, Reverend 
anointed, elected leaders, something 
that we're not doing.  
 
I have a district, I will be back, if 
God's willing, and many of my 
constituents feel that I'm an okay guy, 
I will be back in the next Congress.  
But even though I have that kind of 
district it's important that I educate 
those individuals in that district on the 
issues such as Social Security, on the 
issues such as Medicare and the issues 
such as Medicaid, issues such as 
economic development and the 
deficit.  
 
The deficit is an issue.  It's an 
American issue.  It's not a Republican 
issue or a Democratic issue.  It's an 
American issue.  We talk about China, 

goodness, gracious.  If China says, 
hey, I'm no longer buying your debt, 
we're down on our knees, ladies and 
gentlemen, bottom line, period.  We 
have men and women in Iraq, some 
130,000 individuals that are fighting, 
we have another 20,000 in 
Afghanistan, and I will tell you right 
now, all of that fighting going on -- 
you know, China over here could say, 
we're no longer buying your debt, as a 
matter of fact we want to cash in, 
we're in trouble.  
 
And no one's going to care about a 
Democrat or Republican.  They're 
going to say, who were the individuals 
that were leading when all of this was 
going on?  
 
Right now we're living in what I call a 
cake-and-ice-cream period in 
American history.  Sure, I love the 
troops and I'm in the Armed Services. 
 Let me tell you something.  You can't 
even go beyond  -- I mean everyone 
knows  -- I haven't ran into anyone  -- 
I don't know if you have  -- I'm going 
to close here in a minute, I'm not 
going to be a Baptist preacher  -- I 
don't know if you have.  I haven't ran 
into an individual yet who said, you 
know something?  I'm against the 
troops.  I don't like 'em.  
 
I mean you should hear about armed 
services on both sides of the aisle.  
No, I love the troops.  No, I love the 
troops.  No, I love the troops because 
I have got two bills to support the 
troops.  I have a resolution.  No, I 
have a resolution on top of a 
resolution.  I've got a Senate 
companion over in the Senate and I 
am  -- I love the troops on this left 
shoulder here.  I mean it's on and on 
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and on and on and on, on theme 
politics.  
 
Because folks are picking up the paper 
and saying, oh, wow, they passed a 
resolution saying they loved the troops 
for the 45th time.  Boy, I'm so glad 
that Congress is supporting the 
troops.  I mean that's good, but 
meanwhile back at the ranch, ladies 
and gentlemen, on a fiscal standpoint, 
we're a disaster.  We can't even resolve 
some of the issues that have come to 
the forefront.  
 
Prescription drugs, I can't tell you how 
much I care about that issue.  I'm 
from Florida so I must care about it.  I 
mean.  And if you don't, I mean you're 
looking for an early retirement.  You 
know?  And you look at it and you 
say, okay, all right.  It's going to cost, 
okay, 200 and some million  -- okay, 
billion, I mean.  It's going to cost 300 
and some -- oh, okay.  New numbers. 
 And then just before we left, it's up to 
like 435 billion.  Oh, we miscalculated 
for the third time.  
 
You know, I'm making fun of it, but 
this is -- this is a lot of money, ladies 
and gentlemen.  And what's going to 
happen eventually, and I don't want it 
to happen because if I was a true 
Congressman, I would say let's 
continue -- can we buy some more 
rope?  Let's just continue to give them 
the rope, give them the rope.  What's 
going to happen, ladies and 
gentlemen, Americans are going to be 
turned off once they figure out 
coming back to  -- we're talking about 
Southern Strategies  -- very quietly, as 
we started talking about devolution of 
taxation, that was kind of like, well, 
devolution of, yeah, taxation, and we 

were talking about some four or five 
years ago, not only is it alive and well, 
it's institutionalized.  
 
The Senator spoke in a very -- in a 
very profound and correct reality that 
if you're from Washington, hey, you're 
no longer important.  You're 110 
percent right.  That was the part of the 
strategy.  You know, I'm not a black 
man with a conspiracy theory, but I'm 
here to tell you -- it's okay.  You can 
laugh -- I'm here to tell you  -- you 
should have seen the expression on 
some of those faces -- some people 
lean over, is it okay?  It's okay.  You 
can laugh.  I said I'm not.  I don't 
want you to walk away, the 
Congressman has a conspiracy theory.  
 
But I just want to tell you that he's 110 
percent right.  We have said under the 
flag of states' rights, bold decisions  -- 
we don't want to say states' rights.  We 
say local decisions.  Let the locals 
make decisions.  Let the states make 
decisions.  They know best.  They're 
closer to the people.  
 
Medicaid, you know, all these issues.  
We're cutting taxes up here, but we're 
making local governments at the end 
of the track raise taxes.  There are 
more bond referendums in the South 
than anywhere else in the Union.  I 
was in Alabama when the Governor 
of Alabama said, hey, you know 
something?  
 
I've never asked for a tax increase, but 
we've got to do it on behalf of 
education and being able to take care 
of the people that elected me to make 
sure that we take care of them and 
that we have a way of life here in 
Alabama that we don't end up, you 
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know, becoming a third world country 
or whatever the case may be.  And the 
voters rejected him on theme politics 
even though he was a responsible 
Governor, they faced the music.  
 
And more of that is going to be 
happening, and we're going to get to 
the end of the rope on cake and ice 
cream and we're going to have to do 
it.  And everyone's going to be upset 
and it's going -- and we're not 
rewarded for good behavior.  And I'm 
looking at Mr.  Price and I'm going to 
tell you this on a serious note.  I mean 
this is serious.  People like him and 
others paid the price for making the 
right decision when we balanced the 
budget.  I wasn't there.  But there 
were only about two or three votes on 
the other side of the aisle, a handful of 
them, to balance the budget.  They 
balanced the budget.  We had 
surpluses, and on theme politics, 
individuals lost their seats for doing 
the right thing.  
 
And that's where we are right now, 
ladies and gentlemen.  There will be -- 
the winds will change, but 
unfortunately in America, America 
will be brought to its knees.  And 
Constitutionally things will be 
changed, and Supreme Court wise 
there will be an institutionalized 
thinking that will hold the country in 
that posture for a long period of time.  
 
So I'm not giving you a locker room 
speech, and I'm not describing what 
has happened.  I'm just -- I just want 
to challenge you on thinking out of 
the box and in being reinvigorated, of 
going back to wherever you came 
from with a new energy of saying, 
okay, whatever set of rules that we're 

playing by, we need to draw a new 
play book or pick out one of those old 
play books from all the different 
workshops and retreats we've had.  
 
I'm not going to stereotype, but I 
think it's important that we start to 
move on that.  What I'm excited about 
right now is that we are having a 
healthy debate on Social Security.  I'm 
glad that some individuals have 
showed their hand, talking about 
governance, on their true feelings 
towards Social Security.  This is one of 
these issues that I go on the floor  -- 
I'm on the 30-something hour that we 
have a special order when we're just 
talking with one another and maybe 
you're watching, maybe you're not.  
We're talking about real issues, Social 
Security.  
 
You pick up the paper, you read Social 
Security plan.  What plan?  Where?  
You mean a philosophy?  You mean 
folks flying around here burning all 
kind of federal jet fuel, having 
speeches and just talking about 
philosophy and not a plan?  
 
When we have Social Security that is 
going to be -- that will be there for the 
next 80 years and beyond that because 
Ronald Regan and Tip O'Neil made 
the right decision in 1986 to make 
sure that Social Security will be there.  
This is not a silver hair issue.  17 
percent of the benefit -- individuals 
that benefit from Social Security are 
survivors.  They're receiving survivor 
benefit, and they're young people and 
they're putting them through school 
right here in Chapel Hill.  
 
So I think it's important, ladies and 
gentlemen, that we remember that and 
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folks say, well, you know, good, it's 
good to be the individual that raised 
the objection.  No, it's not the 
individuals that raise the objection.  
It's the individuals that are saying that 
we're willing to move forth in the 
American way because, guess what, in 
the way we break it down like this  -- 
and I'm really -- I am really working 
hard to destroy partisan politics under 
the dome.  Don't get me wrong.  I 
mean I joke around a lot and, you 
know, I tell you I play a partisan on 
television.  But you check us out when 
we're doing our 30-something hour on 
Tuesday nights.  
 
As a matter of fact, it's up on Tuesday, 
and you will hear us talk more about 
and rewarding those individuals on the 
majority side who have said no to 
saying that there's a crisis in Social 
Security when there's not a crisis.  
That I'm willing to be an American of 
individuals and represent individuals 
that have elected me to lead.  So I 
think it's important, ladies and 
gentlemen, that we look at that.  And 
if you walk away from this 
conversation saying, well, we thought 
we would hear a lot about the inner 
workings of government at the 
governance luncheon or workshop 
and that guy, especially that last 
speaker, spoke too long.  
 
But I want you to walk away 
understanding that's what governance 
has broken down to be in 
Washington.  It's no longer saying, I'm 
going to educate myself and I'm going 
to be sharp on the issues.  It's no 
longer a value to say that I have to be 
accurate.  That's not a value anymore. 
 It's what I can say that can move this 
country towards a philosophy, not 

what's right, but what's going to build 
on to what we have.  So I leave you 
with that.  
 
I look forward to maybe the one 
question that we may have time for, 
and I wanted to apologize not only for 
me but my Senate colleague that spoke 
for five minutes.  And I look forward 
to walking around the conference and 
learning a little bit more about what 
we should be doing in Washington, 
what we can be doing as Americans.  
And I'm excited and I'll say hello to 
my friends that I did not recognize at 
the top of it.  Thank you so very 
much.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
MS. ALYS CAMPAIGNE:  You 
didn't go on so long we didn't have 
time to engage the audience here and I 
want to go ahead and open it up.  It 
looks like there are already some 
hands.  There's some microphones in 
the audience here.  If you will give 
your name. 
 
MR. MICHAEL TIEMANN:  I'm 
Michael Tiemann.  I live in Chapel 
Hill.  And my question is, how can the 
Congress that passed Sarbanes-Oxley 
to hold business accountable to a 
number be the same Congress where 
no two people in either house in any 
party agree on any one number?  
 
REPRESENTATIVE MEEK:  That 
sounds like one of those McLaughlin 
Group questions.  You know, I 
recently attended a conference where 
they were talking about how do you 
flip the conversation.  I'm trying to 
think of what I could say.  
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MR. MICHAEL TIEMANN:  That 
was meant as a friendly question.  
 
REPRESENTATIVE MEEK:  No.  
It's interesting because, once again, I 
go back to being a member of the 
House.  You know, I'm -- I'm just a 
small-town Congressman, but the 
decisions are not made by individuals 
especially as it relates to a piece of 
legislation.  It's not -- it's made by, you 
know, a few people.  And they can't 
agree on the numbers.  And when 
they can't agree, then they send their 
lieutenants out there with a message, 
it's called a whip team, to continue the 
debate about the numbers.  And that's 
a conversation that's high above my 
pay grade, you know, as it relates to 
how it's going to be resolved.  I mean 
it's just -- I don't know if it's going to 
happen.  I mean we can't pass a 
transportation bill, authorization bill.  
We're going for a third time.  So we're 
hoping that we can agree on some of 
those numbers.  
 
I'm sorry I couldn't be more 
informative, but being in the minority, 
and being where I am, it's not like I'm 
invited to the meeting. 
 
MR. SCOTT DOUGLAS:  My name 
is Scott Douglas.  I'm from 
Birmingham, Alabama.  And in 
looking towards the future  -- and I 
hate to be part of the fear mob  -- 
when the people get angry and find 
out what's really been done to them, 
economics and socially and education 
and stuff, don't you think there will be 
some politicians who will use that 
moment to make them fearful and 
name people for them to fear?  People 
of color, women in the workforce, 
gays, young people?  

 
My point is, they won't blame the 
people in charge, they won't blame the 
people who made those decisions.  
They'll blame the people who are 
pointed at.  
 
SENATOR ZAMARRIPA:  I think 
the question is really about the 
strategy for managing the  -- both the 
downside, the bad side of 
globalization, and I would say also the 
upside.  And the bad side has been 
clearly articulated.  And I think there 
are -- there are those who have 
proposed what I would call some very 
limited Band-Aid kind of solutions, 
which are really designed for political 
purposes.  
 
My message to you is that, whether we 
want to or not, we need to define our 
own role in globalization.  We need to 
define ourselves inside of it.  And 
once you open that question  -- it's 
not a question that's against anybody.  
I want you to understand that.  It's not 
a question to say that we're against, 
let's say, a union who wants to 
negotiate a WTO on textiles.  But it 
does provide you the opportunity to 
then begin to explore what are the 
opportunities for us?  And I would 
suggest to you that there are a lot.  
 
MR. TERRY GRIFFIN:  My name is 
Terry Griffin.  I'm from Tennessee.  
In Tennessee we have a bill on the 
house floor right now.  Supposedly it's 
a selective process.  It's to give those 
that were federally incarcerated back 
their voting privileges, which is 
another form of disenfranchisement, 
especially when you consider African 
Americans make up 30 percent of the 
population but they make up 75 
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percent or more of the federal prison 
population.  So I'm wondering, is 
there any kind of legislation in the 
national scene that works on giving 
those people back their rights to vote?  
 
REPRESENTATIVE MEEK:  So 
many states, and especially here in the 
South, we account for a number of 
those issues -- I mean a number of 
those states that still have archaic laws 
as relates to voting rights.  I will say 
that there are a couple of bills in the 
Congress, but they're not going to see 
the light of day because the individuals 
that it would help can't vote anyway.  
So even for those who can vote in 
many cases, we don't pay much 
attention, you know, in some aspects.  
But I would say that it's important that 
states move forward.  
 
Now, it's interesting in Florida we've 
had a couple of Republicans that are 
senior Republicans, one in the Senate 
and one in the House, have asked 
Governor Bush to move on doing 
away with Florida's prohibition to 
vote by ex-felons.  And I will share 
this with you.  A lot of folks, even 
though it's a disproportionate share of 
people of color that are on that list, a 
number of those individuals -- 80 
percent of those individuals are Anglo 
Floridians in my state.  And many of 
them had -- they didn't go out and, 
you know, like rob a Piggly Wiggly, 
you know  -- we don't even have those 
in Florida but I know in your state we 
do  -- but it's interesting that I don't 
think, and it's a party -- and the 
argument is it deters crime or weak on 
crime.  But I will tell you in Texas, you 
get your rights back upon release or 
completion of parole.  And I'm going 
to tell you in Texas they -- I mean it's 

not like they're known for being soft 
on crime, but it's important that we 
allow that to happen.  So I think that 
hopefully we'll be moving on that 
issue, and I want to commend the 
groups, some of you in this room that 
I won't identify, for taking a stance on 
this whole issue of restoration of 
rights.  It's important.  It's a 
democracy issue.  It's an American 
issue.  And we should move forward 
on allowing those individuals to vote.  
Thank you.  
 
MR. AJAMU DILLAHUNT:  Ajamu 
Dillahunt from the North Carolina 
Justice Center.  This question kind of 
bridges these two talks with the earlier 
panel this morning.  I mean I 
appreciate the Senator's futuristic 
vision of what our South is in terms of 
diversity.  It's really important and 
we've got to grasp it.  But then we 
need to think about how do we 
reconcile that with what we heard in 
the first panel about narrowing our 
focus on white working class men and 
just looking at these common 
economic issues and not talking about 
Civil Rights and race and not looking 
at the question of unions.  
 
I see we've got a big problem in 
reconciling these two things and we 
need to talk about it.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
SENATOR ZAMARRIPA:  I think 
that's a great question.  And I will tell 
you that I love everybody.  And I 
really think  -- I genuinely encourage 
all of you to reframe that issue.  It is -- 
I could be cynical, I could even be 
funny, but I will tell you, people will 
follow great human beings who have 
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great ideas for humanity.  And I just 
think at the end of the day, the 
segregating or dissecting of that 
strategy is really a consultant's find.  
And I really think that those aren't -- 
the problem with a lot of consultants 
is they -- they're not elected officials.  
So they don't have to deal with 
appropriations, Chairmen Price  -- 
back now to the important thing here.  
 
I just don't think -- I think you need 
to be cognizant of it, but you've just 
got to open your eyes at the Dairy 
Queen and see who's serving you.  
And when you do, you're seeing the 
real America.  And it's everybody.  It's 
not one group, and it's frankly   -- let 
me just say this for the NASCAR 
crowd  -- I happen to be a guitar 
player.  All right?  I belong to one of 
the biggest unions in the world.  Ask 
Captain BMI.  All right?  Those are 
the unions of the future.  
 
The communications people who go 
into this new conceptual age will have 
a union too.  But it won't be framed 
around industrial language.  It will be 
framed around a bigger picture.  And I 
will tell you that great leaders are born 
every minute and what makes them 
great is that they love everybody. 
 
REPRESENTATIVE MEEK:  I'm 
sorry.  I just   -- this is one of these I 
could have done, brought lots of 
popcorn.  But let me say this and I 
think that is real strong issue.  
Remember when I talked about the 
devolution of taxation?  We talked 
about states' rights, and that has been 
allowed to move on and focus states' 
rights, though very quietly, we want 
the power, we want the states to have 
more rights.  Some people have said 

that and stopped.  You know, I'm not 
one of those individuals.  I love states' 
rights as relates to doing good things, 
but I think in some of the cases are 
bad things.  And it's been code in the 
South as relates to, well, we go back to 
the good old days.  And that's not 
what I subscribe to, but I think it's 
going to be an end to that, hopefully 
that philosophy in the future, and I'm 
going to tell you the reason why.  
Because it's bleeding over to the 
everyday Southerner.  
 
Once they start figuring out, what 
happened to the feeding program?  
What do you mean you're no longer 
doing it?  And it's too much to explain 
from that city council individual to 
say, well, the state cut our funding, 
they cut the funding, they made the 
pool of funding for the discretionary 
spending for the department of 
children and families or the 
department of do-gooders or what 
have you because the federal 
government no longer gave dollars to 
the state government.  And so it goes 
on and on and on.  And hopefully 
individuals will figure out, we're all in 
this thing together.  
 
I mean the Contract on America -- I 
mean for America that took place a 
couple of days ago -- a couple of years 
ago, everyone was cool with it until 
the veterans said, wait a minute, the 
Governor shut down  -- you mean to 
tell me my check is going to be 15 
days delayed?  We thought you were 
talking about those Puerto Rican 
pregnant women.  I mean that's what's 
going to happen.  And so once we 
figure out  -- one theologian once said 
that -- if you're on a plane and he's in 
first-class and you're in coach, if the 
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plane's going down, we're going down 
together.  And soon that's going to be 
on the frontline of thinking in 
America.  
 
That we're not just talking about black 
folk and Hispanic folks and the folks 
that we're trying to keep out of the 
country and, you know, God bless 
America, apple pie and I support the 
troops.  No longer -- I always put that 
in there -- no longer -- I mean people 
are going to figure that out.  More 
sooner than later.  That's why I said 
amongst the individuals in this room 
and others, we have to be able to 
share with individuals outside of our 
comfort zone.  I love to be challenged. 
 I know the Senator does.  I mean I 
love to be challenged.  I like that some 
individuals in some corners of my 
district the why come question.  You 
know, why come -- why do you think 
this or why did you say that?  
 
And you know we need to allow our 
leaders to be able to step out on issues 
that have been identified by a, quote, 
unquote, other side, and be a part of 
that discussion.  I represent the largest 
Haitian American  -- I'm representing 
the largest -- I represent the largest 
Haitian American population in the 
country in Miami.  
 
And you know when Aristide and all 
this, and he took off in the white 
plane and folks were all concerned.  
And I went over and I met with the 
new prime minister that was 
appointed, you know, this kind of 
government that's not elected, it's kind 
of a strange area -- strange period in 
Haiti's history.  I went over to meet 
with him.  I got back, and I got off the 
plane, and I'm thinking that folks were 

saying, we're so glad you went over 
there, Congressman.  
 
No. It was like, why would you go and 
talk to an individual that's not the 
constitutional prime minister of Haiti 
and president of Haiti?  I said, what, 
am I supposed to leave that up to the 
other side to talk to them?  I represent 
you.  So if you're not going to allow 
me to represent you, you want me to 
sit back because some folks say, well, 
you shouldn't be talking to them  -- 
goodness, we talk to North Korea.  
 
You mean to tell me that I can't go 
talk to the prime minister of Haiti who 
doesn't have any nuclear weapons?  
You know, a party that was selected, I 
went over there to talk about how do 
we get to elections as soon as possible. 
 So there are people out there, like I 
said, they're serving up soft ice cream 
out front and all they have is 
chocolate.  And if you want vanilla, 
then you've got to work towards a day 
that you can put enough pressure on 
them and start serving vanilla ice 
cream.  
 
So we have to be at the table.  We 
have to talk about those issues.  We 
have to talk about globalization, and 
we have to talk about, you know, 
military spending.  We have to talk 
about many of those issues that 
people care about.  
 
Apparently the individuals that are in 
charge right now  -- and many of them 
are good, okay, don't get me wrong -- 
we have to talk about those issues 
because those are the issues of the 
day.  And they have a bully pulpit.  
And if we're not a part of those 
discussions, we have just forfeited the 
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flag and the game before we even hit 
the field.  So I wasn't here for the 
earlier discussion but I heard about it. 
 I think we need talk about it.  Because 
that's the reason why you have a 
conference, to talk about it.  Not on 
your way back to the airport, not 
when you get back, say, I can't believe 
what X said.  You talk about it now.  
 
MS. ALYS CAMPAIGNE:  I think 
we have time for one or two more 
questions.  
 
MS. ALANA SHAPIRO: Hello.  I'm 
Alana Shapiro.  I'm a glass roots 
activist down the street in Durham, 
North Carolina.  The Senator had said 
people will follow great people with 
great ideas for humanity, and I think 
that's true.  My fear is that people also 
follow people with big ideas that aren't 
good for humanity.  And what I feel is 
happening in this climate that we're 
living in is that it feels a lot to me like 
fascism and like we're moving towards 
what was happening in Nazi 
Germany.  
 
And I think  -- I'm not sure if that's 
sort of what the gentleman was getting 
at on the other side of the room a 
little bit ago, thinking about, you 
know, what are we going to think later 
on?  How are we going to feel about 
who is responsible, who is leading in 
these times and who's going to get 
blamed for it and this kind of 
scapegoating that is happening.  
 
And I think that what's, in terms of us, 
you know, our rights being taken away 
from us in this society has a lot to do 
with why this is a right-to-work state.  
It's all part of the same thing.  Our 
rights to organize and our rights to 

speak out are being taken away day by 
day.  So I guess I want to ask, plead, 
for you to do what we can to make 
this not a partisan issue.  I mean I 
really applaud the Representative in 
his interests of not -- of trying to get 
away from what's right for -- not 
what's good for the party but what's 
good for humanity.  To me, civil 
liberties just seem to -- I don't see it 
why they're a partisan issue.  It seems 
like we should all be working to 
increase our rights and our freedoms 
in this country so I'll stop there.  
 
MS. ALYS CAMPAIGNE:  Last 
closing question?  
 
MR. MICHAEL HOFFMAN:  I'm 
Michael Hoffman from UNC Law, 
and with our Chapter of the American 
Constitution Society.  And I want to 
sort of express my idea and get your 
thought on it.  And I tell you I had a 
teacher in high school who I thought 
was a brick wall because no matter 
what you said you couldn't move her.  
She had her way and she was pretty 
effective.  But I'm kind of shocked to 
see in the past two years what I feel 
like this administration is a brick wall. 
 No matter what you say, you can't 
move them.  You know, we say, 
behind that wall there are no weapons 
of mass destruction.  Fox News says, 
look what a great wall that is.  You 
can't get beyond that.  
 
I don't know how you can govern in 
that kind of environment.  And how 
do we -- how did we get there to 
where I feel like where we can't even 
talk about the issues with the other 
side because they frame the debate 
and they've sort of cut it into these 
little areas without talking about what 
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the real issues are.  They want to bring 
up Swift Boat Veterans for Truth 
when we want to talk about what's the 
current status of foreign policy in this 
country.  How did we get there and 
how do we move beyond that?  
 
REPRESENTATIVE MEEK:  You 
know, it's interesting, you know, 
Senator and I just met about a few 
minutes ago.  And he seems to hand 
these questions to me.  Do you have 
any globalization questions?  I mean it 
goes back to what I said.  We're being 
rewarded for bad behavior.  I mean 
you've got to look at it.  I mean I -- 
I'm not necessarily on the holiday list 
-- I do get a card from -- they do give 
a holiday card from the White House . 
 Let me just take that back.  I don't get 
one from the Governor's mansion in 
Florida, some of my friends know.  
 
And I will tell you that that's what it's 
based upon.  And in this last election  
-- I always grab the national 
publications and also my state 
publications, newspapers, and the first 
copy of the magazine after the 
election, Time, Newsweek, other 
magazines.  That -- because 
individuals start to talk about what 
they did during the campaign to help 
them win it.  And as it relates to not 
only the president but individuals that 
were successful in the campaign and 
said, well, you know, we did 
something untraditional.  We hired 
marketing firms to go out and help us 
frame not only opinion, and what we 
knew about the other campaign, Kerry 
campaign, we knew if we threw a 
rabbit out there, that they would run 
after the rabbit.  And that it was like a 
pushback kind -- it wasn't a pushback 
-- it was a pushback thing for the 

other campaign, but it was setting the 
agenda.  
 
So they would say something, the 
president would say something one 
day, and they knew it would be a 
response that same day.  And they 
would continue to talk about the 
issues that the marketers told them to 
talk about.  The fear of Americans.  
The fact that we haven't had a terrorist 
attack, a major one, on US soil.  We 
have had it foreignwise, but we 
haven't had it on US soil since 9/11.  
And I will tell you that that played 
towards the hearts in the field.  And 
you start talking about faith, you start 
talking about the issues, you know, 
such as, you know, gay marriages.  
This thing really worked with 
Americans, and so that's what 
happened.  And you might as well 
look forward to more of that.  
Because it worked.  Okay?  
 
And even though, including myself, 
voted in the state legislature when I 
was in the House of Representatives 
some six years ago for the sanctity of 
marriage, I voted for that, and it 
passed overwhelmingly on the floor.  
The Senator can tell you in Georgia, I 
mean they just recently had a 
constitutional amendment on gay 
marriages.  I mean it is just an issue to 
where that -- the Congress and many 
legislatures have already spoke on it.  
But it seems to be this constitution 
amending for the first time against a 
population of people in this country 
that's politically attractive.  
 
You know, so now I'm having my 
constituents question me about why 
did you vote against the constitutional 
amendment?  And I told them that 
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I'm just not in the business of 
amending the US constitution just 
because I disagree with someone's 
freedom of doing what they want to 
do in this country.  That's just what it 
is.  
 
I mean I'm a hunter and I used to be a 
state trooper and all this, and I can 
understand why people would want to 
buy   -- another hot issue right here in 
this state and in my state  -- want to 
buy 15 guns in one day.  I don't 
understand the philosophy of that, but 
still they have the freedom to do that, 
and I don't want to limit that freedom. 
 I want them to have that freedom.  
And so when we look at it, I don't 
know how we're going to change -- 
Congressman Alcee Hastings that 
served from Florida too once said, we 
cannot legislate morals and character.  
 
And that's just something that has -- 
that we're taught and something that 
we're presented with.  And in closing, 
I just want to say  -- I guess I've been 
closing for about 10 minutes.  In 
closing, I just want to make sure that 
individuals, everyone here understands 
that this is a -- some people see this 
period in our country's history as a 
renaissance period, other people, 
some folks, think, other folks on the 
other side may think that it's the most 
horrible time or the worst time in 
American history.  And I will tell you 
both sides are wrong.  
 
It's time to be able to come together 
as Americans and do what we have to 
do and continue to do -- talk to 
people that can bring about the kind 
of change and the steadiness we need 
in this country to continue on as a 
democracy.  I'm not saying democracy 

is at stake, but the way of life as we 
see it as Americans.  And guess what? 
 Terrorism doesn't have a lot to do 
with it.  A lot of people hide behind 
that.  All they have to say, Attorney 
General Ashcroft questioned 
Democrat and Republican senators, 
you're either with us or you're with the 
terrorists.  That's dangerous.  So think 
of that.  And I look forward  -- and 
thank you so very much to inviting 
me, and I look forward to being 
around for the rest of the day.  
 
MS. ALYS CAMPAIGNE:  Well, 
please join me in thanking our terrific  
(inaudible) -- 
 
(A break was taken.) 
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MS. MELODY BARNES:  Well, it's 
been foreshadowed and hinted at and 
alluded to and now we get to talk 
about religion for an hour and a half.  
My name is Melody Barnes.  I am a 
senior fellow at the Center for 
American Progress.  I'm also the  
director of our faith and public 
progressive policy program at the 
Center.  And I'd like to say just for a 
moment about that, that we started 
this program before religion became 
cool.  And by that I mean before it 
was on the front pages of the 
Washington Post and LA Times and 
New York Times, we started having 
this conversation at the Center 
because we firmly and sincerely 
believe that having a conversation 
about faith and values is intrinsic to 
who we are as progressives.  And we 
also believe that we have ceded too 
much ground for far too long on this 

issue, and it's important to bring it 
back into the center of our 
conversation.  
 
So I say to those people who believe 
that progressives can't or are 
uncomfortable with having a 
conversation about religion, that we're 
more than prepared to do that.  So 
let's bring on the conversation.  Let it 
begin.  
 
I grew up in the South and I was 
raised in the Baptist church there.  
And in my hometown of Richmond, 
Virginia  -- and I know some of you 
from Alabama and Mississippi say, oh, 
that's not really the South, but if 
you've ever been to Richmond and 
taken a drive down Monument 
Avenue, you know it is the South.  
And in my hometown, probably like 
in your hometowns and your cities, 
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the church is a constant.  It is a hub of 
the community.  And it's not just the 
one hour or two hours or three hours 
that you may spend in the pews on 
Sunday.  It's also the place where your 
friends are.  It's the place where you 
go to choir rehearsal, to see your 
girlfriend.  It's a place where you go to 
the missionary meeting or the deacons 
meeting and the place where you get 
to know your community and to do 
the good work of your community.  
 
And I would suspect for you, as it is 
for me, it's also the place where your 
social consciousness was born, in the 
scripture and in the sermons that you 
heard.  And yet there are those who 
would argue that because religion is so 
important to Southerners that the 
national and southern progressive 
movements cannot peacefully coexist. 
 The causes championed by the 
national progressive movement, even 
the term progressive, conflict with 
religious beliefs in the South.  I don't 
believe that.  
 
But today's panel will provide us with 
an opportunity to talk about that and 
to debate that, and certainly some of 
the issues that I think have been 
simmering just beneath the surface in 
the conversation that's taken place 
thus far at the conference.  
 
This panel will focus on how Southern 
culture and religion can serve to 
buttress core progressive beliefs and 
values and policies.  Congressman 
Price, Reverend Evans, Reverend 
Palmer and Reverend Wiggins and I 
will discuss the role of religion and 
faith, the role that it plays in 
motivating and sustaining our 
progressive battles and values.  

 
We'll also explore whether progressive 
advocacy on religious issues clashes 
with religious and cultural values 
prevalent in the South.  And the way 
we're going to do this.  We're not 
going to have, instead of having one 
presentation after another, I'm going 
to ask questions of the panel, and 
we're going to actually have a 
conversation around these issues.  
And then I'm going to provide 
hopefully a good chunk of time for 
you to ask questions of the panel as 
well so that we can all engage in the 
conversation and deal with some of 
the things that I think we've been 
anxious to talk about all day.  
 
So I want to start off by quickly 
introducing the panel, and I'm going 
to move from my immediate right 
down to the end of the table.  
 
Serving Baptist churches in Alabama 
for over 25 years, Reverend James 
Evans is currently a pastor of Auburn 
First Baptist Church.  He's a graduate 
of Mobile College, Southeastern 
Baptist Theological Seminary and 
Beeson Divinity School.  Reverend 
Evans also writes Faith Matters, a 
weekly religion column for the 
Birmingham Post Herald.  
 
Congressman David Price proves that 
religion and politics do, in fact, mix.  
He's a graduate of the University of 
North Carolina in Chapel Hill and 
holds a bachelor of divinity degree 
and a Ph.D. from Yale University.  
Congressman Price is about to 
celebrate 20 years of service in the 
House of Representatives where he 
represents the 4th District, right where 
we are today.  And  -- 
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(Applause.) 
 
And he also sits on the House 
Appropriations Committee.  
 
An expert on the role of African 
American women and the role that 
they play in the church and author of 
the acclaimed book Righteous 
Content, Reverend Dr. Jackie Wiggins 
is the associate pastor/coordinator of 
congregational ministries at Union 
Baptist Church in Durham, North 
Carolina.  Formerly an assistant 
professor of congregational studies at 
Duke Divinity School, Dr.  Wiggins 
has taught classes on the black church 
in America and social context of the 
black church.  Dr.  Wiggins is a 
graduate of Eastern College, Eastern 
Baptist Theological Seminary and 
Emory University.  
 
And last but not least, we have 
Reverend Maria Theresa Palmer.  
She's the founding pastor of Iglesia 
Unidos Cristo in Orange County, an 
advocate for the Latino community, 
and a member of the North Carolina 
State Board of Education.  Reverend 
Palmer is a graduate of Jacksonville 
State University in Alabama, the 
Southern Baptist Theological 
Seminary at the University of 
Louisville and the University of North 
Carolina where she completed her 
doctoral degree in education.   
 
So I'd like you-all to welcome our 
panel and then we'll get started.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
MS. BARNES:  Well, the first 
question that I'd like to pose to the 

members of the panel is this.  And I 
just want to put this on the table so 
we can address it from the beginning. 
 The conventional wisdom is that 
progressives, quote, found religion last 
fall.  And some argue that this is a 
ploy to find supporters in the South, 
not a decision that reflects our 
understanding of the importance of 
faith and values to Americans that live 
in this region.  
 
Now, each of you is deeply rooted in 
the South, pastors of churches here, 
some of you were born and raised 
here, and you're also students of 
religion and deeply embedded in your 
faith communities.  
 
Based on your understanding of 
history and your personal experiences, 
how do you respond to that 
assessment of the progressive 
movement and its relationship to the 
faith community?  And I'd like to start 
with Congressman Price on that 
question, given your 20 years in 
Washington and the Congress and 
also your degree in divinity from Yale 
University and your understanding of 
religion and its importance in the 
country and the region. 
 
REPRESENTATIVE PRICE:  Thank 
you.  It is a good question to start 
with, and probably my main credential 
is neither of those that you 
mentioned, but the fact that it was 
only a few yards from here as a 
student that I had not only my first 
interfaith experience, but also my first 
engagement where my religion proved 
relevant to the social and political 
sphere.  
 
I, and many like me in my generation, 
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came to the University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill as the sit-ins 
swept across the South, and that 
influenced for many of us not only the 
kind of education we received here 
and kind of the discussion that went 
on within the classroom, but even 
more importantly the kind of 
experience we had outside the 
classroom.  In my case it was directly 
related to my religious background.  
 
I was not a Baptist, I admit, but I was 
president of the Baptist student union 
here.  And in that capacity, I became 
involved in this movement.  And 
every religious group virtually on 
campus did.  It was quite an 
experience, and it was thoroughly 
interfaced, and it was something that 
for many of us represented a very 
profound change in the way we 
thought about religion and thought 
about politics and thought about our 
place in society.  A formative 
experience.  
 
And, of course, what was going on in 
many cases was that a particularly 
Southern, a particularly Protestant 
often, brand of individualism 
including a religious perspective that 
focused on individual salvation almost 
to the exclusivity of everything else, a 
religious ethic that focused on upright 
personal behavior almost to the 
exclusion of everything else, that was 
being challenged and that was being 
transformed.  
 
And I want to move quickly here, but 
I want to take just a minute to recall a 
story from my ethics professor in 
seminary.  And why do I remember it 
40 years later?  I remember it because 
it related so profoundly to that 

experience.  It was a gloss on the 
familiar story of the Good Samaritan.  
It was a thought experiment.  
 
Let's think about that Good Samaritan 
coming along the road and finding 
this poor fellow who'd been beaten up 
and left for dead, and the Good 
Samaritan, full of compassion and 
charity, reached out and ministered to 
this man.  But let's think about what if 
this happened again the next day.  
What if, once again, the Good 
Samaritan was going down that road 
and once again there was this guy who 
had been beaten up, and he ministered 
to him and reached out to him  -- in 
this kind of human examination.  And 
let's assume then a third day it 
happened, and once again the Good 
Samaritan goes down the road and 
ministers to his neighbor.  
 
How long do you think it would be, 
my ethics professor said, before that 
Good Samaritan figured out, gee, 
somebody ought to patrol this road.  
You get the point instantly, right?  I 
mean -- and it was a lesson that we 
learned with great difficulty in the 
South and, of course, haven't totally 
learned yet.  We all knew in those days 
people who were as loving and kind 
and generous as they could possibly 
be in their personal relationships, but 
who somehow acquiesced reinforced 
social practices, institutions that 
denied others their humanity.  There 
was a profound disconnect.  
 
We discovered the Hebrew prophets 
in those days.  I grew up thinking a 
prophet was someone who foretold 
the future.  We learned better.  We 
learned that the Hebrew prophets 
were about that kind of message of 
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social justice and righteousness 
flowing down like waters.  It was a 
profound change among many in the 
Southern church and among many 
who had had the kind of rearing that I 
had had.  
 
Now, in those days the Protestant 
Church especially was often indicted 
for its passivity.  Martin Luther King, 
in a Letter from a Birmingham Jail and 
many, many other sermons and 
writings, of course, did that very 
powerfully but many, many did it.  
The churches that simply retained that 
individualistic inward focus and never 
understood this other dimension or 
penetrated this other dimension of the 
faith.  
 
Well, I think it's fair to say that that 
really isn't any longer our problem.  
Many of these churches, many of the 
very churches that were indicted then 
have indeed become political.  But not 
exactly in the service of an agenda that 
we had in mind.  That agenda though, 
interestingly, still so often has an 
individualistic focus.  
 
The agenda of the conservative 
churches, not the churches but the 
religious right, often is still focused on 
proscribed behaviors and on whether 
government or how government can 
be used to either proscribe behaviors 
or to reward rectitude.  And they 
sometimes in fact seem pretty 
insensitive to questions of any limits 
as to when the proscription of 
behavior ought to be proscribed in 
civil law.  
 
So I would say that it's an ironic 
situation that we find ourselves in.  
For many of us in this region, our 

involvement in politics, not only the 
motivation to be involved wherever 
we are and however we can be, but 
also the agenda we bring to politics 
has a lot to do, has everything to do 
with our faith background and the way 
we were reared and the way we 
matured in the faith, one would hope.  
 
And so I believe that we have as 
strong a credentials as the politically 
active people anywhere in the country 
to take this on, to make this witness, 
to take on a broader agenda beyond 
individual behaviors.  Although 
whatever the issue is that arises out of 
faith traditions, we ought to be 
prepared to discuss it and take it on.  
And in fact, we should feel compelled 
to do so because so often the kind of 
things that we aspire to in our 
community and our society do require 
the instruments of government and 
public policy.  
 
They're not going to be -- they're not 
going to be achieved through the free 
enterprise of individual acts of charity 
alone.  So what should that agenda 
look like?  I hope we can talk about 
that today.  What should that broad 
agenda in its fullest extent look like?  
And then of course, we also do need 
to talk about the ground rules.  What 
-- how can we seek to be inclusive in 
the way we do this rather than 
exclusive, and in a pluralist society, to 
find common ground.  
 
Our happy experience in the Civil 
Rights movement, and I think many 
other times, was that that common 
ground is there to be found.  But we 
surely need to feel some push toward 
trying to -- one of the ground rules  -- 
and by ground rules I don't mean the 
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conditions imposed by secular society, 
although there are some of those.  I 
mean ground rules imposed by our 
religious traditions themselves.  
 
After all, the establishment clause of 
the Constitution is not a secular 
imposition.  The establishment clause 
of the Constitution came from people 
concerned, first of all, about religious 
liberty.  Religious faithfulness.  That's 
where it comes from historically.  And 
the counsel of humility that comes 
most eloquently expressed in Lincoln's 
second inaugural about, you know, 
leaving ultimate judgment to God 
alone and not identifying your own 
power, your own probing of God's 
will.  That admonition to religious 
humility, that's not a secular tradition. 
 That comes from the deepest insight 
of our faith, which has to do with 
human sinfulness and God's 
transcendence.  That's where the 
counsel of humility comes from.  
 
So there are many riches to be mined 
here, I think, in terms of the way we 
apply our faith to politics and also the 
ground rules that we observe in doing 
so.  So I look forward to this 
discussion.  
 
MS. BARNES:  Thank you.  Dr.  
Wiggins, you are, as we were just 
recently discussing, not born in the 
South, but obviously you're here now 
pastoring to a large African American 
community.  You've done extensive 
work around the black church and the 
role of African American women in 
the church.  
 
Based on your experiences and your 
observations and your work with your 
congregation, would you have any 

thoughts with regard to the question?  
 
REVEREND WIGGINS:  I would 
just like to add I guess two comments  
-- and I am a Northern transplant.  I 
have no bones with saying I'm born 
and raised in New Jersey.  Did my first 
two degrees in Pennsylvania.  And 
then after I served as a chaplain of a 
school in Rhode Island.  When I 
decided I was going to study religion, 
American religion more formally, and 
since I wanted to look at the black 
church, one of the things that struck 
me, I said, I need to go to a Ph.D. 
program in the South.  
 
If they're going to talk about black  -- 
and you want to understand religion, 
you have to go to, as they say, the 
Bible belt.  And so I said, well, let me 
see.  Now, I'm not sure, once I got to 
Emory, I was in the Bible belt.  I think 
I felt it when I went to Fort Worth, 
Texas.  But since Atlanta does have so 
many transplants like myself, in some 
ways the incubation -- incubator was 
not quite if I had landed somewhere in 
Arkansas or some other places I could 
name.  But let me name a couple of 
our -- just a couple things come to my 
mind.  
 
This link between religion and the 
South and a progressive agenda.  I 
think that it would be too neat a story 
to say that people of faith in the South 
had had as much investment in a 
progressive agenda as they have had in 
conservative values.  I know that we 
can point to the intersection of 
Catholic-Jew-Protestant-black church 
tradition, it all came together in the 
Civil Rights movement.  And we use 
that as a benchmark of perhaps the 
heyday of when we feel really good 
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about naming the name of God and 
being people of faith and being 
inclusive and everybody's supposedly 
being courageous.  
 
In that same period you had the 
emergence and increase of segregated 
Christian day schools.  And those are 
people of faith too, who had a 
particular agenda of saying, we're not 
with this progressive movement, we're 
not going to have desegregated 
schools.  There was redlining, there 
was attempts for you to not be able to 
be in the same corporate structure.  
There were still so much that I think 
defined the South, even when the 
signs were gone, to still say that -- that 
I think to say that in some ways the 
South is overwhelmingly identified 
with progressive agenda is really kind 
of a misreading of the whole terrain.  
 
Now  -- and some of you are much 
older than me, and if you're 
born-and-bred Southerners, you can 
go back and look in your own 
communities and say, what were the 
reactionaries that same people of faith 
that you know were saying, my faith 
influenced me to go in this direction 
versus in the direction of supporting 
an affirmative action program -- 
policy, looking at Head Start programs 
and all these other kind of things that 
we know we do want to associate with 
the progressive agenda.  
 
So I put that out there to kind of 
perhaps -- again, I'm a Northerner 
looking in  -- saying in some ways, 
maybe you know, ought not pat 
ourselves on the back too fast, too 
firmly.  
 
The second thing I want to say is that 

it seems to me that if we're talking 
about what's happening today, 
currently we have historical memory, a 
lapse of -- a lapse of historical 
memory such that the good work that 
was done is not being repeated in our 
pulpits.  Its not being put in our 
Sunday school literature.  
 
Those persons who yet live in our 
communities who have the rich 
history of what it was like for their 
faith, many of them probably you, to 
say, my faith informed me to go stand 
in this camp versus the other camp, 
you don't tell those stories.  And so 
we have another whole generation of 
people who just think that's past.  And 
so the kind of media portrayal or 
political portrayal that, things are fine, 
that we really have a few cultural 
battles but everything as we come 
down to class divides versus some 
other types of divides and problems in 
this nation becomes pervasive.  
 
So I think that the distortion is not 
told about when in fact progressives 
did tend to link up with the best of 
people of faith in those communities 
emerging, and that's a lapse on our 
part to perhaps not re-tell the story 
because once you in fact shift out of 
the primary community to being a 
religious community, being a political 
advocate or lobbyist, now that you 
have all these constraints about how, 
in fact, I think you articulate the 
message so that you can speak very 
broadly to a wider constituency than 
those you serve.  So I'll just pause at 
that point to put those two points out.  
 
MS. BARNES:  I don't know if 
Reverend Palmer or Reverend Evans 
have any comments you want to make 
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right now.  I mean one thing -- okay.  
Reverend Palmer, go ahead.  
 
REVEREND PALMER:  Let me go 
so I can put in my disclaimer and then 
we can close the question with some 
intelligent words.  A year ago -- last 
year's Easter, after the service, one of 
my parishioners asked me what the 
significance was that I was wearing 
one blue shoe and one black shoe.  
Was there some religious meaning?  I 
said, no, it was the sunrise service and 
I was not awake.  So I wanted to let 
you know, there's no political 
significance to my shirt and the fact 
that I'm not wearing my suit except 
that I'm principal of a school in 
Greensboro.  And we had some 
discipline issues and I couldn't leave 
the school in time to go home and get 
nicely with this crowd.  So I just 
wanted to let you know  -- and today's 
spirit day so I had to wear my T-shirt. 
 So that's why I came straight here.  So 
I wanted to let you know that I'm not 
trying to make any kind of a political 
point.  So that's the only thing.  
 
I did want to say that I'm from way, 
way, way in the South, South America. 
 I'm a nationalized -- naturalized 
citizen and I have lived in the United 
States longer that I have lived 
anywhere else in the world.  I've lived 
in four different countries.  But I 
came to the United States as an 
exchange student in 1978, and I'm still 
asked every year by people at every 
level of society, where is your home?  
And I say Chapel Hill, you know.  Oh, 
where's that?  In North Carolina.  Oh, 
that Chapel Hill.  So that is   -- 
perhaps I bring a different perspective 
in that sense.  
 

What made me integrate to the South 
and feel part of the South was my 
becoming a Baptist in 1979.  And I -- 
you could say converted.  I'd rather 
say that I found a church home, a 
spiritual home.  I'm now -- I'm an 
ordained pastor in the United Church 
of Christ.  I'm a refuge of the right 
wing takeover of my denomination 
which gave me a home in an adopted 
country, I like to call it.  
 
I was welcomed at the College Baptist 
Student Union.  I found forward 
thinking, progressive, wonderful 
people who wanted to make a better 
world.  Who had, I would say, an 
agenda, an agenda of bringing 
students and helping them see the 
connection between their faith and 
what they were learning in school to 
motivate them to become faithful 
laypeople and to make a positive 
impact in their communities.  And I 
thought that was what religion should 
be.  And I enthusiastically started 
attending Bible studies and really 
developed a deep appreciation for 
people of faith who took their faith 
seriously.  
 
I joined a small country church that 
where people who didn't have a clue 
where I was from, what my funny 
accent was, we had something in 
common.  We were trying to interpret, 
faithfully interpret the Scriptures.  
And I would say that that helped me 
become a Southerner in the best sense 
of the word.  A person -- because they 
taught and preached those basic 
Baptist principles of pursuit of the 
believer and each person having free 
-- the freedom to be all he or she 
could be.  
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Now, of course, at one wonderful 
college gathering at Ridgecrest, I 
answered the call to preach.  That 
didn't set very well with the authorities 
that had organized that meeting.  And 
they almost fired my campus minister 
because obviously, you know, he had 
misled me and maybe what I needed 
to find was a good Christian husband.  
 
So what I'm saying -- they have always 
been wonderful people and they were 
all  -- I found them all over Alabama, 
where I went to college, and Kentucky 
and in North Carolina.  People who 
were pushing the edge but were 
providing the denomination 
leadership.  And that is not there.  
And I hope, at least not in the largest 
organized denomination that was 
there 26 years ago when I arrived, and 
I don't -- I know that we're still 
studying how it happened, and what 
happened and what -- it was for me, it 
was like an earthquake.  
 
When my husband and I went to 
seminary, we were preparing to do 
mission work and we were turned 
down.  I never did graduate from 
Southern.  I graduated from the 
University of Louisville.  But I shifted 
from a religious vocational career to 
going back to teaching because we 
were told we were too liberal to be 
appointed by a mission board.  We 
were told we couldn't do theology or 
politics in the mission field.  I said, 
how do you not do theology?  So that, 
you know -- so that has happened in 
my -- in my life and that is a very 
painful experience of many people like 
me.  
 
And we have lost those leaders across 
the South who, with the 

denominational blessing, perhaps 
sometimes pushing and risking their 
careers, to encourage people like me 
who were, you know, out there on the 
edge.  They're another denomination, 
so they're in other careers.  I have 
former friends from seminary selling 
insurance because  -- because of that.  
 
So I don't know -- the question was 
the link, you know, the progressive 
movement and faith communities.  I 
know that there were a lot of people 
of faith who were against those 
progressive ideals, but there were also 
people who continued to work.  On 
my first job in the United States was 
as a summer missionary providing 
help to migrant farm workers.  And 
my father said to me, you mean there 
are people paying you to help people 
out there, you know?  What is this 
about?  
 
And I said, they feel called by their -- 
by their understanding of the 
Scripture to provide a ministry to the 
poor people in their state.  And they 
have given money so that I can go and 
be in the fields.  Of course, I didn't tell 
my dad, they want me just to save 
their souls, you know, but that's what 
I'm talking about.  There was that -- 
that room, that wiggle room, for you 
to be an evangelist and an activist and 
a social worker.  And now I feel that 
there are very few places, very few 
places.  
 
The most encouraging thing that has 
happened to me lately is I was 
involved, thanks to the North 
Carolina Council of Churches, North 
Carolina Day at the National 
Cathedral.  It was a wonderful, 
powerful experience.  It was 



  10 

 

Episcopalian Bishop said to me, one 
of the bishops who was there 
officiating said to me, I have a vision 
that in 30 or 40 years when the next 
Bishop is appointed to replace me, I 
think he wants to stay in the job for a 
long time -- said that when that 
person is installed that she will say I'm 
a fourth generation Hispanic 
Episcopalian from North Carolina.  
 
MS. BARNES:  Reverend Palmer  -- 
 
REVEREND PALMER:  I'm sorry.  
 
MS. BARNES:  I want you to hold on 
to some of that in terms of the next 
question I'm going to go to, but I'm 
going to let Reverend Evans respond 
to the first question as well.  
 
REVEREND EVANS:  Let me begin 
by saying how privileged I feel to be 
here in a room full of such bright 
people talking about such important 
things, and I appreciate the invitation 
so much to be a part of this.  I'm not 
from as far south as Reverend Palmer, 
but I'm about as far South as you can 
get in the Old South.  
 
And I've gone through the full cycle 
of that, having been raised and 
cultured with all of those Southern 
ideas and habits and ways of thinking, 
good and bad.  And went through a 
period where I wanted to get rid of 
those things and get as far away from 
them as I could, and then finally 
coming full circle, back to embracing 
what I think is an appropriate and 
healthy and maybe even helpful 
Southern way that's both faithful and 
having some relevance in the world, I 
think.  
 

So I understand the South.  I'm a part 
of it.  It's a part of me.  The question 
was, have progressives found religion 
since last fall?  And the answer is a 
resounding yes.  They have found it 
the way a crash dummy finds a 
windshield on a car.  And I 
understand the tone of the question is, 
are we going to posture and take 
religion as a way of regaining some 
foothold in politics?  
 
And I have to confess to you that I've 
bumped into some of that.  I have 
some friends who are seeking political 
office, who are -- who are seeking to 
keep political office, who have called 
me recently and said, listen, Jim, let 
me run these religious phrases by you 
and see if they sound sincere.  
 
I think it's real important, before we 
do that, that we understand what it is 
that is being presented from the right 
as religion.  Before we embrace it and 
adopt it as a tactic or a method, we 
may want to take a good look at it and 
see if there's really any substance to it.  
 
The religious right, as we're 
experiencing it now, is the result of 
what I believe is several just key 
moments in history.  The first being 
the 1925 Scopes Trial, where they won 
the trial, but they lost the cultural 
battle, and were so embarrassed by 
what happened that fundamentalism 
literally went underground.  
 
I think the next historical touched on 
that's important is the implementation 
of the New Deal, which was in one 
sense a failure of charity.  Not because 
there was a lack of compassion, you 
know, by those who were doing 
charity.  It was just that the problems 
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were too big for them.  It was too big 
for the churches.  It was too big for 
these charitable groups and private 
foundations to take care of.  And 
government had to step in and literally 
save a whole generation of people.  
But the church sensed that as failure, 
not being able to carry their load, and 
I think they went even further 
underground.  
 
And the next one is the Civil Rights 
movement.  The Civil Rights 
movement is that moment when white 
evangelicals were confronted with the 
fact that they were wrong.  I don't 
know what Dr. King thought about 
his work, the success of it, before he 
died, but he did accomplish one of the 
things that he set out to do.  By means 
of nonviolent and noncooperation, he 
did reveal to us just how ugly and evil 
segregation was, and we got it.  
 
Now, we may not have achieved the 
other part of his dream, which is that 
we would repent from it, but at least 
we see it and we know that it's wrong. 
 And those who fail to speak -- who 
fail to speak against it and those who 
spoke for it in that tradition know 
they were wrong.  Know they were 
wrong.  
 
And in the last one  -- and you 
shouldn't laugh at this because I'm 
deadly serious -- the last one is the 
election of Jimmy Carter.  Oh, go 
ahead and laugh.  Because what Carter 
did was pull evangelicals out of their 
hole back into the political process.  
The language that he used at being 
born again, very sincere.  I believe 
Jimmy Carter.  I believe everything he 
says.  When he talks about his faith, 
it's genuine, it's warm, it's the real 

thing.  
 
And those evangelicals who were 
hiding in their holes because they had 
been beaten by science and beaten and 
defeated by economics and beaten and 
defeated by Civil Rights saw in him a 
chance to reassert themselves.  And 
they came out in droves and they 
elected him.  Hungry for some 
decency  -- you know the story.  But 
they didn't understand Jimmy Carter.  
They didn't understand the kind of 
Baptist and politician he was.  He 
turned out to be one of them liberals.  
 
But it was too late.  They were alive.  
They were back in the light.  They 
were active.  And people like Jerry 
Falwell and people like James Dobson 
saw that  -- and people like Paul Wyatt 
saw that, saw the potential and 
galvanized that group into a political 
force that elected Ronald Reagan and 
has had a series of political successes 
right down to the most recent.  
 
But what they're doing is not trying to 
advance their faith.  They're trying to 
reclaim the ground they've lost.  
They're going back after every battle 
that they lost historically and trying to 
win it.  Evolution is back in so many 
states.  Civil Rights has gone, but I 
want to tell you something.  This 
battle over gay marriage is a way for 
white Christians to say, by golly, I'm 
right about this and I know I'm right.  
 
So before we jump on this bandwagon 
and adopt their methods and 
techniques and to cloak the things we 
do politically in the garb of faith, we 
might want to think about where all 
this is really coming from and give 
some thought to what we really want 
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to do as a people of faith.  
 
MS. BARNES:  Thank you.  We've 
talked a little bit about kind of the 
macro issues here and also religion 
and the way that it ties in to what's 
going on as a policy and political 
matter.  But I want -- and I want to go 
back to that.  And the last question 
that I ask before we go to Q and A, 
but I want to take a second to talk 
now about drilling down to the grass 
roots level and what's going on on the 
ground, and the role of religion and 
the role progressives can play within 
the faith community to do important 
work on the ground.  
 
And I think probably many people 
here have experienced that churches 
and temples and mosques play an 
incredibly important role in changing 
the communities in which they're 
located and affecting the lives of the 
people who live in those communities. 
 And we often hear about the 
megachurches, churches of 5,000, 
6,000, 7,000 people, but we also know 
there are churches of 75, 100, 200 
people that make incredible 
differences as well.  And they're 
providing child care and they're 
providing credit unions and 
after-school care and a whole range of 
services for people in their 
communities.  
 
And I want to talk some about what 
those houses of worship are doing and 
how and should we as progressives 
engage in that?  I mean how can we 
work together to try and improve the 
lives of people in their communities?  
And I know some of you are already 
engaged in that kind of work.  I know 
Reverend Palmer as an advocator and 

educator, you're doing that.  And 
certainly Dr.  Wiggins, in the work 
that you do, your church and 
congregational services as well, that 
you're engaged in thinking about that 
kind of work.  And I would like to 
start with you all in thinking about 
how we should find this intersection 
between the faith community and the 
progressive movement and in making 
real difference at home on the ground.  
 
REVEREND WIGGINS:  Let me 
give you a little bit of a context of 
where I minister.  Some of these 
comments will flow out of that.  The 
term megachurch was used.  In 
Durham, my church is considered a 
megachurch.  Now, having said that, I 
think that there's a diversity of 
churches falling under that rubric.  It's 
a pretty relevant rubric even though 
we're just using sizes.  One of those 
indicators we know there were 
congregations of 3,000 and 4,000 back 
in 1920.  
 
So when we talk about megachurch, I 
think the first thing to be clear, you 
can talk about the service delivering is 
that they're on a continuum.  You 
know, some of the popular ones you 
can name, you know, Crenshaw 
Christian Center, World Changers, 
Trinity United Church of Christ, you 
know, you can put the Union 
Brentwood Baptist in Texas.  I know 
there are people in this room could do 
the list much better than I can.  
Perhaps some of you are in churches 
that have numerically 3,000 or more 
people.  Some people use 3,000 as 
kind of a benchmark, some more than 
that.  
 
But all of those churches are not the 
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same in the internal culture and the 
theology that is put forth even in the 
services that are delivered.  So a 
couple of things I want to throw out 
about thinking about megachurches is 
first, again, there is a diversity of them. 
 Size is one of the characteristics.  But 
also I want you to think about there is 
also the multiplicity of affiliative 
groups and initiatives.  So if we're 
going to talk about a megachurch, 
we're just not talking about people in 
the church that go to the same church 
like they used to do back in 1930.  
We're talking about there's been a 
radical shift in how they deliver 
services and being intentional about 
putting people in small groups, about 
providing people, sometimes called it 
a shopping mall offerings, both 
educational classes as well as things 
that would help running their 
economics groups.  
 
You know, you have megachurches 
that, as you know, have full gyms.  
You know, I was down in one in 
Charlotte.  You know, they've got a 
state-of-the-art facility down there.  
You might want to go to Waccamore 
(ph sp), go down there and get a 
membership and go there and it's 
open to the community.  So it's 
providing a service to the community. 
 Was there a Y?  Did they need that 
new gym?  Who knows.  But the point 
is there is one there now.  So the 
multiplicity of affiliative groups and 
initiatives which have  -- again, 
provide for both the internal 
community but also have benefits to 
the larger citizenry as well.  
 
Another characteristic of a 
megachurch is that normally they're 
multistaffed.  It's kind of hard to have 

3,000 folks and one person trying to 
do all the work.  And that might be 
from five to 25 or more on a staff.  I 
can come back to that.  But that's an 
important piece to think about when 
you think about, how do you get a 
progressive political agenda on the 
agenda of a church?  If you have a 
multistaff.  Who has the -- who's the 
gatekeeper, who makes the decision 
about what literature circulates in that 
church?  What gets up on a bulletin 
board?  What gets into a sermon?  Can 
you have a class about gay rights or 
not?  Can you have a class that really 
says, okay, we're hearing all this 
language about put the family first.  
We're going to talk about what we 
mean by putting the family first, or at 
least even critique the literature that 
other people or other languages are 
happening in the political arena.  
 
But that staffing issue oftentimes is 
something that I think, from a 
political management, you have to 
think about how do you negotiate 
that?  Because I think traditionally 
people have to say, you just go to the 
senior pastor.  You get the senior 
pastor, it's a done deal.  And that's not 
necessarily true in a megachurch 
context.  
 
The issue of -- and there's other 
things.  I'll just throw out the 
cross-generational aspect, commuter 
church.  You know, the congregations 
of megachurches tend not -- nobody's 
walking to church.  You can't walk to 
World Changers.  Cascade United 
Methodist Church would be 
considered a megachurch, even in a 
traditional mainline denomination.  It 
has 142 acres.  It's getting ready to 
move to a new campus.  And that's 
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what they're calling it, a campus.  You 
know, so  -- now, I would not, again, 
put Cascade in the same place where I 
would put a Potters House, the 
(inaudible) Church, but it does affect 
how you do ministry.  
 
The direct services, as you know, 
many churches provide have been 
soup kitchens, there has been 
clothing, there have been literacy 
programs.  We still have afternoon 
tutorial program.  We have seniors 
ministry.  We let the building be used 
for community groups like the 
NAACP to be met.  The Durham 
Canon meets at our church.  There's a 
whole host of different things that the 
church does.  I think that's a good 
work.  It will continue to be done.  
 
One of the questions about direct 
services that is impacting the church 
today is what to do with the grants 
and faith-based initiatives.  How do 
progressives get in on that 
conversation and help the churches 
understand how they can make the 
best of that?  There is a lot of fear 
about the government saying, you 
know, we have money available.  We 
know the money's always been 
available, and certain groups have 
always gotten the money.  But African 
American churches are saying, okay, 
well, here's a pool, do we tap into that 
pool?  
 
And one of the things we have to 
negotiate as we think about the church 
becoming a provider for the 
government is the oversight and what 
of its inroads and control issues that 
raises for the church.  A church that 
sees itself as prophetic is going to be 
leery of taking money from a 

constituency that it needs to be able to 
critique and assess and analyze.  And I 
think that there needs to be more 
conversation so that you can have 
greater arranging of services and help 
local clergy whether they're in a 
megachurch or in a smaller church.  
Because I grew up in a church like 400 
or 500, and I even served on 
congregations that had probably 75 
folks.  But I do know the dynamics of 
being in small churches and everybody 
knows your name and we missed you 
on Sunday.  
 
But even then again, there are some 
services that can be delivered, but we 
need to help I think congregations talk 
about how you might utilize that 
money, if in fact that's a good thing to 
do and how the money is used in a 
way that causes systemic change.  One 
of the things I see churches having 
done is we do a lot of direct service.  
We're not having the larger question 
about the structural problems that 
keep causing the flow in.  As I said, 
you might have a shelter for women 
who are being battered.  Let's add a 
conversation about stopping the 
violence in the community so we don't 
have to keep putting Band-Aids on 
battered women and keep finding 
places for them to grow.  And I think 
that's where a progressive agenda can 
link up with the church to help people 
move beyond, you know, we're going 
to provide a house where we can put 
that woman and her three children.  
But we need to talk about what is 
breeding violence, which means might 
get us to the gun issue, but it might 
also get us to some gang violence and 
some other things as well.  
 
So I think that a bridge needs to be 
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built between those who are doing the 
work on the ground and how to help 
people extrapolate that to larger policy 
issues.  That for me is not that people 
in the congregation don't want the 
government to change  -- and I'm 
going to come back to that later  -- but 
I do think -- let me put it this way.  
 
One of the things I see in my church 
is, there's both the assumption that 
the pastor is the only one who 
articulates the vision and yet there's all 
these people who are doing work that 
the pastor doesn't know what they're 
doing.  And as a social pastor  -- I've 
been here almost two years now  -- 
I'm continuing to finding out people 
who are going to board meetings, they 
don't run that by the pastor.  They're 
going to the school board meeting.  
They're going to a meeting that's 
talking about lead paint.  They're 
going to a meeting that's talking about 
how we're not going to have any more 
liquor stores put up in this 
neighborhood.  They're not running 
that by the pastor.  
 
And I think what's interesting to me is 
that it points to me in fact there are 
people who are in congregations who 
are moving in their faith with things 
that matter to people who have 
progressive politics, but that the 
public face is that all these faithful 
people are only about, you know, 
who's sleeping with who, and, you 
know, who drank what last night.  
You know, and so there's this 
disconnect between actually the 
people who populate whether it's a 
megachurch or a smaller sized church. 
 And the work that we do does not 
come up to the public purview as it 
does the leadership of the pastor.  

 
And that's not to say  -- please, do not 
get me saying that charismatic leaders 
in African American churches are not 
still very powerful strong allies that 
you want.  You clearly want that 
because a whole lot can change on the 
drop of a dime.  If a pastor stands up 
and says, this is the direction we're 
going in, there's a whole lot of people 
who would just fall in line.  But I'm 
saying that there are people who are 
already in that line without their 
pastor saying anything about it.  
 
MS. BARNES:  And I want to pick up 
on something that you said, Dr.  
Wiggins, to go to the last question.  
You were talking about this 
perception of what the religious 
community looks like and what people 
are concerned about.  And I think this 
issue's been simmering through the 
conversation and bubbling up from 
time to time throughout the 
conference.  
 
But there are people who would argue 
that, you know, religion in a broad 
progressive agenda are at odds with 
one another in the South and that 
when progressives say they're for 
separation of church and state, they're 
really code words for antireligion.  
You certainly hear the rhetoric out 
there, they're trying to take our 
religion away from us.  And then there 
are the privacy issues around abortion 
and around gay rights and same sex 
marriage that are not just perceived as 
wedge issues that divide people in the 
South but that drive progressives out 
of the South.  
 
And I want to ask the question, is the 
national progressive agenda too hot to 
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handle in the South or is it just being 
too narrowly defined by other people? 
 Or is something being imposed on 
the progressive agenda in terms of 
what it's about that isn't accurate, that 
it should be defined as a set of 
expansive rights issues in addition to a 
range of other progressive issues that 
we care about.  And in fact, might I be 
having a Pollyanna moment when I 
embrace Hodding Carter's definition 
of progressivism last night when he 
talked about the expansion of rights, 
and whether or not that view is in fact 
true to the progressive agenda in the 
South and can we hold on to that and 
still build within the religious 
community in the South?  
 
REVEREND PALMER:  I think 
maybe some of you born-and-bred 
Southerners can say something to this, 
but I think the perception by many 
people in -- and my husband's the 
only one in his family who went to 
college.  And when we go back to 
Alabama to visit, we visit with folks 
who are working in trailer plants.  And 
we have many friends that would say, 
anything liberal is Yankees ideas, you 
know, coming down.  
 
And they don't -- they do think that 
people of faith need to vote with a 
certain party because those are good 
moral values.  So I know that my 
answer would be, yes, some of the 
progressive agenda is too hot, but let 
me qualify that.  I would say that 
because I think of the language that's 
used and the way that it is marketed or 
sold or discussed, because it's not 
discussed in terms of what I think 
should be the progressive agenda in 
the South.  I mean my church was 
having a fight about the issue of same 

sex unions.  Nobody knew anybody 
that had ever even attended or been 
near, you know -- but  -- and I bet it's 
the same way in many African 
American congregations, why are we 
fighting about this?  It's an imposed 
discussion.  
 
What should -- what does my 
congregation care about immigration 
reform?  About the minimum wage?  
About the living wage?  About 
training -- about the Community 
Colleges and the fact that they are -- 
we don't have money or classes 
available.  And we are not discussing 
those things.  So if -- and I flinched 
yesterday when I heard the 
introduction to the whole discussion.  
And I don't know if any of you did, 
when  -- I don't remember if it was 
Hodding Carter or somebody else 
who said  -- in the same breath talked 
about, you know, 50 years ago or 30 
years ago gays were in the closet, 
women in the kitchen, blacks on the 
back of the bus and Sunday was the 
Lord's day.  And I went, oh, oh, you 
know, like we have come a long ways. 
 Now Sundays are not the Lord's day. 
 And I thought, you just -- you just go 
and say that in my brother-in-law's 
church and you've just lost the whole 
church.  You just lost everybody's 
attention.  And so you cannot go and 
say, you know, we've come a long 
ways because now religion is in its 
proper place.  
 
We have made -- so I think we have -- 
we have  -- the conversation has 
become hot because we don't know 
how to talk to people who take their 
faith so seriously.  And it's the main 
thing that they think they will have to 
account for at the end of their lives.  
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MS. BARNES:  Congressman Price?  
Reverend Evans?  
 
REPRESENTATIVE PRICE:  Just 
one quick point  about the faith-based 
initiatives that are just discussed now 
because I think it is relevant to this.  
It's been somewhat jarring to me to 
hear how people in my party and 
people of progressive persuasion have 
reacted to the idea that religious 
congregations and organizations ought 
to be more involved in the provision 
of social and community services.  
 
Many people reacted extremely 
negatively and I would say in a 
somewhat knee-jerk fashion to that, 
ah, they're talking about mixing 
church and state, they're talking about 
transgressing the boundaries.  And 
that seemed to be the focal point.  
 
Now, admittedly, considering the 
source of the initiative, that reaction is 
perhaps understandable.  But I tell you 
what I thought of when I heard about 
this.  I thought, what's new about this? 
 Because I remember when the United 
Church of Christ in this community 
and St. Joseph's AME Church over in 
Durham went after HUD 202 money 
and set up elderly rental housing on 
their  -- on or near their church 
property.  I remember working with 
volunteers from numerous 
congregations in delivering Meals on 
Wheels funded by the Older 
Americans Act.  I remember helping 
engineer a partnership between 
community development 
infrastructure funding and Habitat for 
Humanity working with congregations 
around the community to build 
housing.  

 
I mean you get the point.  This has 
gone on a long time.  George Bush 
did not invent this idea.  Now, how 
have we done it?  We've done it with 
certain ground rules.  By and large the 
religious congregations have formed 
501(c)(3) organizations.  It's a little 
complicated.  They've gotten very 
good at it.  And they apply for the 
funds in ways that observe the basic 
constitutional principles that you don't 
fund sectarian activity directly, you 
don't discriminate in whom you serve 
or whom you hire to deliver the 
service, et cetera.  There are some 
grounds rules, but there's nothing new 
about the notion of faith based 
initiatives.  And in fact, I think our 
first reaction should have been, where 
have you been?  Good idea.  Good 
idea.  Let's do this and let's do it right.  
 
Now, the president, of course, we 
know didn't do it right.  And for that 
reason the whole thing is mired in the 
courts.  It's been partly -- the 
Congress has been partly by-passed 
with an Executive order.  But the 
president set out to loosen that 
restriction on sectarian activity 
funding.  He set out to remove 
completely the restriction on 
discrimination in hiring.  And so 
there's some real problems with it that 
need to be worked out.  But I guess all 
I'm saying is that the notion that the 
faith communities should be actively 
engaged in this whole range of things 
in the community is a good one, and 
our reactions should not just be a kind 
of knee-jerk negative reaction.  
 
On the contrary, I think there's a more 
welcoming way that at the same time 
says, let's do this right.  Because, after 
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all, the establishment clause of the 
Constitution is there for some very 
good reasons.  Some reasons rooted in 
our religious experience.  It's not the 
imposition of a secular society.  So 
let's do this right, but above all, let's 
do it.  
 
MS. BARNES:  Reverend Evans.  
 
REV. EVANS:  On the first part of 
this question, whether or not the 
progressive agenda is too hot to 
handle in the South, I've actually seen 
a glimmer of hope here.  In Fob 
James' last campaign for governor  -- 
at least I hope it was his last campaign  
-- the topic of evolution came up.  In 
his course of describing how he felt 
about it, he impersonated a monkey 
on the stage when he was speaking.  
Even people in Alabama have limits, 
and we decided not to reelect him.  
And at the same time that that was 
happening, Don Siegelmann, his 
opponent, was running on a New 
Southern Governor, a New South 
Governor platform of a lottery.  And 
he thought that when we elected him, 
we elected him for the lottery.  And 
we just really elected him because he 
wasn't Fob James.  The margin that he 
won that election by is almost the 
exact same margin that he lost his 
lottery initiative by.  
 
And I say that to say there is a fluid 
middle voting group in Alabama, but I 
think may be true somewhat 
nationally, but the hard religious right 
is a pretty fixed group, fairly 
predictable, and we can sort of gauge 
their size.  Now, I don't have any hard 
statistics on this but, of course, you 
realize 45 percent of all statistics are 
made up on the spot.  

 
But folks have been tracking -- folks 
have been tracking Judge Moore -- do 
you know who Judge Moore is when I 
say that?  Folks have been tracking 
Judge Moore for some time.  Now, he 
scores consistently about 25 percent.  
He has about 25 percent, which 
means he would have to build some 
sort of coalition to get elected to 
anything.  He would have to pull from 
those other sources.  That's what 
happens in Alabama.  
 
You've got this 25 percent core that's 
going to vote predictably hard right, 
but then you've got this fluid middle.  
They're not the undecided, they're the 
yet-to-be-decided.  And those folks 
can be persuaded, and they can learn, 
and they can do some progressive 
things.  
 
Let me give you an example, 
Siegelmann's lottery.  When we were 
-- when we were at work trying to 
oppose gambling, oppose the lottery 
 -- and I heard what Mac said today 
and I would love to see his studies.  
I'd like to show him some studies that 
I'm aware of.  Thank God only half of 
the poor are affected by the lottery 
because I hate to think we victimize all 
of them.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
While we're opposing the lottery, the 
conservatives opposed it because it's 
bad.  It's just bad.  Gambling's a sin.  
It's bad.  It's unclean.  It's impure.  It's 
bad.  Don't do it.  Well, the moderate 
progressives were opposed to it 
because  it's bad for the poor.  It's just 
an unfair hidden tax.  It's just another 
way of taking advantage of the least of 
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us.  
 
Over the course of the campaign what 
we noticed is that those on the right 
began to use our language.  They 
began to say, it's bad because it's bad 
for the poor.  Uh, oh.  And they 
weren't doing it just because they 
wanted to win.  I think they were 
doing it because they thought it was 
right.  
 
That tells me that that fluid middle 
can be reached and persuaded and 
taught and brought in to some 
progressive causes.  And I think 
maybe that's a glimmer of hope, but in 
these days you go with what you can 
get.  
 
REVEREND PALMER:  Can I 
respond to that?  Can I say that that 
persuasion needs to come from 
leadership.  And there are two 
problems.  One is that not only are 
you hesitant to speak when the money 
comes from the government or from 
some agency that doesn't want to hear 
it.  For many of our pastors, they're 
hesitant to speak because they're being 
paid by middle-class folks who expect 
them to provide service for their kids 
and the neighborhood and pastoral 
care and hospital visitation, and your 
plate is full.  And when you start being 
a prophetic voice, why am I paying 
her salary or his salary?  
 
And I had people from my 
congregation  -- from my support 
committee provided by my 
denomination resign from my support 
committee when I accepted my 
nomination to the State Board of 
Education.  I said, there's nothing 
more important than education to the 

immigrant community, I will take this 
opportunity to serve and represent 
that.  And they said then you won't be 
able to do the work of the church that 
you've been hired to do.  
 
So I think there have to be structures 
provided to the leadership that can 
speak to those.  And the second 
problem we have is that our 
theologians on the left write for each 
other.  They write for journals, you 
know, from Emory to Duke, to -- I 
mean when we had Southern and 
Southeastern and some reputable 
middle scholarship in the middle that 
hadn't been co-opted by the right, 
those professors went and they did the 
Winter Bible Study in the churches.  
And they really did engage people in 
theology and thinking, what are we 
doing for the least of these.  They 
impacted my life and they impacted 
many people.  
 
Where are those professors?  Where 
are they teaching?  And why aren't we 
training our laypeople to speak 
knowledgeably to those issues?  
 
MS. BARNES:  Well, speaking of 
engaging, we'd like to engage with the 
audience now and take some 
questions from the audience for the 
panel.  So who has a question?  Start 
here.  
 
MR. PETE MCDOWELL:  My name 
is Pete McDowell.  I'm with Chapel 
Hill, and I wanted to follow up on 
Maria's point which was, it's always 
really puzzled me that we have this 
culture war supposedly, and which is 
in the South partly a religious war.  
But it's no war because there's only 
one voice.  The religious right speaks 
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and I don't see any religious left.  The 
religious -- the religious left, I'll put it 
this way, a religious left that engages 
them.  
 
I don't think I've ever heard a debate 
based on what the Bible says about 
the kind of issues we've been talking 
about all afternoon.  It's not there, you 
know.  And it seems to me that when 
you think about the progressive 
movement, one of the -- in the South, 
as progressives in the South, we have 
to understand that we're not just 
talking about politicians.  Politicians 
don't talk about issues by and large 
anymore.  They basically dodge issues. 
 What we have to -- you know, and 
there's a notion that I like, that if we 
change society, elections will follow.  
 
We have to engage the culture and 
religion in the South as right wing 
religion and that has to be part of a 
progressive program to redefine and 
to challenge these bizarre notions of 
what the Bible and Christianity and all 
that is about.  And I'd just like you-all 
to talk about that a little bit more.  
 
REVEREND WIGGINS:  Let me 
take a stab at that.  One of the things 
that kind of came to my mind  -- and I 
agree with you that the dialogue is not 
happening at the public level.  When I 
taught at the divinity school, I found 
 -- I'm not disparaging one school 
over others since I know professors at 
so many schools across the nation  -- 
but I find in many places the way in 
which clergy are being trained at best 
holds at bay their being political, and 
that that's part of  -- or being  -- we'll 
use the word prophetic.  That works a 
little bit better in a divinity school.  
Teaching them to be prophetic.  

They're not teaching them to be 
prophetic.  
 
And that comes across on what 
people read, it comes across in the 
lectures.  When I taught the course on 
social context of the black church, 
they had to do a simple project of, say, 
find an issue relevant to the African 
American community.  It can be 
where you live  -- and I also taught 
this course where it didn't have to be 
specific to the African Americans, you 
know, wherever you were doing your 
field at.  And learn to read the 
landscape.  Talk to the people in the 
church, find two or three people in 
the community who are working on 
this project.  Come up with a 
bibliography.  How to articulate the 
issue, posit some analysis.  
 
And people said, why should we do 
that?  They said why -- like why -- why 
think about the issues in the 
community?  I'm going to go and 
preach to them.  I'm going to teach 
them Bible.  I said, but you're going to 
be talking to people who are living 
outside of the church.  They come to 
hear what the Bible has to say to the 
lives they live hopefully six other days 
of the week they're out there, even 
Sunday they're still living their lives.  
 
I lift it up because I do think there's a 
problem in, you know, the training of 
people who are leading our religious 
congregations in the South and 
elsewhere.  But I also think that 
people who have some sensitivity to a 
progressive agenda have held it private 
to a fault.  One of the things  -- when 
I was listening  -- it was interesting 
listening to the Governor this 
morning.  He said kind of how he 
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doesn't go, you know, you might want 
to think about not going to certain 
places because it would kind of be too 
glaringly that you stand for X versus 
Y.  
 
In the South people are being taught 
to be proud to be religious.  And that 
is clearly one of the messages I know 
come across megachurches, you 
know.  And it's not just so you can 
walk up to somebody and say, do you 
know Jesus, and not flinch when they 
say, get back, you know.  But it's so 
that in your workplace, you know, 
people wearing emblems, people are 
carrying totes with their Bible in them. 
 People have got just a whole market 
out there that says, I'm proud of my 
faith.  
 
If you come talking to them about 
something that's impacting society and 
you kind of casually mention, oh, 
yeah, I'm a member of the Methodist 
church.  And then you go on in the 
lingo of what they see as established 
government or a particular party, 
you're not making the connection.  
 
You know, one of the things that 
startled me  -- I was a member of my 
church before I came on staff at the 
church.  And I realized I got reactions 
from people for, number one, I guess 
engaging in the worship.  You know, I 
lift the hand and wave it, you know, 
and all that.  I was personable.  I 
would talk about issues, and I also still 
acted like I knew the Baptist tradition 
that they were part of.  And yet they 
were clear I had some knowledge 
about some issues that they never had 
to consider.  And so for some reason 
I'm just kind of an anomaly, you 
know, a black Ph.D. in our church 

who kind of fits in, you know.  There 
were some others there, but I guess, 
you know, they weren't in leadership 
or in the limelight.  
 
One of the challenges I have in that 
context is how not to give in to the 
seducing religion of privatizing faith.  
So when I have to give a sermon, I 
have to push myself to say, even if this 
text speaks about how you treat your 
mate, let's say, I can use that as a segue 
to also talk about perhaps gender 
discrimination, to talk about policy 
that impacts how you are in fact being 
husband, being wife.  Have the  -- 
provide some larger message that will 
help people say that who I am is not 
just about my own formation.  I am 
being formed by the policies, the 
context, in which I live in.  And I try 
to be responsible in doing that and I 
realize it is a challenge.  There are 
times when my sermons don't get the 
Amens, you know, the ones who get 
the Amens because they went on to 
Calvary so fast, you know, they were 
just all with them.  You know, I'm still 
-- I'm still trying to say, you know, 
here's a question, here's a challenge, 
here's something that you need to 
consider.  
 
I did it -- I did a sermon about risky 
living.  Well, let me give what, the real 
risk is not whether or not you drink 
tomorrow night, but risk is, can you in 
fact talk to the people you just walked 
by, you're scared of the boys on the 
corner?  Are you going to let the 
world tell you that somehow they're 
not you?  You know, so I know -- I'm 
just trying to let you get this sense of 
why you say this discourse is not 
happening at a more public level.  
There are some places  -- and I know 
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there's pastors and people in this 
church who wear a couple of different 
-- in this group -- wear a couple 
different hats who do do that.  
 
But it is a challenge because, you 
know, as you're saying, you're not 
trying to be captive to the dollar and 
the person who pays you.  But you 
realize that, in fact, the people who 
you pastor are not just influenced by 
you.  The megachurches, the really 
national ones, they're on TV.  You 
have to not only counter and hope 
that the vision that you are articulating 
which might be progressive and angry 
and social gospel and angry in the best 
traditions of Christian Scripture, but 
that you've got to counter Joyce Meyer 
this morning.  You've got to counter 
Paula White.  You've got to counter 
Rod Parsley.  You've got to counter, 
you know, so many other people 
because they came to church after 
watching six hours of TV.  And so 
you wanted to talk about context, and 
they've heard six hours that made it 
seem as if we live our lives in some 
vacuum.  And they drove in.  So they 
passed all the problems that you want 
to tell them are problems, you know, 
and they heard an articulation of 
something that is not where they live 
at.  
 
So like you said, I don't have to get 
one person yet to say, I really know a 
same sex couple who wants to get 
united.  But they are hearing the 
message about why we should be 
scared about it.  
 
MS. BARNES:  Why don't we  -- so 
we can take some more questions.  
Woman in the gray jacket and white 
blouse. 

 
MS. ANNETTE HOLLOWELL:  My 
name is Annette Hollowell.  I'm from 
the William Winters Institute at the 
University of Mississippi.  We work 
with a lot of different churches across 
the state and a lot of different 
communities.  And not megachurches, 
a lot smaller churches.  And one thing 
that always comes up and that we 
always end up talking about is that 
Sunday is sometimes the most 
segregated day of the week.  And I 
was just kind of curious, and I wanted 
to hear your thoughts as far as the role 
of the church in racial reconciliation.   
 
REVEREND PALMER:  I have to 
tell you, it is such hard work.  Such, 
such hard work.  Planning a service 
that is inclusive takes four, five, six 
times as long as speaking to your own 
people in the language that you're 
familiar with.  And it can be very 
painful.  The first service that I 
planned with an Anglo church, about 
half my congregation showed up.  
And I thought, oh, what bad luck, 
something must have happened, 
maybe, you know, a soccer game I 
didn't know about was on TV.  Bad 
planning, you know.  
 
So the second time that happened, I 
went and visited all the different 
people.  I said, you know, I'm really 
discouraged and disappointed.  We 
had planned this.  And they said, well, 
you shouldn't tell us the gringos are 
coming.  You should just -- I said 
what do you mean?  Well, you know, 
because then you know you have to 
dress a certain way, and you know that 
you're not going to understand them 
and, you know, you don't know if 
somebody from Immigration's going 
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to show up.  You don't know if 
somebody that is your boss is going to 
show up and they're going to ask 
questions about you.  
 
And the distrust that is there and 
people still come to church to be 
loved and nurtured and told that, you 
know, you're at home, and it's like a 
sanctuary.  And if you are asking them 
to take that risk, you have to provide 
so much support and so much  -- 
especially if it's the group that is 
always -- that is at the bottom.  The 
group that has to smile and act nice 
when they go to work.  
 
And, frankly, at some point after the 
attacks of September 11, there was an 
outpouring of compassion and 
support, and people and my church, 
you know, we prayed and we went to 
the arena with other congregations.  
And then my folks started getting 
fired and losing their jobs.  And of 67 
families, about 30 had a member of 
the family lose a job because of 
mismatched Social Security numbers, 
because people got scared of hiring a 
foreigner.  
 
How do you tell them, we're going to 
go worship with a congregation where 
they know somebody that they were 
cleaning the house for that just let 
them go because they're scared about 
-- you know, somebody finding out 
they have a, quote, unquote, illegal 
person.  It's really asking a lot.  
 
So in the case of the Hispanic 
community, and I do want to mention 
this in North Carolina, 18 percent -- 
and this is not made up  -- according 
to the US Census 18 percent of our 
children under age five, born in North 

Carolina, in the 2000 census, zero to 
five years old, 18 percent were 
growing up in an Hispanic home, 
speaking Spanish.  One in five almost. 
 They are growing up  -- if they are in 
faith communities, they're mostly in 
segregated faith communities, scared 
to be integrated.  
 
To me, one of the prophetic roles of 
the church is to speak in a loud voice 
to the Anglo congregations and the 
African American congregations and 
say, it is your Christian or Jewish or 
whatever your faith, your -- it is  -- 
your faith requires that you see these 
people as your brothers and sisters 
and you help them find a spiritual 
home.  So that is something I want to 
throw out there, but it is so -- it is 
such hard work.  
 
And it's painful when you have lots of 
good, sweet Anglo pastors who say, 
Maria, we want to partner with your 
church and we want to be inclusive, 
and we have decided it's taco night 
and we want you to be there.  It's very 
hard.  
 
REVEREND EVANS:  I would like 
to add one thing to that.  I was in a 
meeting recently where this 
conversation came up, not about race, 
but about gays.  And the statement 
that you just made, kept being made, 
how hard it is, how hard this is  -- and 
it was me who kept making it.  And 
there was a Holocaust survivor who 
stood up in the back and said, I have 
seen what happens, when Christian 
pastors are afraid is no excuse.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
MS. DEBBIE WARREN:  Debbie 
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Warren from Charlotte, North 
Carolina.  I'm one of the regional aids 
in Interfaith Network.  I graduated 
from Southern Seminary before the 
fundamentalists took over, was 
ordained in 1982.  I want to tell a 
good story about grass roots work in 
the faith community.  At Reign (ph) in 
Charlotte  -- Charlotte is a city that has 
a very low rating as far as social capital 
is concerned, and the interaction of 
different races, cultures and 
socioeconomic groups.  But at Reign 
(ph) over 2,600 people from 20 
different denominations in faith 
traditions have come together around 
the issues of HIV and AIDS, which 
you know are very, very difficult 
issues.  
 
And I think one of the things that's 
been so helpful is that people have 
had an opportunity to be in real 
relationships, not just a surface, 
one-time relationship of the service.  
But they have been real relationships 
where they went into people's homes 
and they were able to observe 
firsthand the impact of poverty or 
mental health issues or addiction 
issues or gay issues.  And a lot of these 
preconceptions and misperceptions 
were laid aside.  And we organized 
because we wanted to care, support 
people, educate people.  
 
But out of all our learning all these 
years, it goes down deeper.  And now 
people advocate on the different 
issues.  They have a greater 
understanding, they have greater 
impact, and they advocate on the 
issues that are seen where they see the 
people they're working with treated so 
differently from other people.  
 

It's been a remarkable experience and 
really speaks to what a grass roots 
community can do.  
 
And one of the things, since I am a 
Baptist preacher and I do have the 
floor, I don't believe  -- since I have 
such wonderful great leaders in the 
room who are so compassionate, I 
don't believe we in the South are 
taking seriously the impact of HIV 
and AIDS on our communities, both 
rural, where it's growing the fastest, 
and urban.  The South now is the 
epicenter for the epidemic in our 
country.  But our focus is on AIDS in 
other countries.  So this is an issue we 
really have to take seriously.  Thank 
you.  
 
MS. BARNES:  I can take one more 
question. Thank you so much for your 
comments.  I'll take the young woman 
in the blue sweatshirt. 
 
(Inaudible) : Student here at UNC.  
And we're here and we're talking 
about religion in the South.  And I 
notice everybody's coming from a 
Christian background.  I just wonder 
if there's  -- you know, are there other 
strong voices in dealing with these 
issues?  And we talk about the 
religious right being really strong and 
impacting.  What about other faiths 
influencing this?  
 
MS. BARNES:  Do people want to 
speak to people they work in 
partnership with or coalition with or -- 
Congressman Price? 
 
REPRESENTATIVE PRICE:  I 
think in many communities and 
certainly as we're starting discussions 
at a new level of intensity in the 
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Congress and in other political circles, 
I think it's very important that it be an 
interfaith dialogue.  And I think in 
many, probably most instances it is.  
That's not to say there aren't some 
challenges in getting the kind of 
communication going that needs to 
happen, but there are, after all, 
powerful precedents for this.  Civil 
Rights movement, other things that 
we've worked on together, and it's not 
just, by the way, a matter of interfaith 
discussion.  It's also a matter of 
understanding.  Often we find 
common ground with people whose 
moral values don't have conventional 
or religious views at all.  After all, 
most of us have had that experience.  
 
Now, what you sometimes get  -- and 
I've had this ongoing I guess rather 
good-natured discussion with a 
Republican colleague who identifies 
very strongly with the religious right.  
We've had a series of joint 
appearances.  We kind of know now 
what each other are going to say so 
there aren't too many surprises left.  
But I think it's ^25ban ^ been a good 
discussion.  I think we both continue 
to engage in it, on NPR mainly and 
some other forums, just because we 
think it is something that needs to 
happen.  
 
One of the things that he says, others 
on the religious right also say, is that 
they bridle at the notion that they 
should be asked to articulate their 
values and their aspirations in more 
universal terms.  They resist that.  
That's somehow asking them to 
compromise, to leave their religious 
faith and terminology at the door of 
politics.  
 

And this fellow once used the term, 
you're asking me to go to some kind 
of least common denominator.  And I 
must say, I just thought of this at the 
spur of the moment at the time, but I 
think it was a pretty good response.  I 
said, that sure would come as news, 
wouldn't it, to Martin Luther King or 
to Frederick Douglass.  I mean their 
strategy in opposing slavery and 
opposing segregation  -- their strategy 
was precisely to go to the founding 
documents of this country and there 
to find common ground.  And you're 
telling me that life, liberty and the 
pursuit of happiness, government by 
the consent of the governed, you're 
telling me that's watered down?  
You're telling me that's kind of bland, 
least common denominator stuff?  
Give me a break.  These are the core 
values that we have returned to time 
and time again.  And we didn't  -- by 
the way, we didn't realize them all at 
once.  Of course we didn't.  We were 
and are a deeply flawed nation in 
realizing these values and discovering 
what democracy is all about.  It's a 
work in progress.  
 
But we have done that on the basis 
that  -- on a basis that has brought us 
together.  Now these values have 
strong religious pedigrees, when you 
look at where they came from and 
how we came to espouse them.  But 
they are common ground.  And there's 
nothing to apologize for in seeking 
common ground.  In fact, there's 
every reason to seek common ground.  
 
And so religious people, people who 
come from a faith background, ought 
to embrace this, and I believe it, so of 
course, it should be an interfaith 
dialogue and beyond conventional 
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faith terminology.  
 
MS. BARNES:  Well, thank you very 
much.  I think that's a perfect place to 
close.  I want to thank the members of 
the panel and also the audience for 
engaging and  -- 
 
(Applause.) 
 
(A break was taken.) 
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PROFESSOR SIMPKINS:  Good 
afternoon and welcome to the last 
panel of the day, Changing the Face of 
the South.  My name is John 
Simpkins.  I'm the Associate Director 
of the Richard Riley Institute at 
Furman University in Greenville, 
South Carolina, and I'm also one of 
the founding directors of the Center 
for a Better South. And I can say that 
it's a pleasure to be with you and it's 
been really encouraging to see the 
number of people and to feel the 
energy around issues of Southern 
progressivism, and hopefully we can 
take that energy and harness it into 
something positive for the region.  
 
I'm joined today by, to my far right, 
Jim Clinton who's the executive 
director of the Southern Growth 
Policy Board.  Larry Griffin, who's 
professor at the University of North 
Carolina.  Arkansas State 
Representative Joyce Elliott, and 
Mayor Raul Martinez of Hialeah, 

Florida.  
 
With all the questions that have been 
raised today and last night, of course, 
it falls to the last panel to answer 
them.  We will dispense with that in 
short order and then take your 
questions.  
 
But before we do that, as I've been 
listening to the speakers and to the 
questioners and to the comments, I 
was reminded of a comment that 
someone made to me when I was 
living outside the South.  It was a 
policy consultant who did some work 
in the South, and he loved working in 
the South.  And he said, you know, 
you know why I like the South?  You 
know what I love about the South?  
As soon as my plane touches the 
ground, I know I'm the smartest 
person in the state.  And I've been 
called a son of a lot of things, but I am 
a son of the South.  And that was 
something that struck me and it stayed 
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with me.  
 
I recently moved to Greenville, South 
Carolina just over a year-and-a-half 
ago.  And Greenville, as some of you 
may know, is the home of that liberal 
bastion Bob Jones University.  Bob 
Jones University is so conservative 
that people in South Carolina look at 
them and say, they're pretty 
conservative.  
 
And I think about Greenville, and I 
wonder if this guy landed in 
Greenville.  The folks I've met there, 
you know, two guys who clerked on 
the Supreme Court, a combat-tested 
fighter pilot  -- and this is just one law 
firm.  A guy with a JD and an MBA 
and an undergraduate degree all from 
Harvard.  He couldn't get away from 
Cambridge.  Some people say that 
politics isn't rocket science, but just in 
case it is, Greenville County Council 
has a rocket scientist, someone who 
worked with Warner Van Braun at 
NASA.  And outside of that, people 
who are possessed with something 
that we call mother wit, common 
sense.  To turn the phrase on its head, 
people with more sense than money in 
a lot of cases.  But a lot of people who 
are extremely intelligent.  And I think 
if this guy landed in Greenville, South 
Carolina, he wouldn't even be the 
smartest person on a block on Main 
Street much less the smartest person 
in the state.  
 
But that just goes to show that the 
South never is what it appears to be.  
And believe it or not, it is constantly 
undergoing change.  And it's hard to 
believe this if you hold fast to images 
of wealth and well-manicured, 
lily-white, all-American 

neighborhoods of the same person, 
the same religion and the same social 
club or you have these nostalgic 
images of cocoa-colored villages 
collectively providing for every 
person, young and old, in the service 
of a common goal of uplifting the 
race.  Those things might have existed 
but they don't really exist anymore.  
Things have changed.  And the South 
is still changing.  
 
I have witnessed this change.  As a 
matter of fact, I feel as if I've grown 
up during this change.  It's important 
to note here at the end of February, 
the shortest month and often the 
coldest month, and therefore the 
month that we dedicate to Black 
History, that here at the end of 
February, if he were alive today, Dr. 
King would only be 76 years old.  In 
South Carolina, he'd still have a few 
terms to serve.  
 
So the time span during which these 
changes have occurred isn't that long. 
 It's not that long.  I'm 34 years old.  I 
used to be able to say that I was 
young, but I'm getting older by the 
day.  And I'm 34, and I was -- well, if 
you think about it this way, when I 
was born in 1970, in 1970, the hospital 
in Columbia where I was born was for 
blacks only, in 1970.  It doesn't seem 
like that long ago but that was a big 
change.  In 1970 when I was born in 
Columbia, South Carolina, the schools 
in Lexington South Carolina weren't 
completely integrated and they 
wouldn't be integrated until the year 
before I went to school.  Now you 
think I'm a youngster, but a lot has 
changed, a lot has changed. 
 
When I was born, the people who had 
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worked in this hotel would have been 
my relatives.  They would have been 
my grandparents.  And that has 
changed.  And I think it was -- it was 
interesting about what we heard earlier 
today because the kids of those people 
may be on this stage in another 20 
years, in another 15 years.  Let's hope 
it's even less time than that.  
 
In the school that I went to, the 
school that I graduated from, a public 
high school in Lexington, South 
Carolina, emerged as a haven for 
those fleeing integration because it 
was overwhelmingly white.  2,400 
students in that high school, and we 
walked around one day and counted 
all the black people and didn't get to 
triple digits.  Things have changed.  
 
And today we're going to talk about 
the times as they continue to change 
for the American South.  Larry Griffin 
and Jim Clinton are going to give us 
an overview of some of those 
changes, and then Representative 
Elliott and Mayor Martinez are going 
to talk about how they operate in this 
environment of change.  And we're 
going to start with Larry Griffin, 
who's not only going to talk about the 
changes, but he's going to talk about 
some of the sameness, and I think that 
sameness is what makes the South the 
South, and it also is what makes the 
South many Souths, not just one 
place, but a place of many different 
flavors and varieties.  And we'll start 
with you, Larry.  
 
MR. GRIFFIN:  Thank you very 
much.  Is this on?  Let me say first as 
an academic in this room with 
religious leaders and public officials 
and political strategists, I feel like a 

one-legged man in a butt-kicking 
contest.  Pretty useless.  But I'm going 
to try to -- I'm going to try to give you 
some thoughts about this changing 
and also maybe not-quite-so-changing 
South.  
 
One thing I would like to underscore, 
John talked about, I grew up in the 
Mississippi Delta in the 1950s and 
'60s, and that was a hard time in a 
hard place.  The South today is not 
only different, it feels viscerally 
different, and we heard that last night. 
 It is genuinely a different place.  And 
toward the end of my few minutes, I 
will probably sound as if things have 
not changed.  I do not believe that for 
a moment.  
 
Again, this is a new South, and it is 
important humanely, decently new.  
And what makes the South so 
complex, politically and morally, is 
coexisting with this new South is also 
an older South, the South that 
antedated the Civil Rights movement, 
that existed before 1955, that goes way 
back.  And I'm going to try to talk a 
little bit about the tensions between 
these two kinds of Souths.  
 
First of all, the new South, many of 
you, and I suspect just about all of 
you, know that the demographics of 
this region have changed dramatically 
in the last generation or two.  You 
have some data in your packet that 
we've given you, and I'm just going to 
underscore a couple of those points, 
and then I want to talk a little bit 
about economics.  
 
We are intensely more diverse 
religiously and ethnically than we've 
ever been.  The greater Atlanta area 
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has, as of 2003, more than 350,000 
Hispanics.  It's got over 100,000 
Asians.  The greater Raleigh area has 
over 100,000 Hispanics, over 43,000 
Asians.  And more than 80 languages 
are spoken in the national public 
schools.  That is genuinely important.  
 
Number two, in terms of economics, 
the American South now is 
substantially more prosperous than 
we've ever been.  In fact, just about 50 
years ago, the great historian of the 
American South, C. Van Woodward, 
defined the South in terms of what he 
called the collective experiences of the 
Southern people.  And Woodward 
was talking overwhelmingly about 
white Southerners, but he did tap into 
something that black and white 
Southerners shared as of 50 years ago.  
 
One of three defining characteristics 
of my region and my people, poverty, 
that is no longer nearly so prevalent.  
Our industrial base is substantially 
more diversified and, again, we're 
delivering substantially more 
affluence.  Just last week there was an 
article in the New York Times about a 
nanotechnology firm that moved from 
southern California to Hattiesburg, 
Mississippi.  That's a change of 
import.  
 
The third change of import I think is 
the most dramatic and in some sense I 
believe it's unleashed other changes.  
And that's the change in the way that 
this region organizes rights.  America 
itself has been, from its inception, 
remarkably racialized but nowhere, 
nowhere was race more harshly 
structured, more bloodthirsty, more 
violent than in the American South.  
And that has changed dramatically.  

And it has done so in my lifetime.  
That is something that we ought not 
to forget and especially I ought not 
forget it as I move into the second 
part of this talk.  
 
One concrete example, my home state 
in Mississippi has more elected black 
and local officials than any state in the 
country.  Over 900 of them.  Crucially, 
100 of them are in law enforcement.  
That is an extraordinary change.  And 
again, driving part of these changes 
and reflecting these changes is a 
reversal of 100 years of black 
outmigration from the American 
South.  
 
Since the mid 1970s, roughly 650,000 
more African Americans have come 
back to the South than have left it.  
Every region of the country is losing 
African Americans to the South.  I 
know of no statistic that would better 
example a new South, a more fair, 
more just, more equal South than that 
one.  
 
Now, all of that said, there continues, 
however, to be vestiges of an Old 
South, and it's an Old South that I 
think many of us wish we could put 
behind us.  We heard a lot of 
discussion this morning about voting 
patterns and about opinion polls.  And 
I'm going to touch base real quickly 
just on a couple of those, maybe to 
sort of dramatize my point.  
 
First, I want to go back to the issues 
of economics, and then I'm going to 
try to tie that briefly into race.  I'm the 
culprit who asked the question about 
labor unions this morning.  That 
means there are five of us in this 
room.  There are 12 states in this 
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country in which labor unions 
represent less than 7 percent of the 
labor force.  Nine are in the American 
South.  
 
In terms of educational attainment, 
nine of the 13 states are 
^5blow ^ below the national average.  
For every Arkansan who graduates 
from college, more than two graduate 
from college in Massachusetts, 
Minnesota, New Hampshire and four 
other northern states.  Consequently -- 
and these data, the figures I'm going 
to give you now are  -- it's in your 
packet.  As of 2003, the American 
South, our per capita personal income 
is still only 9 percent of what it is for 
the national average.  Four of the 10 
most tax progressive states are in the 
American South.  Six of 10 of the 
most extreme income inequality 
between top and bottom income 
earners are in the American South.  
Poverty and inequality take its toll.  
Seven out of the 10 states with the 
highest infant mortality rate are in the 
American South.  
 
One organization that assesses 
health-care using 21 indicators of 
health and access to health has 
indicated -- has suggested that 
Southerners generally are appreciably 
in poorer health than the rest of the 
nation, seven out of 10 states are in 
the American South.  My state, 
Mississippi, at the very bottom. Point 
one.  
 
Point two  -- and I've got two or three 
minutes.  The second point about 
voting.  We did hear a lot this 
morning about that.  I'm just going to 
underscore in some sense the depth of 
racial cleavage voting in the American 

South.  14 percent of Mississippians 
voted for John Kerry in 2004.  20 
percent South Carolina, Louisiana 
voted for Kerry.  25 percent of 
Georgia and North Carolina.  To the 
extent to which there are clear 
economic differences between the two 
parties, that voting pattern, I think, 
will be detrimental continually for the 
have-nots and the have-too-littles in 
this region.  Those malnourished still, 
the infants who do not get precisely 
the kind of material care they need.  
 
One final thing and then I'm going to 
turn it over to Jim.  In terms of our 
changes in race relations, again, they're 
very real.  That said, in 2002, white 
Southerners, substantially more 
racially conservative than white 
Northerners on very real matters.  
White Southerners, three-and-a-half 
times more likely to support laws 
barring interracial marriage than the 
white North.  
 
50 percent of white Southerners 
attribute racial inequalities to a lack of 
will on the part of African Americans, 
and another 17 percent believe racial 
inequalities are due to inborn 
disabilities.  That's in the white South 
today, 2002.  
 
My final point.  Today, this morning, 
we were told, and I think properly, 
that white Southerners -- we ought 
not blame progressive losses on the 
racist and the white South, I agree.  
That white Southerners vote their 
culture, I agree.  Here, however, is the 
problem with that.  It is as if there is 
the culture of the white South here 
and then there's race here, as if the 
two were independent.  
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And let me ask you the following.  I 
do not believe this is a racist culture 
but this is a culture of race.  Where do 
your kids go to school?  Where do we 
go to our synagogues and our 
churches?  Where do we live?  With 
whom do we socialize?  With whom 
do we work?  This is a culture of race. 
 It is true for all of America and it is 
still most unfortunately true for my 
region.  Thank you.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
MR. CLINTON:  Good afternoon.  
I've got five minutes and five points.  
The race is on.  Not a pun.  But we 
will come back to there.  I want to 
start -- my first point comes from a 
peculiar perspective of being on the 
Southern Growth Policies Board, 
when I watch the news, when I hear 
public discussions about what's going 
on in the South, particularly in 
elections, I always see these maps with 
a sea of red and kind of this  -- that 
everybody's making a decision in every 
state on the basis of political party.  
 
But the Governors of 13 states are, by 
our charter, on my board of directors, 
13 Southern states.  So I have a little 
different view of it.  And what you 
may not realize from watching the 
news is that in the last 13 
gubernatorial elections in those states, 
11 have resulted in the party in office 
changing.  I'm sorry.  10.  10 have 
resulted.  11 have resulted in new 
governors.  Only two governors have 
held an office in those states.  
 
In those Southern growth states there 
are in fact seven Republican 
governors, but there's six Democratic 
governors.  And that balance has been 

true, give or take one or two, for the 
last decade.  Of the six Democrats 
that are in office now in those states, 
four replaced Republicans, replaced 
Republicans.  
 
What I see as a larger pattern in the 
Southern states of people deciding, 
pretty much, whatever we've been 
doing, let's do something else.  And 
one of the reasons for that is it's been 
a tough time to govern.  It's really 
hard to be governor when you can't 
write checks and it's been hard to 
write checks in the Southern states for 
the last five or six years.  So I think 
people are responding to that, and 
that's a pattern that we need to be 
aware of as we're thinking about 
where the South is headed.  
 
Point two, I find that professionally 
and in the public discourse, economic 
development gets talked about over 
here and quality of life gets talked 
about over here as if they were 
separate things.  Increasingly what I 
know is they are the same thing.  They 
are inseparable.  You can't do one 
without paying attention to the other.  
There is no  quality of life without 
economic health, there is no economic 
health in the absence of quality of life. 
 They're inseparable.  
 
Especially as we move more and more 
towards a knowledge economy, the 
best companies and best workers can 
choose to locate wherever they want 
to locate.  They will choose to locate 
in places with high quality of life.  
They will live and work in 
communities with high quality of life.  
Now, quality of life means different 
things to different people.  For some 
it's access to hunting and fishing.  For 
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others it's access to coffee shops and 
bookstores.  
 
As communities and as regions, we 
need to be aware of the need to match 
those things.  That a quality of life, the 
particular nature of the quality of life 
goes a long way to determining what 
kinds of economic opportunities will 
go with that.  
 
Point three.  We spend a lot of time 
talking about the loss of the 
manufacturing base in the South.  And 
if you -- if you listen to people in 
communities, you will see a lot of 
blame being assessed for that.  But 
our reality is, we lost our 
manufacturing base the same way we 
achieved our manufacturing base :  
low pay, cheap land, low taxes.  That's 
how we got it and that's what we lost 
it to.  We shouldn't really be surprised, 
after all these years, that there are 
people in other parts of the world 
willing to work more cheaply than we 
are currently willing to work.  
 
But it leaves us with a fundamental 
decision.  Are we willing to work 
more cheaply or are we willing to 
prepare to work smarter?  Those are 
our two options.  A region's 
performance in a knowledge economy 
can rise no higher than the sum of the 
knowledge of its people.  
 
Point four.  Public and private leaders 
throughout the South, economic 
development professionals, have 
worked tirelessly for the past several 
decades to improve the Southern 
economy.  The lion's share of that 
effort and the lion's share of the 
resources have been devoted to 
industrial recruitment, that component 

of economic development.  
 
How well have we fared during that 
time?  From 1950 to 1980, the answer 
is, we fared quite well, and we closed 
the gap between Southern economic 
performance and the nation's 
economic performance.  Since 1980, 
the 13 Southern states that I have 
responsibility for have lost ground 
relative to the national economy.  We 
have not grown as fast as a region as 
the nation has grown.  We have 
shrunk in importance, we have shrunk 
in our impact.  Why?  
 
We've been slow to embrace 
technology and innovation.  Slow to 
see the fundamental importance of 
technology and innovation to our 
economic well-being.  And we 
continue, continue to undervalue and 
underinvest in education.  Most of the 
growth in any given economy occurs 
from within.  It occurs from 
entrepreneurship.  It occurs from 
expansion of existing businesses.  But 
we continue to focus most of our 
economic development resources on 
trying to get someone to move from 
over there to over here rather than in 
building from within.  
 
I don't have a problem with industrial 
recruitment.  Everyone's going to do 
that, and I certainly support that.  But 
while those efforts may have been 
necessary, they have not been 
sufficient.  If they were sufficient, we 
would have grown better than the 
national average, and we would have 
continued to close that gap that still 
exists.  
 
Lastly  -- and it sounds like we wrote 
our speeches together or our 
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presentations together and we didn't  
-- but I couldn't agree more with Larry 
about race in the South.  And I start 
by saying that nothing defines the 
South so much as race and our 
attitudes about it.  I think that 
Southern Growth does a really good 
job of listening to people in the South. 
 I think they conduct more 
community forums and focus groups 
and kind of build our work from the 
ground up better than anybody.  This 
week we have focus groups in 
Pocahontas, Arkansas and Selma, 
Alabama.  We've got community 
forums in Kentucky and Alabama and 
Mississippi, and all of that filters into 
our work.  It forms the foundation of 
our work.  
 
I've attended literally hundreds of 
community meetings over the last five 
years throughout the region, in every 
state of the region, and I know that 
this continues to be true.  
 
Our history is one formed of 
collective scar tissue, and it doesn't 
matter if we're talking about slavery in 
the Civil War, the euphemistically 
named Reconstruction Period, the 
grim reality of the Jim Crow era, the 
disappointment that we experienced 
when the legal integration of the 
schools disintegrated into decades of 
white flight, the rise of private 
schools.  And, crucially importantly, I 
think, the cultural weariness that has 
fallen over us on matters of race.  
 
Yeah, we can talk about it safely 
within the halls of the academy, but 
we don't talk about it on the golf 
course.  We don't talk about it at the 
corner bar.  We don't talk about it in 
the workplace, and most of the time 

we don't talk about it in that largely 
segregated set of institutions that are 
so important to us, the Southern 
churches.  We don't talk about it 
there.  But it's reality, and all of its 
associated mythologies.  
 
Our unwillingness or our inability to 
effectively come together, work 
together, that reality holds us back.  It 
prevents us from becoming what we 
could become.  It prevents us from 
finding common ground before we 
can find higher ground.  That reality 
retards our quality of life.  It retards 
our economic performance.  And if 
we're ever going to make it to higher 
ground, we have to summon anew  -- 
and I speak here mostly to myself, 
mostly to me  -- we must summon 
anew the courage, the patience, the 
strength, each of us and all of us, to 
forge on the smitty of our souls a new 
and as yet uncreated conscience for 
our new South.  Thank you.  
 
REPRESENTATIVE ELLIOTT:  
Thank you.  I'm from Arkansas, and 
already Arkansas has been mentioned 
twice.  That would be good were it 
not in this context probably.  First, I 
guess I should say thanks so much for 
even allowing me to be in North 
Carolina again, because I've spent 
more time in North Carolina than any 
other state other than Arkansas.  And 
that is because  -- and I promise you, 
I'm not pandering when I say this  -- 
because all of my friends who know 
me know I'm always saying North 
Carolina is our most nearly perfect 
state.  And here is why.  You have 
beaches, you have mountains, you 
have rivers.  And I have -- and 
wilderness that I love, and those are all 
the things I love to do.  I am forever 
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here in search of another river, 
another piece of land where there's 
not been feet, which is probably, you 
know, one of the major reasons I 
don't have hair because it's too 
difficult to have black woman's hair, 
and you don't know drama until 
you've experienced that.  It's too 
difficult to have black woman's hair 
and do all the things I love coming to 
North Carolina to do.  So I tell you 
that I really appreciate that.  
 
I can tell you just how Southern I am 
probably by telling you about my 
Uncle James.  Uncle James was a 
World War Two veteran.  He was one 
of those veterans who came back to 
Arkansas and who thought he would 
come back and be welcomed with 
open arms.  And unlike a lot of 
people, he didn't just stay and slog 
through all of the  -- what he called 
the segregation that just sucked the 
breath out of him.  
 
So what he did was move to 
Kalamazoo, Michigan.  Not only did 
Uncle James move, everybody in the 
family moved.  My grandmother and 
my grandfather, his brothers and 
sisters and everybody moved.  And 
they were very much in age, and 
especially my grandmother and 
grandfather.  And I had just been born 
when my family moved to Michigan at 
that time.  But when my mother and 
father's marriage dissolved, I moved 
back to Arkansas just about time to 
start first grade.  So that made me 
Arkansan through and through.  
 
But what I remember more than 
anything else, I remember this so 
vividly because we lived in a house 
that was on a dirt road, and I 

remember that red dirt getting on me. 
 And I said to my mother, I'm never 
going to be clean again.  And she 
looked at me and said, get the number 
three tub and get over it.  And that's 
basically what happened.  
 
But the thing I think that really says 
how Southern I am  -- although I pick 
and choose like multiple choice which 
of the Southern identifiers pertain to 
me.  But my uncle who by then  -- I 
was his favorite, everybody knew that. 
 And he said to me, you're smart, 
you've got good grades, you need to 
come North and go to school.  If 
you'll come to Michigan and go to 
college  -- I'm 17 years old now, and I 
grew up like a lot of you, didn't have 
squat, had no notion how I was going 
to get the money to go college.  He 
said, I'll pay for you to go to college 
anywhere you want to in Michigan.  I 
prefer you go to the University of 
Michigan, but I'll pay for you to go 
anywhere.  I'll buy you a car.  I'll pay 
for your apartment.  I'm 17 years old.  
I don't have anything.  You know, 
there are still three of us sleeping to a 
bed.  And somehow I said no, but I 
think I was thinking deep down inside, 
he's going to say, you know, okay, 
that's fine, I'll help you anyway.  He 
had said, if you stayed in the South, I 
won't help you.  And so -- but I had 
the fortitude and I had a Southerness 
about me at 17 to say no.  I just knew 
I needed to remain in the South, but I 
also kind of thought he was going to 
help me.  He did not.  He meant what 
he said.  I got not one dime from him, 
but it turned out okay.  Because I 
knew that for some reason  -- and it 
didn't have anything to do with 
anything that's an identifier for me 
right now  -- but I innately knew I 
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needed to be here.  So I stayed.  And 
needless to say, I made it through.  
 
And so why would anybody  -- you 
know, everything we've heard about 
the South today, you might wonder 
why would anybody want to be in 
politics in this climate?  You know, 
why would you do that of your own 
volition?  Well, in Arkansas, I also 
grew up next to the Louisiana line, 
and I loved the drama of the 
Louisiana politics.  But I was also 10 
years old when John -- when John 
Kennedy was running for the 
presidency.  And by then, I mean I 
would read the newspaper with my 
grandmother, and I was fascinated, 
fascinated with John Kennedy.  
 
And I just sensed that something was 
changing and it was due to politics.  I 
remember my teacher trying to teach 
me long math, long division math in 
the fourth grade, and I wanted to 
debate.  And finally she sent me to the 
principal's office and told the 
principal, who happened to be her 
husband, please teach this child 
something because she's getting in the 
way of everybody else's learning.  
 
But that taught me though, all the 
things growing up in the South taught 
me that as an African American 
woman, as a Southerner, and much, 
much of the time also being a very 
poor person, I never had the 
convenience of even thinking I was 
entitled to expect to get things to go 
my way.  And that's been a blessing.  
 
I never -- so I'm not apoplectic over 
the idea that I have to make deals with 
all kinds of people and figure out how 
to deal with the NASCAR crowd and 

why I need to know what's happening 
with King of the Hill and why I need 
to know about that fictitious Arling, 
Texas, and why on my radio my 
buttons are now tuned to every kind 
of station, not just the one where I 
listen to Tom Joyner.  
 
You know, I have always had to do 
that.  So it served me well in politics.  
But these things have come intuitively  
-- and I have to say this too, not as a 
plug, but because it's been reality for 
me for having any kind of success.  
When I was first elected to the 
Arkansas legislature, I don't even 
know where this invitation came from. 
 But for some reason I got an 
invitation from a group called the 
Center for Policy Alternatives.  And 
they said, we want you to come to DC 
to help you get prepared for the term, 
and we are especially concentrating on 
legislators who are term limited.  Well, 
we have the most severe term limits in 
the state  -- in the country, in 
Arkansas.  So I went, and I was a 
Flemming Fellow with the Center for 
Policy Alternatives.  
 
But this is what it did for me.  It kind 
of, if you will, codified what I knew 
intuitively and helped me learn how to 
use it.  Because what they do  -- and a 
lot of the training we need as 
progressives  -- what they do is help 
you learn how to find common 
ground and use this as a way of life.  
Not as happenstance.  So that has 
been immensely helpful to me.  
 
Now, when I start wanting to 
introduce something, I'm always 
mindful, you know, you and 50 other 
people have to get together.  I mean 
that is tough.  And in my legislature, 
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although we are 72 Democrats in the 
House and 28 Democrats in the 
Senate, that doesn't always translate 
into progressive folks.  So I have been 
so fortunate to come from the 
standpoint of, if you want to get 
something done, first thing you have 
to do is know you've got to work for 
it.  So I don't spin my wheels talking 
about how difficult it's going to be.  I 
just get with it.  
 
So there's three things that we're going 
to talk about, I'll touch on that real 
quickly as a background.  When it 
comes to culture, being one who is 
not the majority culture, long before I 
heard the word cultural competence, I 
already had it.  I had to have it.  And it 
always struck me that people didn't 
know about my culture, but I always 
had to learn about everybody's else 
culture.  That's a good thing.  What it 
does, it puts me ahead when people 
think that I'm not.  
 
You know, I have always been aware 
that there are people who look so 
differently from me and sound 
differently from me, but they are 
fantastic people because that's the way 
I always wanted somebody to see me. 
 I didn't care if they saw me as 
different.  I am different.  But that's  -- 
the differentness is what makes us, I 
think, a terrific country.  And I kind of 
mean it when I say it, you know, 
because I've had to live it.  
 
And when it comes to community, I -- 
you know, I remember growing up 
and reading about communism and 
thinking what a great idea.  
Communism.  I am not kidding, what 
a great idea because it is a great idea.  
It's just that it doesn't work very well.  

But it's a great idea.  But to me it was 
about community.  It was about 
community, and I always knew that 
we had to work very, very hard if we 
were going to be a community.  
 
And so when I was a school teacher, 
and I was for 31 years, and I worked 
at a school where there were students 
who were from parts that were very, 
very fundamentalist.  But I always let 
them know, I will be your teacher but 
I'm not here to proselytize, because I 
was absolutely comfortable that they 
would accept me into their community 
once they knew I was there to do my 
job and I could do it well.  And as a 
result of that, of course, then they 
wanted their kids to be in my class.  
 
So -- and last night  -- and I've got less 
than a minute here so I've got to go 
fast  -- David Pryor introduced me, 
and introduced me as one of those 
young persons, you know, that she's 
young, she's taught 31 years  -- that's 
because I'm not.  
 
But I just introduced legislation in 
Arkansas  -- this was the reason I was 
on the front page of the newspaper.  I 
just introduced legislation in this 
climate that would require the state of 
Arkansas to allow students who are 
undocumented to be able to go school 
in our state and pay instate tuition.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
And the most controversial part, and 
also get a scholarship.  And you ought 
to see my e-mail today.  Some of it's 
not too pretty, but some of it is.  But 
this is how I did that.  When I go back 
to what I said before about I've always 
had to work for it.  I don't have a 



  12 

 

sense of entitlement.  I spoke for this 
bill, but after I spoke, four white 
males stood up and spoke for this bill 
who were not going to.  
 
One African American male stood up 
and spoke, by the way who's a 
minister and he said things I could not 
say.  And one  -- and two females 
spoke for the bill, one black, one 
white.  All of this was not planned 
before we got there.  But it happened 
nevertheless.  But it's because I had 
worked with them, they knew my 
heart and they know me as the person 
who's about humanity, not about what 
your sexual orientation is, not about if 
you're labor or not labor.  But it's 
those kinds of things, I think if you 
recognize that to be right doesn't 
mean you have to be righteous about 
it.  And if you're willing to accept 
others and not just mouth it, it is 
possible, I think, to be successful in a 
nonprogressive environment.  
 
And the next thing you know, people 
are referring to themselves  -- people 
are saying to me, we did it.  That's 
great.  So now they're saying they're 
progressive.  Isn't that wonderful?  
Thank you.  I look forward to talking 
with you.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
MAYOR MARTINEZ:  Thank you 
very much.  Thank you for inviting 
me, but I have to confess to you that 
I've been confused for the past couple 
of days.  First of all, when I was 
invited, I was told that I was coming 
up North, because this is not the 
South.  The South is Miami.  And 
then when I get to the hotel, I'm 
putting my bags away and I'm 

listening and there's a conversation in 
Spanish.  And I say, where am I?  So I 
thought that I had come back to 
Miami and got into one of the hotels.  
 
The panel is about the change of the 
South.  You know, if anything for me 
to say to you is that, first of all, do not 
despair because change is here.  When 
you hear the numbers of what's 
happening in the population, change is 
here.  
 
And I remember when I started in 
politics, before John was born, in my 
community of Hialeah, we had the 
same situation.  And I first ran for 
office in 1977, and I got elected, and 
we told the mayor at the time that 
change was coming.  And four years 
later, I beat him out of office.  And 
that's when real change began in our 
community.  
 
We need to -- and I've heard a lot of 
the panelists talk about, you know, the 
progressiveness and what we need to 
do.  And rather than being someone 
that is academic, I always say that 
whenever I finish with politics, I 
probably want to go maybe teach a 
course in practical politics.  Let me tell 
you something, that what you need to 
be able to do as an elected official  -- 
and I have run 10 times and never 
lost.  
 
And in my community, Cuban 
American community in Miami, if 
you're not a Republican, you're an 
outcast .  But those same individuals 
that vote Republican consistently and 
are registered Republican keep voting 
for me.  And the Republican party has 
tried to oust me out of office.  They've 
done everything possible to get me 
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out of office and they have not been 
able to.  And it's because I connect 
with the voters.  Sometimes elected 
officials depend too much on polls 
and depend too much on who tells 
them what to do.  You got to have it 
inside you.  You've got to be able to 
connect with the electorate.  You've 
got to be able to go to the churches 
and speak to them with the truth even 
though they might not agree with you 
all the time.  And some of the 
questions that were asked here today 
do not have a black or white answer, 
because if you look at life 1 percent is 
white, 1 percent is black, 98 percent is 
gray.  
 
And what happens with those 
progressive thinkers, which is nothing 
but liberal in disguise, as they said last 
night, is that we want to ask ourselves 
a question and if we don't answer 
what they want to hear, they 
immediately become opposed to us.  
Instead of understanding and saying, 
why are they saying this, we start 
attacking ourselves.  And one of the 
other things that I've always said is, 
why, if we have a better agenda, a 
more humanistic agenda, if we care 
about the community, why is it that 
we are getting beat up?  Why cannot 
we express that agenda in that 
30-second commercial that they now 
have?  And that's something that we 
all will have to think about because it's 
not only what we think is good but 
how do we convey that message that it 
is good for them, not good for us.  
 
As Congressman Meek indicated, his 
kids are not going to have any 
problems, my kids are not going to 
have any problems.  But does that 
mean that I have to forget my roots, 

that I have to forget that my parents 
brought me to the United States of 
America in 1960 with $100 in their 
pocket?  That we had to struggle?  
Does that mean that now that I have a 
job, that I have a retirement, that I 
have benefits, that I have to forget 
those that are coming up?  That I 
cannot or should not think about 
those people that are cleaning the 
rooms like we did when we first came?  
 
You can't forget your roots.  And 
what's happening to this part of the 
United States, which you call the 
South, is that you're going to have the 
migration from the North, people 
coming from the North, coming back 
to this area, and also the immigration 
from the South and from the West.  
And that's where the changes are 
going to be, you'll see the changes.  
But with that, you're going to get a lot 
of resistance from what is being called 
the Old South.  Because they're seeing 
what's happening in other parts.  Not 
only because of Hispanics or people 
of other colors or whatever.  It's the 
traffic, the condominium, and 
everything else that goes along with 
progress.  
 
So when you're talking about you-all 
got the jobs that we lost because of 
the cheap labor, because we were not 
willing to work in those factories 
anymore, the factories that my mother 
and my relatives had to work years ago 
in the South, came up here because of 
that.  And until we start realizing that 
when we talk about global, not only 
are we talking global meaning the 
world, we need to really talk about 
being united as one within our own 
country.  
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And we have allowed the other side to 
take over the agenda.  If I criticize the 
president, I am un-American.  I don't 
deserve to have been allowed to be an 
American citizen.  Well, different than 
him, I had to swear allegiance to 
become an American.  He just 
happened to be born here.  And that's 
a big difference.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
If we talk about the lies and the 
nontruth that they talk all the time, 
they immediately say that we need to 
protect our borders.  They'll change 
the conversation.  They'll go to the 
theme that creates fear in our 
communities.  They talk about 
homeland security.  That is the biggest 
farce that there's ever been in this 
country.  Don't you let them make you 
believe that we're safer today than we 
were in 2001.  Because we're not.  
 
I happen to run the city that I'm in.  
Not only am I the political mayor, 
kissing babies and old ladies, I also 
have to manage the city.  And when 
they tell you about all these monies 
that are going for homeland security, 
it's baloney.  They're telling you, we'll 
send you $200,000 and this is how you 
spend it and this is the companies you 
got to buy the products from.  Then 
when they talk about homeland 
security, the Congressman and I know 
and the people that live in Florida 
know, almost every day there's 20 or 
30 Cubans coming in a raft to this 
country.  
 
Luckily those people are looking for 
freedom, they're looking for work.  
Because if they were terrorists, this 
year alone we would have had over 

2,000 or 3,000 terrorists come into 
this country.  So don't let them kid 
you.  
 
But what we need to do is to engage 
them.  They're not -- they don't have 
more values than I do.  They're not 
more religious than I am.  They're no 
better than I am.  But if we don't 
engage them, we lose because we have 
given it up.  Thank you.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
PROFESSOR SIMPKINS:  Before 
we start to take your questions, I have 
one question for Representative 
Elliott.  We've talked about practical 
politics and we've talked about the 
racial nature of the South.  And I 
understand last night when you were 
telling me about the bill that you got 
passed, you mentioned frames and 
how frames were important.  
 
Can you talk a little bit about what you 
meant and how you use frames in 
order to accomplish this? 
 
REPRESENTATIVE ELLIOTT:  
Yes.  Because when I got ready to 
introduce this bill, I was kind of on an 
island alone, you might say.  And most 
-- none of our House, I think, had 
even put this bill on their radar 
because the assumption was it was 
never going to get past committee.  
And I must say that was not a bad 
assumption, and that was really pretty 
safe.  
 
But I had determined that I was going 
to frame this issue in a way that 
people couldn't say no.  And I thought 
about this very carefully.  And I 
should -- I said, I know, I taught 
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language and composition for years 
and years, and rhetoric.  And if I think 
about this, I know how to use words 
enough I can do this.  So I, first of all, 
studied the issue very, very, very 
carefully and anticipated the other's 
questions.  Remember, I'm pretty 
familiar with other people's culture 
because I've had to be.  
 
So what I decided to do was make 
sure people who wanted to talk about 
illegal aliens, every time, before they 
even got their mouths open, I always 
started the conversation with, this is a 
bill I want to talk to you about 
families and children, children and 
families.  That's what I said every time 
we talked about the bill.  
 
Every time somebody asked me a 
question about illegal aliens, I never 
responded to that.  I would go right 
back to children and families, children 
and families.  To the point that when 
the bill was presented in committee, 
and I am the chair of the education 
committee, and so I asked my chair -- 
my vice chair to make sure that I knew 
who was going to speak against the 
bill, who was going to speak for and 
against the bill before I went to 
present it, and I did.  
 
And so when I got the list, and I saw 
that there was nobody who had come 
forth and signed up, I wanted to make 
sure that they did not speak up.  So 
when I gave the presentation, I started 
off talking about this is a bill about 
families and children, families and 
children.  Every time I told the story, I 
always went back to, this is about a 
child.  And I know there were people 
in the room who intended to speak 
against the bill, but they didn't come 

forward because by then to have come 
forward would have been to come 
forward and speak against a child.  
 
And I could easily have gotten into an 
argument of whether or not this was a 
bill about illegal aliens and I would 
have lost.  And the same thing 
happened on the floor.  And I think 
that's really important to -- and it 
sounds like a simple, simple thing, but 
I had to work very hard to keep the 
conversation focused in a way that I 
actually made it about family values.  
Because I even -- you know, if you 
know the issue well enough, you know 
that there are  -- there may be a 
worker here, maybe even in this hotel, 
who is here legally, but might have 
brought his family with him later on 
because he just can't stand seeing his 
family, you know, only two or three 
times a year.  And those children may 
now be undocumented.  
 
So I posed the question of who 
among us would be willing to try to 
live family values and live without 
your families?  How many of you 
would do that?  Or would not want to 
have your children with you?  So it 
was a -- I did that, and I also framed it 
in terms of something the mayor said. 
 I also talked about why it's good for 
you from the economic development 
standpoint.  And those two things 
really just cut off a lot of the -- a lot of 
naysayers.  Even though they wanted 
to say something, they did not.  
 
And by the way, the picture that was 
on the front of the newspaper?  There 
was a person who was congratulating 
me, I guess it was, over my shoulder, 
there was a white male's head right 
over my shoulder, and I'm patting him 
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like  -- it looks like something from a 
(inaudible) from a long time ago but it 
was a head of a white male who was in 
a congratulatory moment, but I 
thought that was so symbolic of what 
we can do when we, when we steer 
the conversation.  And this was not a 
man who intended to be on my 
shoulder, but he was there.  
 
PROFESSOR SIMPKINS:   All right. 
 Let's open it up for questions.  
 
MR. LESLIE MCLEMORE:  I'm 
Leslie McLemore from Jackson, 
Mississippi, member of the Jackson 
City Council.  And I grew up in the 
Delta too, Professor Griffin.  I'm 
struck by short-term and long-term.  
The consultants that we had in the 
panel this morning, are they still here? 
 Any of them still here?  Did they 
leave?  Oh, one is here.  The 
moderator.  So I'm glad the moderator 
heard you, Larry, and maybe you 
know him.  Okay.  So you-all can talk. 
 But that's short-term.  I mean it's  -- 
how can you get somebody elected 
president as opposed to looking at the 
long-term issues?  
 
So when you spoke about culture and 
race as if they were sort of miles apart, 
you know, clearly the panel this 
morning didn't get it and didn't 
understand.  But clearly if you are 
short-term and you are being paid to 
get somebody elected, that's exactly 
what you do, but you're concerned 
about what happens 10, 20 years 
downstream.  
 
But my question to you, Professor 
Griffin, is, this Old South, is the Old 
South getting older or is it getting 
younger?  Because you said the 

lingering Old South, and I'm trying to 
figure out, is it actually getting older or 
is it getting younger and how do we 
deal with that in such a way as to deal 
with the issue of race and culture.  
Thank you.  
 
PROFESSOR GRIFFIN:  I think 
that's an extraordinarily good 
question, and I've done a bit of work 
in looking at the degree to which age 
is a moderator for these sorts of racial 
attitudes and some racial actions.  On 
the one hand, there is reason to 
believe in real genuine progress.  The 
students that I taught here and where 
I've taught previously at Vanderbilt 
certainly have more progressive and 
more humane understandings of race 
than I did at their age.  There is no 
doubt about that.  
 
Simultaneously, I do not sense a great 
willingness on their part to implement 
those understandings in national 
policy or in personal relations, 
meaning, I think -- I think they're 
substantially less bigoted, but they're 
not particularly interested in moving 
forward in terms of concrete policies 
to redistribute wealth, from the racial 
haves to the racial have-nots or to 
open doors that they themselves 
believe ought to be theirs.  So I'm 
ambivalent.  
 
MR. ADAM SASLOW:  My name is 
Adam Saslow.  I'm from Atlanta, 
Georgia.  And in the last 24 hours I've 
been struggling with an issue and may 
need  -- my name is Adam Saslow.  
I'm from Atlanta, Georgia.  And since 
I got here a day or so ago, I've been 
struggling, and like many of us, I 
think.  So this is kind of a question for 
everybody and whoever wants to pick 
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it up.  
 
I guess I'm struck by some of the 
things that I've heard.  For example, if 
we don't agree with the president, 
we're un-American.  If we think that 
the war in Iraq is wrong, we don't 
support our troops.  These are the 
arguments that we hear in the public 
domain.  If you're an 
environmentalist, you're against 
growth and you're against jobs.  And 
throughout the last 24 hours we've 
heard that it's an imperative, a moral 
imperative to engage in dialogue and 
to engage in discourse.  
 
So my question to you folks is, how 
do we engage in this dialogue and 
discourse in an era of intolerance?  
 
MAYOR MARTINEZ:  By fighting 
back.  By calling in the radio talk 
shows.  By calling the newspaper, by 
writing e-mails, by standing up.  I tell 
you what was going on in my 
community during the last election.  
People would come to me and say, 
Mayor, I'm going to vote for John 
Kerry.  And I say, why are you saying 
it to me in a whisper?  It was funny 
because one day I was having dinner 
with Cam at Versities (ph), which is 
the typical restaurant in Miami.  Every 
politician that runs in Miami, every 
affluent politician, comes to Versities 
because they want to have a shot of 
the Cuban coffee.  And you should 
see their faces when they put it in their 
mouth.  That's like for me to come up 
to the central part of the country and 
say, let me have some moonshine, you 
know.  
 
People were afraid.  People were 
afraid.  We cannot be afraid of the 

country of freedom.  We have to 
engage them, whether it's in a -- in a 
supermarket or whether it's in a park 
or anywhere.  We need to be able not 
just to back away and say, I want to be 
a good neighbor and back away, 
because they don't back away.  They 
lie consistently, they lie and lie and lie 
and lie.  And it gets to the point that 
that lie becomes truth.  It's that, you 
know, if you want to start a rumor in 
this corner, and the rumor goes 
around the room, by the time it gets 
back here, I believe that that's the 
truth.  So I'm now saying it like if it 
was something that was true.  We 
need to be able to engage them, not 
only ourselves and I'm saying myself 
as an elected official, which I do all 
the time.  I don't keep quiet.  But also 
the people in Congress.  
 
I remember that after 9/11 I met with 
then-minority leader, or the leader, 
Dick Gephardt.  And you know, he 
was telling me about all this stuff 
because I thought I was going to run 
for Congress and whatever.  And I 
said, look, let's cut down to the chase. 
 Why aren't you engaging the 
president more?  Well, you know, I 
have a constituency, I have some 
Congress people on this side of the 
aisle, I've got some other Congress 
people within our own party.  
Everybody was looking for cover.  
Everybody's looking for the 
reelection.  They're not looking to say 
what is right or what at least we think 
is right.  They're just looking for 
reelection.  
 
And you heard it from  -- I could 
almost say my son because I've known 
him since he was a very, very bad 
child, and he was, he was terrible.  
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Don't let him kid you.  
 
REPRESENTATIVE MEEK:  Please 
don't tell them that you're my father.  
 
MAYOR MARTINEZ:  We kind of 
look alike.  But he will tell you, he's 
got to be telling people continuously, I 
love the armed forces, I respect the 
armed forces.  You know, of course 
we love them, of course we appreciate 
them, of course we feel sorry for them 
being there.  They shouldn't be there.  
But we're afraid because the pundits, 
that liberal media on Fox News, they'll 
take it around and change it.  
 
They don't ask me to appear because 
when I engage on debate, I don't 
pussy around.  I go for the throat, go 
for the jugular.  That's how you win.  
That's how you win.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
The Congressman knows.  He doesn't 
have any relationship with our 
Governor.  Neither do I.  The 
Governor doesn't want to get in the 
same room with me because I go to 
his throat.  What is he going to do to 
me?  Take the citizenship away?  You 
know, I've got a couple of countries 
that would take me.  
 
MR. CLINTON:  I want to come at 
that question from a different point of 
view, and part of the reason has to do 
with what I get paid to do for a living, 
which is balance those governors and 
fine things that both sets will do.  So 
I'm not going to talk about how you 
win a political debate and I don't do 
that.  
 
I think what I want to talk about is 

how you win  -- how you improve a 
community.  How do you do that?  
Because I care more about that 
ultimately.  And I think that to -- I 
don't think that most Southerners get 
up in the morning and say, you know, 
I'm feeling so conservative today, I 
think I'm going to get up and do 
something conservative just to show 
how conservative I am.  I don't think 
people walk around with that label.  
The average person, in the average 
community.  
 
The label comes when you've got to 
make a decision on an election.  And 
most people go do the best thing they 
can do, based on feelings more than 
facts. And that's the reality.  So how 
do we change our communities?  How 
do we address all of these issues, aside 
from electing public officials, which 
we clearly need to do.  And I think 
that there we need to move beyond 
the labels.  There we don't need to 
come with a conservative idea or a 
liberal idea or a regressive idea or a 
progressive idea.  We need to come up 
with an effective idea, something that 
works and where we can measure how 
it works and how it will improve 
people's lives.  
 
And if we do that, I think we can 
engage people at the community level. 
 People who are not as concerned 
about labels and are not concerned 
about winning a debate.  They're 
concerned about improving the 
quality of life in their community.  
And I think we need to build better 
habits and skills on consensus building 
in communities.  Consensus 
decision-making.  Grass roots 
involvement, people making decisions 
at the community level based on 
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involving everyone in the community, 
listening to everyone's challenges, 
engaging everyone.  
 
Politicians will follow that.  They will 
move with the community.  I think 
our larger task is to move the 
community.  
 
PROFESSOR GRIFFIN:  If I may 
very quickly, by  -- I was shaking my 
head, not because I thought the 
premise was incorrect.  I thought it 
was a devastating question.  So it was 
like, oh, heavens, what do we say to 
that question?  
 
PROFESSOR JESSE WHITE: Jesse 
White from UNC Chapel Hill.  The 
mayor's passionate portrayal, which I 
think is accurate of sort of this 
Kafkaesque world we live in in terms 
of how the political debate has been 
Shanghaied and new language created 
and in many ways big lies told.  
Reminds me to recall that one of the 
three sponsors of this program today 
is the UNC Program on Southern 
Politics, Media and Public Life, my 
good friend and colleague Ferrel 
Guillory.  
 
So my question to the panel, which is 
something we really hadn't heard 
much today, is what is the changing 
role of the media in helping us craft a 
progressive agenda?  There's certainly 
been a lot of changes of it in my 
lifetime, but I would love to know the 
perspective of any of the panelists and 
what we can do about it to improve it.  
 
MAYOR MARTINEZ:  That's very, 
very difficult to answer.  I don't know 
if Hodding Carter's still around.  I 
wish that he would have been the 

publisher of the Miami Herald rather 
than be the president of the Knight 
Foundation because there's a perfect 
example.  The newspaper was a great 
newspaper when they would publish 
what I would say were neutral things.  
But then they started pandering to the 
right.  And I have to buy the Sunset, 
you know, which is the newspaper in 
upper Broward, to really know what's 
going on in the world.  And you take 
the news, it's totally slanted, and 
they're afraid because they might lose 
readership in the community.  
 
What I think has happened  -- and I've 
seen many publishers come and go  -- 
and the Herald they've always been 
after politicians, and I've always 
beaten them including the last one 
when that was leaving before I do.  
The problem has been that for 40 
years the extreme right has been 
attacking the media as being liberal.  
And then they started saying, well, 
maybe we need to go a little bit to the 
center, without us realizing that the 
right was Shanghaiing  the media and 
controlling the media.  
 
And today, even in those channels, 
CNN, even people that work in the 
Democratic administration, they try to 
be fair, they try to be balanced.  Now 
when you get only one side in two or 
three other stations, and then you are 
fair in one or two others, what do you 
think's going to happen?  People are 
going to believe what they're being 
told continuously.  Whether it's true 
or not.  And the latest example is the 
famous book that this guy put out, 
Wehd.  Here's the president that was 
attacking Al Gore for drug usage, 
here's a president whose life began at 
42.  He's the only person that was 
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born at 42.  You know.  You-all kid, 
yeah.  So we cannot know about his 
past.  He can attack everybody else's 
past, but we can't touch his.  And now 
that he has been exposed  -- and I 
don't know whether he did it or not  -- 
well, this guy's a traitor, this guy's 
committing treason to the Bush 
family.  And that's what's happening.  
You will see that fade away because 
the media is afraid.  Why?  Because 
now the media is not independent 
anymore.  CBS is owned by Viacom.  
NBC is owned by General Electric.  
ABC is owned by Disney.  And who 
controls Wall Street?  The Saudis.  
That's the truth.  And who's going to 
control banking in the United States?  
The Chinese.  And that's the truth.  
And they'll tell you, oh, we don't tell 
him what to do editorially  -- oh, come 
on.  You believe in Santa Claus.   
 
REPRESENTATIVE ELLIOTT:  All 
righty then.  Two things on that 
question  -- well, I guess maybe three 
because the first one I realize is there 
is not a great deal I can do about the 
media itself.  But one of the things 
that has happened, we don't exactly 
have a liberal media in Little Rock, 
Arkansas.  So I think we have some 
control though as progressives to be 
patient and just continue to do and do 
and do the right thing.  Stop   -- you 
know, not just talk about it, but 
actually demonstrate it.  Because 
sometimes you know the question that 
was asked about, how do we -- how 
do we engage the other side?  One of 
the mistakes I think we make about 
anything is we will try it one -- a time 
or two, and if it doesn't work, we just 
go away.  
 
You know, suppose other folks who 

have made tremendous differences in 
this country, because they were not 
successful the first 10 times they tried, 
they quit.  And so because we're not 
being real successful with mainstream 
media doesn't mean that we should 
not continue to just do and do and do 
and say the right things.  For example, 
in the media market in Little Rock, 
Arkansas, they do  -- our newspaper 
does a horrible thing.  They name like 
the 10 best and the 10 worst.  You 
know, what do you think -- what do 
you think I was on that list last term?  
10 best, 10 worse.  I was on their 10 
best.  Because I just simply have not 
paid them any attention, and the 
people know who me, the people 
know by my example and by what I 
do that I'm not a bad person, that I'm 
a good person and so does that 
newspaper.  
 
Now, there's somebody that didn't 
always say good things about me, but 
that's not the point.  The point is that 
they said bad things about me didn't 
mean that I changed who I was and 
what I was doing.  And the second 
thing that I think is important about 
the media, I think we have a 
responsibility as progressives to help 
people think about and understand 
that there are other sources out there. 
 And I don't refer to them as 
alternative sources because that would 
be to suggest they're less than  -- do 
you watch Link TV?  Do you watch 
the BBC?  Do you read the Ugly 
Reader?  Do you read Mother Jones?  
Most -- and The Nation, that's exactly 
right.  Most of the people that we are 
trying to engage and that we want to 
be progressive don't even know those 
publications exist.  But we never help 
them know that they exist as well.  
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And so I just concede I can't do 
anything about the conservative 
media.  But I can do something about 
being the example that I know is the 
right thing to do.  And not ever -- I 
have  -- maybe it comes from teaching 
school, but I have the patience of Job 
and I am just simply not deterred by 
what they do.  I'm not responsible for 
them.  But I do think we have a huge 
responsibility to help our constituents 
know that there are other places out 
there, and the Internet as well, where 
you can get -- you can get good 
information.  
 
MS. LAUREN GLENN:  My name is 
Lauren Glenn, and I also work for the 
William Winter Institute for Racial 
Reconciliation in Oxford, Mississippi. 
 Dr.  Griffin, you said earlier that we 
do live in a culture of race in the 
South.  And yet today we've heard 
from so many of these political 
speakers that race is a very divisive 
issue and not to focus on race when 
one is focusing on the next election, 
and if you do focus on race you're 
going to lose the white moderates that 
we're looking to bring over to the 
progressive agenda.  
 
So if that's true and if race is such a 
divisive issue and yet we work in these 
communities in Mississippi where, you 
know, we see the Mississippi is still 
dominated by a culture of race, then 
where does race fit into the 
progressive agenda?  And that's my 
question.  
 
MR. CLINTON:  I have to say, again, 
I think that there may be, for my way 
of thinking, too much faith in existing 
leadership.  I don't think our challenge 
is to change the hearts of people who 

have been elected to office, based on 
what -- based on who they have been. 
 I think our challenge is to change 
what's going on in communities and 
to redefine that debate so that we 
choose better leaders.  So we choose 
leaders that are responsive to all of us. 
 We always end up getting the leaders 
that we deserve.  Well, maybe not 
always.  I'll rephrase that.  We often 
get the leaders that we deserve.  We 
often elect the people that the 
majority of us in fact want to elect.  
 
So if we're going to change that, we 
have to change what's going on in that 
conversation among us.  I think the -- 
our challenge is not so much who our 
leaders are now, but who we want 
them to be and how we're going to go 
about making that true.  
 
PROFESSOR GRIFFIN:  Very 
quickly.  First, thank you for being in 
Mississippi doing that.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
And I have absolutely no answer to 
your question.  But I do believe not 
raising race will not make it go away.  
I can be wrong and my heart says one 
thing and my head the other.  And I 
hope that my heart is right, but my 
head says no.  I believe when this 
nation, and particularly this region, 
talks about taxes, we're talking about 
race.  When we talk about spending, 
we're talking about race.  When we 
talk about family values, we're talking 
about race.  When we talk about jobs, 
when we talk about fairness, I think 
we're talking about race.  And that 
means not talking about race means 
simply that we're not saying what we 
are already saying.  
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REPRESENTATIVE ELLIOTT:  I 
think that race fits into the progressive 
discussion kind of in a stealthy way 
because it is difficult to be a 
progressive and talk about race if 
you're not living what you're talking 
about.  And somebody mentioned 
earlier, posed the questions, where do 
you live and where do your kids go to 
school, and with whom do you 
socialize?  If you don't have credibility, 
if you can't speak about race and look 
at yourself with social authenticity, 
you know, you just don't need to be 
talking about it because nobody's 
going to believe you.  
 
One of the things I have been very, 
very careful to do, not because I want 
to be a politician, but because it is 
core to what I am.  I live by design in 
an integrated neighborhood.  If I'm in 
a room with a group of African 
Americans, I will not tolerate from 
African Americans the putting down 
of another group just because we're 
the only people in the room.  I will 
not do it.  And it upsets some of my 
friends when I do that.  But I think as 
a progressive I have got to be true to 
myself, that I know when I open my 
mouth  -- and I will say this.  I do talk 
about race, but I never speak about 
race in a way that I get into 
confrontations with people where I'm 
not believable because people know 
me and they know how I live.  And 
they know when I talk about race, I'm 
talking about race, not in a way of 
pointing fingers, but to reach 
resolution.  And if all you want to do 
is talk about race and say it's bad and 
it's in the room and it's awful, then of 
course, it's going to be a conversation 
that's divisive.  But it doesn't have to 

be.  
 
If you come to a conversation with 
resolution in mind instead of blame, 
and most of the times we come to the 
discussion with blame in mind and it 
gets us nowhere.  
 
MS. SARAH BROWN:  Hi.  I'm 
Sarah Brown from Greenville, South 
Carolina, and I work for the 
Greenville News.  I just have a quick 
question for you guys.  I'm kind of 
getting panicky because it's the last 
panel and this is called the New 
Strategies for Southern Progress.  And 
I've got a notebook full of problems.  
Seriously, I've been voraciously taking 
notes since yesterday.  And I'm really 
upset about the state of the South, and 
I really haven't seen a clear strategy 
coming out of this panel.  So I was 
wondering  -- and it's not criticism  -- 
that is, I hope that in the next few 
minutes we can really, really approach 
things in a positive manner and talk 
about strategies and it's not just 
problems.  
 
REPRESENTATIVE ELLIOTT:  
Let me give an answer to your 
question and I don't mean this 
flippantly at all, but I think that 
question is kind of central to what is 
really a part of our problem.  As you 
know, you mentioned problems.  
Because I don't know that I came to 
this session thinking I was going to go 
away with solutions because it is the 
first session we have done here.  And 
so that while I have absolute sympathy 
with your desire to have some answers 
and -- but that's part of what I see as 
our problem.  Remember the 
conservatives are in charge because 
they toiled for years and years and 
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years to find the answer.  
 
I don't know that I'll have the answer. 
 I know some things I've done as a 
politician and as a person have worked 
such as  -- and here's some things that 
I think are useful, but I don't posit 
these as the answers.  
 
The first thing I think we need to do 
is not just pretend we have respect for 
the other side but genuinely respect 
the other side.  Learn about the other 
side and talk to them as if they should 
be spoken to as dignified people.  For 
example, now, we've talked today 
about the lottery and whether or not 
the lottery is a good or bad thing.  
And I just have to say this because I 
argue with my friends about this all 
the time.  Some people in this room 
legitimately say the lottery is a bad idea 
because it will just use poor people.  I 
just find that so incredibly offensive to 
say that.  Because what it suggests is 
that if you are poor you don't have the 
ability to decide how you want to 
spend your money, even though you 
worked harder for your money than 
everybody else did.  
 
So to me, that is talking down and 
demeaning.  And I bring that up 
because I think it's also the way 
sometimes we can talk about the 
people on the other side in the 
conservative movement.  So if we 
can't start out from a point of respect 
and  -- you know, listen to that 
country song.  You know, do you 
really know what NASCAR stands 
for?  You know, those kind of things.  
 
When you talk with people, do you 
just require them just to listen to you 
or do you actually listen to them?  

And do you understand that in spite 
of their looking totally different from 
you there really is some common 
ground that you can find.  And I think 
it is a difficult, difficult thing to do.  
But in the end, I think we must 
absolutely look at this as a human 
issue.  And if we ever just start 
looking at everybody else as a human 
and, you know, recognize race and all 
that's part of it, but start thinking, 
what can we do to find common 
ground, I think is what we absolutely 
have to do.  
 
But I don't think that's the total 
answer because I'm sure there are 
answers out there I will discover the 
minute I shut up and tomorrow that, 
you know, I can't even iterate to you 
today, but I think patience is in order 
here.  
 
MR. CLINTON:  I wanted to  -- I 
guess my answers would fall into two 
interpretations of the question.  If the 
question is, what are the strategies to 
win elections and pursue a particular 
agenda, then those questions are for 
the political people to answer and that 
was  -- this morning's consultants can 
give you all the wrong answers for 
that.  But if the question is, how do 
we improve communities, how do we 
do that?  How do we build quality of 
life in the South, I don't think any of 
those are mysteries.  I think that MDC 
and the Winter Center and Southern 
Growth and Southern Arts Federation 
and the Council of the Southern 
Community and half a dozen other 
organizations I can think of without 
even working at it have been 
developing those strategies and they 
are out there.  They're available.  Our 
Web site is full of them.  
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The question is, where's the political 
will?  Do we have the political will to 
embrace change at that level and to 
make the kinds of differences that we 
hope to make?   
 
MAYOR MARTINEZ:  If you want 
instant gratification.  As a Cuban, I 
would tell you, let's start a revolution.  
That's  -- we can start right now.  But 
I think that what makes us different 
than them is that we have been able to 
be here for two days and discuss all 
kinds of diverse opinion.  And from 
here, you know, hopefully we are -- 
we have all learned from the 
discussions.  If it was them, it would 
be like a cult, everybody has to follow 
the line.  They'll send you the script in 
the morning and they'll all repeat the 
same thing over and over and over 
again.  
 
And in deference to my friend here, if 
you want to have better communities, 
get better elected officials, because 
they'll make the difference.  
 
PROFESSOR SIMPKINS:  I'm 
getting the wrap-up sign, so I think 
that's a great subject to close on.  That 
this is really the beginning of a 
conversation, and that conversation 
will continue.  Tomorrow we'll talk 
about more concrete strategies that we 
can use to make this a Better South.  
And with that, I'll close our panel.  I'd 
like to thank our panelists. 
 
(Applause.) 
 
MR. GUILLORY:  I too would like to 
thank the panel and all of the panelists 
who were here today.  We're going to 
break in just a few moments.  Alys 

Campaigne has been listening to all of 
you and would like to  -- I'd like to call 
her up to summarize and to try to 
bring our conversations to a 
conclusion.  And then I'm going to 
come back here and we're going to go 
have some fun.  Thanks.  
 
MAYOR MARTINEZ:  I was only 
kidding about the revolution.  
 
MS. ALYS CAMPAIGNE:  It's a 
tough job to stay between both the 
bar and the revolution plot that's 
happening in here.  So I'll be very 
brief.  So I just really want to take time 
to thank you and to say just a couple 
of things.  When work on the 
conference began, we made a pretty 
deliberate decision to explore both the 
policies and the specific nuts and bolts 
of what kinds of things we could do 
to tackle the South's current 
challenges, but we also did want to 
talk more about what the progressive 
narrative might be that could help to 
bind these policies and policies more 
tightly.  And there was a reason for 
that.  And that's because we were 
thinking that outside of Washington, 
you know, Americans really aren't 
thinking in terms of policies and 
proposals and programs, and instead 
they're thinking about the goals that 
we have for ourselves, the goals we 
have for our families and the obstacles 
that we need to overcome in order to 
reach those goals.  And that's true 
everywhere, of course, and it's 
especially true here in the South.  And 
that's why at this moment we're 
convinced that what progressives need 
to offer isn't really a laundry list of 
new government initiatives.  Instead 
it's a clearer vision of the kind of 
America that we see.  And it's a nation 
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where families join together to lift 
each other up, a nation where no one's 
left on the outside looking in and 
where everybody has a seat at the table 
and an opportunity to try to make our 
dreams come true.  
 
That's the vision that we as 
progressives can begin to offer.  It's a 
story that we can begin to tell.  And I 
really am so grateful for all of your 
participation here because the 
conversations we've had, I believe, 
have really moved us forward in this 
endeavor.  And I particularly want to 
thank a lot of questions that have 
come up here because it's true that we 
haven't found all of the answers here 
today and I don't think that it would 
be possible to do it in a one-day, 
two-day or probably a ten-day 
conference.  But what we heard from 
you is that we really need to dig 
deeper and look at some of the things 
that we talked about like, how will we 
strengthen the right to organize in the 
new economy, how can we address 
the concerns of not just the NASCAR 
lovers among us, but also the full and 
diverse multicultural community that 
we live in and how can we better tap 
the talents of the kind of innovators 
of the future that we heard about 
today, this afternoon.  
 
So I hope that many of you, as John 
was saying, can come tomorrow and 
join us for the discussion about the 
Center for a Better South that's 
committed to furthering the 
development of these new 
approaches.  And for our part, I want 
to tell you that we're committed at the 
Center for American Progress to 
doing what we can and doing what it 
takes to build on the conversations 

that have begun here and to take a lot 
of the learning from these kind of 
conversations back to Washington to 
help shape the discussion back home, 
which is also a critical piece of this 
dialogue.  
 
We are in fact planning a series of 
get-togethers like these throughout the 
country.  But the bottom line here is, 
if we're going to be successful, 
whether it's here in the South or 
anywhere elsewhere, we would need 
more than your best wishes in this and 
indeed what we really need is your 
best ideas and to keep these kinds of 
conversations going.  And so with that 
I will turn back to Ferrel who can 
bring us closer to the Old Well room 
and the  cocktail that is deserved for 
all of your participation here today.  
 
(Applause.) 
 
MR. GUILLORY:  John, thank you 
for coming, being a force behind 
pushing us here.  Andy.  I hope in the 
further conversations that Alys spoke 
about that we have already set a high 
standard.  This has been a wonderful 
turnout.  I can't speak for the whole 
university, but from my little pod of it, 
you have honored us by your presence 
in such great numbers.  And now 
we're going to continue the 
conversation in a more relaxed and 
personal atmosphere.  The Old Well 
room, you turn left and you go down 
the hall and you just sort of bear left.  
It's the room with the kind of the 
sunken dance floor.  It's a very 
gorgeous room actually.  And we will 
have some time for food and drink 
and conversation.  And thank you 
very much for being here.  It's been a 
pleasure.  
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