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No Longer the Opposition,
GOP Must Offer a Vision

To paraphrase retired Vice Adm.
James Stockdale's question in the
1992 vice presidential debate,

"Who are we, and why are we here?"
Republicans must answer that

question soon, for the solid gains they
posted in the November elections have
put them in control of Congress. And
America will want to know who they
are, and what they stand for, and why
they are here.

Once, they knew the answers. In the
1980s, they were Reagan Republicans.
The message of lower taxes, increased
personal freedom and restrained gov
ernment swept them into the White
House in three consecutive elections,
helped carry the Senate for the first
time in a generation, narrowed the
Democratic m^ority in the House, and
propelled hundreds of Republicans to
power at the state and local levels.

But in the 1990s, the revolution fal
tered. The 1990 budget deal and Pres
ident Bush's abandonment of his
pledge against tax increases deprived
the Republican Pai'ty of its fundamen
tal message and the trust of its con
stituencies. The party forgot what it
was and what it stood for. Ushered out
by a stalled economy and a third-party
candidate, the Republicans once again
were in the wilderness. The emerging
Republican m^ority, first spotted a
decade earlier by pseudo-Republican
political analyst Kevin Phillips, be
came a majority without a cause.

Republicans entered the 1994
midterm elections buoyed by the fail
ures ofthe Clinton presidency and un-
precedented cynicism toward the
Democratic Congress. But Republi
cans will be mistaken if they read their
success on election day as a mandate
for Republican leadership, just as Bill
Clinton was woefully mistaken to read
his 43-percent plurality as a mandate
to return the country to the welfare-
state policies of the sixties.
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By Pete du Font

lb regain the confidence of the con
servative majority and earn the right
to govern. Republicans must offer a
vision that builds upon the basic
beliefs of the majority of Americans:
distrust of an expanding welfare state
and confidence in the strength of per
sonal freedom and individual initia
tive. The GOP must offer information-
age concepts that transfer power from
government collectives to individuals
and families, proposals that increase
liberty and opportunity around the
kitchen table. For example:

•A constitutional spending restraint
— a governor on the engine of collec
tivism — to limit the power ofgovern
ment to intrude into individuals' lives.

Republicans should tap
Americans' distrust of a

growing welfare stateand
confidence inthe strength
ofpersonal freedom and

individual initiative.

In 1887, the 100th anniversary of
the Constitution, the federal govern
ment spent 3 percent of gross nation
al product. In 1937, it spent only 9 per
cent. Tbday it consumes 24 percent
and it's still growing.

The Republicans of the 1980s had
it half right: Thxes were too high and
needed to be reduced. But Republi
cans in the nineties must offer con
crete plans to limit and reduce the
encroachment of the welfare state on

the daily lives of Americans. A consti
tutional amendment, not just to bal
ance the budget, but to limit the size of
federal spending to a fixed percentage
of the gross national product (absent
an emergency and superm^ority vote

in the Congress), makes sense to most
people in America. Government would
become smaller and less intrusive.

•Aflat tax, notjust tax reduction, to
transfer economicpowerfrom the gov
ernment to the individual and increase
the rewardsfor work and earning.

Tbxas Republican Rep. Dick Ar
mey's flat tax would exempt the first
$36,000 of income for a family of four
from taxation and tax everything else
at a flat rate of 17 percent. Investors
and inventors, businesses and laborers
would pay equal rates. Loopholes
would be gone. An individual's tax
return could be sent in on a postcard.
Individuals would have more power
and the government less.

•A civil-rights initiative ending pre
ferences based on race, sex, religion or
origin.

Americans should be "judged not
by the color of their skin, but by the
content of their character." Martin
Luther King Jr. said it, but Washington
seems to have forgotten it. Nothing has
been more detrimental to the tran-
quility of society than the emergence
of rights for hyphenated victims. Ibeat-
ing citizens differently because of their
race, sex, creed or national origin is
anttoetical to everything for which
America stands. It breeds deep suspi
cion of the legitimate successes of
others and provides a never-ending
crutch discouraging individual effort.

Quotas, bilingual education and
contract preferences have no place in
an equal society. It's time for Republi
cans to have the courage to say so.

•Customized education allowing
parents to choose the school best for
their children, with school taxes fol
lowing the child to the school ofchoice.

The welfare state continues to pour
billions of dollars into a centralized,
bureaucratic education system that
would make Lenin proud, and perfor
mance continues to decline. The one-
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size-fits-all education system forced
upon Americans by the best and bright
est of the educational establishment

has become an impossible burden upon
American children in the increasingly
competitive world market.

Industrial-age schools subjecting,
in Alvin Ibffler's words, "the raw mate
rial [children] to standardized instruc
tion and routine inspection," must be
replaced with information-age oppor
tunities. Families instead of govern
ment would have the freedom to

choose.

•Medical savings accounts giving
individuals the money to pay their own
medical bills and the responsibility
for leading healthy lives.

The savings accounts, backed up by
catastrophic illness insurance, would
be funded by employers, individuals
or, for the poor or unemployed, by the
government. Money not used for
health care would accumulate tax-free

until retirement, when it could be
withdrawn by retirees.

Consider the contrast between a

collective, nationalized health care
system, as proposed by President Clin
ton, and individually chosen doctor-
patient relationships. On one hand,
nationalized health decisions would

be made uniformly for all Americans
— male and female, young and old,
well and sick — by a Washington
bureaucracy, unseen, unknowing and
insulated by distance and under
standing from the medical needs of
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your family. On the other hand are
medical services provided by one's
own doctor and paid for by one's own
medical savings account.

Legislation creating medical sav
ings accounts should be the health
care reform of 1995. The result would

be less government and more individ
ual liberty.

•A retirement option better than
Social Security.

Social Security is neither solvent
nor fair—and young Americans know
it. Soon after the turn of the century,
elderly-entitlement programs will
spend more than they take in, and
since there is no trust fund to pay the
difference, payroll taxes will begin to
escalate until today's young workers
will be paying half their incomes in
payroll taxes just to fund benefits
already enacted into law. This will
mean negative returns for many of
today's Social Security contributors.

BusinessWeek concluded that to

day's young worker earning a $20,000
salary will see only a 90-percent
return of his or her contributions. At

a $57,000 salary, the return will be only
60 percent. In the land of liberty, indi
viduals should not be forced by law to
participate in a government program
that guarantees they will lose their
retirement savings.

Allowing individuals a self-invest
ment alternative would remove this

penalty. In addition, retirement money
invested in market accounts could pro
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vide two to three times the retirement

income offered by Social Security.
Moreover, reduced benefits paid to
those choosing private accounts would
sufficiently reduce the burden on the
Social Security system so that it would
be able to finance benefits for people
opting to stay in it. People would have
the liberty to choose.

•An end to welfare as we know it.
Clinton said it, but he didn't mean

it. As welfare dependency continues
into a fourth generation, 30 percent of
all births are illegitimate and govern
ment policies continue to destroy fam
ilies and penalize work. It is time to
replace welfare — not with workfare,
but with work.

The individual responsibility of
doing a job, earning a living and striv
ing for improvement are at the core of
a healthy society and are crucial to
restoring opportunity and self-respect
to underclass Americans. For all able

to work, individually earned pay
checks must replace centrally dis
pensed welfare checks.

•A new strategy for the war on
poverty, transferring assistancefor the
poor from the government in Wash
ington to local communities.

A doUar-for-dollar tax credit for con
tributions to charitable or local gov
ernment health, education or welfare
programs would replace $250 billion in
federal spending with community-
based assistance. Since the Salvation

Army is more effective than Uncle
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Sam, administrative savings would
mean more money reaching the poor,
and government would shrink.

Call it the liberty vision, concepts
based upon personal freedom and
individu^ responsibility. It will ring
true to most Americans, and if boldly
seized by November's new Republican
legions it will reinvigorate the revolu
tion begun in 1980.

So Republicans should answer:
Who are we? Commonsense people
wedded to the Constitution's goal of
"secur[ing] the blessings of liberty to
ourselves and our posterity." Why are
we here? lb expand liberty for every
American family.

Pete du Font, a former governor of
Delaware, is policy chairman of the
National Centerfor Policy Analysis.

Military Goals
Will Produce
'Hollow^ Force

By Dick Cheney

On Jan. 20,1993, Bill Clinton was
given an opportunity any of his
predecessors would have envied.

He became the first president to take
office as commander in chief of the
world's only superpower.

Under Ronald Reagan and George
Bush, America rebuilt its defenses. It
won the Cold War. It roUed back Sad
dam Hussein in the Persian Gulf War.
It banished the disillusionment of the
Vietnam era and restored public
respect for the military. It demon
strated that with sound civilian lead
ership, the magnificent men and
women of the armed forces could
defeat any adversary. The military's
morale was high and its resources
mighty, even witii the force reductions
after the end of the Cold War.

But in just 20 months, Clinton has
squandered the legacy he inherited—
and the world has become a more dan
gerous place. America suffered need
less humiliation in Somalia. The devel
opment of enduring democratic and
market institutions in the former Sovi
et Union and Eastern Europe is in
peril. Our strategic relationships with
Japan, China and Western Europe
have begun to fray. And the president
has begun a program ofdrastic cuts in
our military capability.
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At the same time, the Clinton
administration is aski^ the U.S. mili
tary to take on missions under the
labels "peacekeeping" and "peace
making," which would move our mili
tary outside its traditional role —
defending the nation's vital security
interests. The ad-
ministration is doing
so with neither clar
ity about the mission
to be accomplished
nor a firm grasp of
the role of the U.S.
military in those set
tings.

The dispatch of a
large U.S. military
force to Haiti is a
case in point. Amer
ican forces are being
asked to "restore"
democracy in a
country that has
never known de
mocracy — indeed
never had the institutions of a civil
society necessary for true democracy.
It is hard to envision this as an appro
priate or achievable mission for our
military. Moreover, in addition to the
potential cost in American lives as the
mission wears on, the Haiti deploy
ment diverts resources from the mili
tary's core missions and can under
mine the readiness of forces to carry
out those ftmdamental responsibili
ties. Since the U.S. occupation of the
country, additional signs of "mission
creep" have appeared almost daily.

In the vital matters of military
resources and readiness, one can see
parallels to the overextended Ameri
can defenses ofthe Carter administra
tion. The United States is well on its
way toward concocting once again this
letli£d mix of declining forces and
increased commitments. Indeed, Clin
ton's own "Readiness Ihsk Pcrce," con
sisting of eight retired generals and
admirals, reported in June that "pock
ets ofunreadiness" have begun to form.
They further cautioned that without a
concentrated effort by the administra
tion and Congress, "the armed forces
could slip back into a 'hollow' status."

Unfortunately, neither end ofPenn
sylvania Avenue—both ends ofwhich
were under Democratic control —
appeared to be listening. The White
House and congressional Democrats
are determined to invest the so-called
"peace dividend" earned with the end
of the Cold War on a dizzying array of
domestic programs such as midnight
basketball and nationalized health

care. Recently, the administration
tried to crowd into the defense budget

new financial responsibilities to cover
a wide range of nonmilitary functions
such as "defense conversion" and UN.
peacekeeping costs.

At the same time, the president is
developing a seemingly endless num
ber of new security commitments

around the world —
from the Balkans to
Africa — all while
maintaining the abil
ity to fight two simul-
taneous major re
gional conflicts on
the order of Desert
Storm and contin
uing to meet our
permanent commit
ments in Europe and
Asia. The recent
threatening move
ments ofIraqi forces
near the Kuwaiti
border, coupled with
the ongoing crisis of
North Korea's nu

clear-weapons program, further strain
our tightly stretched military.

One of Washington's great myths is
that defense spending remains at Cold
War levels. In fact, the Reagan military
buildup peaked in 1986. The 1995
defense budget marks the 10th con
secutive year of real (that is, infiation-
a^justed) decline in military spending.
According to the Clinton five-year
defense plan, the United States by 1998
will be spending about 40 percent less
on defense than in 1986. The level of
U.S. defense spending will slip to under
3 percent of gross domestic product,
the lowest since before World War II.
During this same period, spending on
entitlement programs will have
increased by at least 38 percent.

When he campaigned for office,
Clinton was sensitive to the need not to
be seen as "soft" on defense. In his
standard stump speech, he promised
that his five-year defense-spending
proposals were only $60 billion less
than the Bush administration's.

Halfway into his term, though, Clin
ton has more than doubled the defense
cuts he promised during his campaign
— from $60 billion to more than $130
billion. And there is no end in sight.
The administration recently was put
on notice by the General Accounting
Office that further reductions of this
magnitude may be required. Defense
analysts concur that &e administra
tion has underestimated by at least
$100 billion the cost of the force it has
outlined for the next five years. Indeed,
even Deputy Secretary of Defense
John Deutch has recognized the prob
lem and directed each of the armed

The United States is

well on itswaytoward
concocting once again
the lethal Carter-era

mix of declining
forces and increased

commitments. Indeed,
some 'pockets of

unreadiness' already
have been identified.
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