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Maryland’s attenuated shape reflects the fact that this is one of the most diverse states. A
though it ranks only 42d in area, you can drive 350 miles wholly within its boundaries.
that distance you move from the south-of-the-Mason-Dixon-Line Eastern Shore, throug
the booming suburbs (and some declining ones) of Baltimore and Washington, and upin
the Appalachian Mountains. Tiny Maryland has just about every kind of people —no
erners and southerners, blacks and ethnics, civil servants and Chesapeake Bay watermen,
almost all the diversity of the entire United States compressed into one small package.
The very diversity of this state has made it difficult to maintain a single identity. It was
more successful in so doing 50 years ago, when H. L. Mencken was extolling the virtues of
the pleasant life of his native city in the Baltimore Sun. Maryland was then a kind of city=.
state: 49% of its residents lived in the closely packed, rowhouse-lined streets of Baltimore, o
with most of the rest spread in two diverse hinterlands, the southern-oriented counties o+
both shores of Chesapeake Bay and the northern-accented wheat-growing country aroun
the antique small cities of Frederick and Hagerstown and the mountain-bound industri
city of Cumberland. Maryland was then a place tolerant of its regional eccentricities: Pro|
bition was enforced only laxly in Baltimore; the state’s old law guaranteeing blacks equal
access to public accommodations specifically excluded the Eastern Shore. o
Today Maryland is quite different. Only 19% of its people live in thecity of Baltimore, an
the Eastern Shore and western counties include a much smaller percentage of the state’®
population than they did 50 years ago. Most Marylanders now live in suburban communi='
ties, 52% in suburban counties around Baltimore and 29% in the two suburban counties -
around Washington, D.C. Just 40 miles apart, these two metropolitan areas could hardly be
more different. Baltimore is a major port with big shipbuilding companies and the nation’s
largest steel mill. Its heavy industries have attracted the kind of ethnic migration commonto
the big cities of the East Coast, as well as a large black migration from the South, although :
Baltithore today is in better economic shape than the cities to the northeast. Washington,”
whose economy is of course based on government, has been something of a boomtownint
1960s and 1970s. As civil service salaries have risen, the Washington suburbs in Montgomery
County have come to have the highest median incomes in the country; as government has
grown bigger, Washington has developed a vigorous private economy of lawyers, lobbyists,
consultants, trade associations, government contractors, all paying high professional sala-
ries. Much of the growth of Washington has taken place in the Maryland suburbs, where
high-rise office building and apartment complexes stand in what was pasture land a few
years ago. ; :

Maryland’s diversity made the state a pretty good indicator of national trends in presiden-
tial elections from 1960 to 1976, coming as close as any state to duplicating the national re- &
sults. Yet in 1980 Marylapd was one of the six states that backed Jimmy Carter. One reason &
was the southern white vote, not only on the Eastern Shore but in many suburban areasas
well; while Carter did not get enough of them to carry more than one rural ¢my, hediddo

By amiy 1 R AT, D ST S TSR, T, . TG TSP TR X | JMELN VUM SR T BESTRRLS. NG | Temege v menaemer oo SR T e

MARYLAND 459

plact  This is one state where the black percentage has ?een increasing (it i§ now 23%), largel‘y
because many Washington area blacks have been moving out from the District of Columbia
to Prince Georges County and, although much less oftep, to ‘M ontgomery County as welli
As a result, Carter got an absolute majority of the votes in Prince Georges in ?980—,— one o
the few suburban counties in the nation where he wasable to do so. And in Ba.lumore s black-
majority 7th congressional district, Carter had nearlyg lO0,0QO-vote plurahty over Regg;m
_ far exceeding his statewide plurality. Finally, there is a .Whlle worl‘ung-class vqte in Balti-
more and its suburbs that went to Carter in 1976 and againin 1980. Itis worth noting, finally,
one factor that apparently was not of great help to Carter: Maryland s large number of fedi-
ral emplovees. There s little evidence in the election returns that Fhe prospect.of Reagan’s
cuti'ng government spending led bureaucrats to vote.Den'wcranc. Carter failed to canl'y
Mom’éomery County and probably lost the white vote in l?rmce Georges to Beagan aswe L
Moreover, in the presidential primary-voters in the Washington suburbs (like those in the
District itself) rejected Carter in favor of Edward Kennedy. .
Maryland's growth and the lack of roots here for so many of its sg'burbar_l citizens have
contributed to an unfortunate aspect of the state’s public life: its sometimes Wlde:spread cor-
ruption. Two of its recent governors have been disgraced: Spiro Agnc:w,. who, it turns out,
was pocketing payoffs in the vice president’s office even as he was exconating adversaries for
immoral behavior; and Marvin Mandel, his canny successor, who was convnqed on federal
charges of fraud for receiving favors from a few well-placed cronies and doing favors for
them in return. Mandel would like to be remembered asa .competent manager and a some-
times gifted conductor of the legislature; and it must be said that he was cgnvgcted on some
novel theories of law and after undergoing scrutiny that many current officials in many states
could not withstand. 5 ‘
Nevertheless, the legacy of Mandel and Agnew —and the feelings aroused .by the convic-
tions of many local officials —left Maryland voters with a taste fo'r s.omethmg new in the
1978 gubernatorial election. The acting governor, on Mandel’s‘co‘n\'nctmn, was Blair Lee H.l,
bearer of a proud family name — he is related to the Lees of Vlrgl_ma and t'he Blairs of Blair ..
House, and his family owned most of what is now downtown Silver Spring—and a man
with a candid, crusty personality and an unsmirched reputation for honesty. He was the
initial favorite in the Democratic primary, but voters were looking for something new. They
founditina wn&idgte who began almost unknown to the voters, Harry Hughes. He had :-a
competent record in state government, first in the legislature and then as hgad of Mand'el S
transportation department — a paosition he resigned in protest because, he said, ott tampering
with the process for selecting state contractors. Hughes was from the conservative !f.agem
Shore but had put together Maryland’s one major tax reform and l.nad supported civil rights
measures in the 1960s. But all these credentials helped him little until he received t}.le endor§e-
ment of the Baltimore Sun. In our times newspaper endorsements are seldom mﬂuenu.a.l.
but this was different; voters went for Hughes not because they looked to the Su_n for politi-
cal advice, but because the Sun’s editorial was evidence that Hughes was the kind of man

they were looking for. : : :
Hughes won the primary solidly and had little trouble in the general election. Republicans
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have often won the governorship in Maryland but usually only when the Democratic candi-
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quiet his lieutenant governor, an obscure Prince Georges County council member who was§
recruited for the ticket when Hughes seemed to have no chance: this man is painfully inartic= "
ulate and at the same time fervently opposed to abortion, and it is certain that Hughes will ~
drop him in 1982. Otherwise. it is possible that Hughes will win reelection without strenu- ;..
ous competition. E
The money in Maryland politics is in state and local office. There have been no allegations
of corruption or even patronage-oriented politics about the members of the state’s congres-"
sional delegation. Its senior member, Senator Charles Mathias, is a model of probity and ="
integrity. From an old family in Frederick County, in the hills west of Washingtonand Bal-
timore, he served as a liberal Republican congressman from a district including Montgomery
County in the 1960s and was elected to the Senate in 1968. Mathias is the old-fashioned kind
of Republican for whom one of the party’s main attractions is its historic record on civil
rights and he was not pleased to see his party dominated by civil rights legislation foes such g
as Barry Goldwater. Mathias is the second-ranking Republican on the Judiciary Commit-
tee, which handlés civil rights; in 1979, when Republicans were still far from a Senate major-
ity, Strom Thurmond made a point of exercising his seniority and taking the ranking chair =
on Judiciary rather than on Armed Services, as he could have, precisely to prevent Mathias
from getting it. As a result, Thurmond is now chairman of the Judiciary Committee and was
able to abolish the Antitrust Subcommittee Mathias would have headed; Mathias has no
power to hire staff and may end up as part of the committee’s minority on many votes. A
Mathias was not part of the Republican unity so apparent in 1980. He endorsed Ronald
Reagan only perfunctorily and made it clear that he viewed the prospect of a Reagan presic
dency with some distaste. As a result, he is not a particular favorite among many Senate ;
Republicans. Not only is he not chairman of J udiciary (although he does chair the Subcom-
mittee on Criminal Justice) but he was persuaded to give up a high-ranking seat on the Ap-
propriations Committee (behind Chairman Mark Hatfield and Republican Whip Ted =
Stevens) and to take a middle-ranking position on Foreign Relations in return. He also got
to chair the Rules and Administration Committee, a body that is not especially important 3
unless something unusual comes along (such as the nomination of a new vice president). =
Thatpost was open because all of its Republican members in the previous Congress had bet- =
ter chairmanships or in one case a Cabinet position; even the most conservative members &
could hardly deny it to Mathias, who after all is tied for eighth in seniority among Senate &
Republicans. He chairs the subcommittee with Jurisdiction over the District of Columbia —
still an important post for a Maryland senator.
As a member of the minority party during the partisan struggles of the Nixon Administra- E
tion, Mathias was often in a key position, sometimes going along with Democrats, some-
times sticking with Republicans. He is one of those senators whose views are considered
sound and whose judgment on difficult issues is respected and sought. How he will fareas
one of the few members bf an otherwise cohesive majority inclined to dissent from his party’s
orthodoxy is less clear. Mathias has high ratings from liberal and labor organizations, and
conservative groups definitely feel he is not one of their own. Yet he does have a greater =
respect for the free-market system than do most Democrats, In all, he se¢éms a man more
temperamentally suited to careful, judicious opposition than to strong a8dvocacy of any
establishment’s program.
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Mathias seemed threatened for a while with opposition in the Repubﬁmn primgry in
1980, and a few years earlier even toyed with the idea of runningasan mdependent'. Primary
opposition from someone like Robert Bauman —the congressn.lan‘who lz'zter gotin trouble
for personal reasons —could have hurt or even defeat‘ed Mathlz}s in a primary limited to a
relatively small number of registered Republicans. As it was, against ﬁYe httle—lfnown oppo-
nents, the senator won with just 550 of the vote. In the general elecuor‘\. agamst a ance
Georges County legislator who campaigned most heatedly on the abortion issue, Mathias
carried Baltimore city and every county and won 66% of the vote. :

The state’s other senator, Paul Sarbanes, is a Democrat from Baltimore in his first term.
He won his seat in 1976 rather easily, despite prominent opposition, beating fom‘1er Senator
J-seph Tydings in the Democratic primary and incumbent Senator Glenn Beall in the gene-
ral election. Sarbanes’s voting record is generally considered liberal, but temperamemall‘y he
is even more cautious than Mathias and seldom lets others know what he is thin]Fing until l'{e
has made up his mind. In a state where Democratic politicians usually get ahead in a gregari-
ous, back-slapping environment, Sarbanes has always been something of.a loner: a rebel
against Marvin Mandel in the state Assembly, an insurgent who took on an }ncumbent US
congressman and committee chairman in the 1970 primary, a House Judiciary Commlttee
member who was expected all along to support Nixon's impeachment but whq did not com-
mit himself until he had digested all the evidence. Sarbanes has come out a winner from a'll
these situations not because he has made friends but because he works hard and knows his
stuff.

Now Sarbanes is part of the minority. He has a seat on the Banking Committee t?ut gets
most notice on Foreign Relations, where he is an intellectual leader of the now heavily out-
numbered liberals wary of arms spending and of situations that could prove to be more Viet-
nams. He is of Greek descent, and he spent much time and effort maintaiping for some years
the embargo on arms sales to Turkey in retaliation for Turkey’s_invasnf)n of (,jyprus.

Sarbanes’s seat is up in 1982, and he has been named to some right-wing hit lists. By the
kind of conventional analysis that made sense until the Democrats lost the Senate, hg should
not be in any kind of trouble; he has not offended any sigr}iﬁcant segment of voters, his Dem-
ocratic label is still an asset here rather thana liability as J immy Carter has Proveq, and there
are no obvious prominent Republican candidates. But in early 1981 the New Right group,
NCPAC, ran a series of TV ads against Sarbanes, and suddgnly everyone began expect{ng_a
seriously contested race. One possible opponent is Republican Congresswoman Marjorie
Holt. ]

Maryland has a rather odd history of Democratic prgsidential pr?manes_. George ?Vallaflce
nearly won in 1964, at which point the legislature abolished .the primary; it was revived for
1972, when Wallace did win, the day after he was shot ina Prince Georg_es Cg_umy sl'.xoppmg
center. In 1976 this was the first primary Jerry Brown contested and, in alhar?ce with such
distinctly non-New Politics leaders as Marvin Mandel, he managed to beat Jimmy Cartgr
here. Brown took that to mean that his philosophy could attract many votes; more likely 1t
meant that voters, in the knowledge that Jimmy Cam?r would be nor_mpated anyway, were
willing to give some encouragement to a more interesting anfi entcr?almng candidate. ;n thc;
1980 Maryland primary, held after Brown had withdrawn his candidacy, he got only 3% o
the vote, while Carter was beating Kennedy by 47%-38%.
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The continuing shift of population to the suburbs — or at least some of the suburbs — hag
required considerable redistricting, but it is possible to adjust the lines with minimal da
to any of the state’s incumbent House members. Possibly the Democratic legislature and
governor would like to cause some damage to Marjoric Holt. the one Republican in the =
delegation, but, given the demographics and her strong base in Anne Arundel County, it will &%

.

be difficult to do so. ] E

Census Data  Pop. (1980 final) 4,216,446, up 7% in 1970s: 1.86% of U.S. total, 18th largest. Centmf
city, 19%: suburban, 65%. Median 4-person family income, 1978, $23.461, 1159, of U.S., 2d highest.

1979 Share of Federal Tax Burden $9,602,000,000; 2.13% of U.S. total, 13th largest.

1979 Share of Federal Outlays $11,649,092,000; 2.519% of U.S. total, 14th largest.

DOD $3,375,777,000 10th (3.18%) HEW © $3.802,481,000 15th (2.13%)
DOE $494918,000 8th (4.21%) ERDA $24,989,000 19th (0.92%)
HUD $121,130,000 17th (1.84%) NASA $394,648,000 4th (8.44%)
VA $305,646,000 27th (1.47%) DOT $399,389,000 14th (2.42%)
EPA $124,507,000 . 15th (2.34%) DOC $465,311,000 Ist (14.69%)
DOI $48,561,000,000 27th (0.87%) USDA $307.445,000 34th

(1.280%)

Economic Base Finance, insurance, and real estate; primary metal industries, especially blast fur-
naces and steel mills; food and kindred products; agricuiture, notably dairy products, broilers, cattle,.
and corn: electrical equipment and supplies, especially communication equipment; transportation &
equipment. especially motor vehicles and equipment and ship building and repairing; apparel and oth- &1
er textile products. -

Political Lineup Governor, Harry R. Hughes (D). Senators, Charles McC. Mathias, Jr, (R) and :
Paul S. Sarbanes (D). Representatives, 8 (7 D and 1 R); 8 in 1982. State Senate, 47 (40 D and 7 R); &%
State House of Delegates, 141 (125 D and 16 R). :

The Voters

Registration 2,064,883 Total. 1,431,339 D (69%); 482,955 R (23%); 160,582 other (8%).
Employment profile 1970 White collar, 41%. Blue collar, 44%. Service, 12%. Farm, 3%. =
Ethnic groups Black 1980, 23%. Hispanic 1980, 2%. Asian 1980, 2%. Total foreign stock 1970, &
12%. Germany, 2%; ltaly, USSR, UK, Poland, 1% each. b

Presidential Vote

1980 Reagan (R) .............. 680,606 (44%)
Carter ) o 0. Lo 726,161 47%)
Antderson (D) ............. 119,537 (8%)
1976 Ford (R) ........ 5600 n00 672,661 (47%)
fGantert e Lot L Jor 759,612 (53%)

'

1980 Democratic Presidential Pn"mary 1980 Republican Presidential Primary

R e s 226,528  (47%) Reagan iav.vierioril 80,557 (48%)
enneey sl 181,091 (38%) Bish ..o, .0 68,389 (419
Three others ........ 23,592 (5%) Andeérson .. ... 5.4 16,244  (10%)
Uncommitted ......, 45879 (10%) One other .......... 2,113 (1%)
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SENATORS

Sen. Charles McC. Mathias, Jr, (R) Elected 1968, seat up 1986; b. July 24, 1922, Frederick: home,
Frederick: Haverford Col., B.A. 1944, U. of Md., LL.B. 1949.

Career Navy. WWII; Asst. Atty. Gen. of Md.. 1953-54; Frede-
rick City Atty., 1954-59; Md. House of Delegates, 1959-60: U.S.
House of Reps.. 1961-69.

Offices 358 RSOB, 202-224-4654. Also 1616 Fed. Ofc. Bldg.. 31
Hopkins Plaza, Baltimore 21201, 301-962-4850. -

Committees Foreign Relations (6th). Subcommittees: Interna-
tional Economic Policy (Chairman); African Affairs; European
Affairs.

Governmental Affairs {(4th). Subcommittees: Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations; Governmental Efficiency and the
District of Columbia (Chairman); Civil Service, Post Office, and
General Services.

Judiciary (2d). Subcommittees: Criminal Law (Chairman); Juvenile Justice; Regulatory Reform.
Rules and Administration (Chairman).
Joint Commititee on the Library (Vice-chairman).

Joint Committee on Printing {Chairman).

Group Ratings
ADA COPE PC LCV CFA RPN NAB NSI NTU ACA ACU
1980 72 100 53 62 60 — 0 33 18 8 7
1979 63 79 52 = 62 — — - 18 15 0
1978 50 76 53 68 30 100 18 13 9 22 5
Key Votes
1) Draft Registn $ AGN  6)Fair Housng Cloture FOR  11)Cut Socl Incr Defns -
2)Ban $ to Nicrgua FOR  7)Ban $ Rape Abortns AGN 12) Income Tax Indexing AGN
3)Dlay MX Missile — 8)Cap on Food Stmp $ AGN 13)Lim Spdg 21% GNP FOR
4)Nuclr Mortorium AGN  9)New US Dep Edcatn FOR 14)Incr Wndfll Prof Tax FOR
5) Alaska Lands Bill FOR 10)Cut OSHA Inspctns AGN 15)Chryslr Loan Gmtee FOR
Election Results
1980 general Charles McC. Mathias, Jr, (R).... 850,970  (66%) ($848,456)
Edward T. Conroy (D) .......... 435118  (34%) . ($162,966)
1980 primary Charles McC. Mathias, Jr, (R).... 82,430 (55%)
John M. Brennan (R) ........... 24848 (17%) ($73,338)
V. Dallas Merrel (R) ........... 23073 (13%) ($71,448)
Three others (R) .....covvenvenn 19622 (13%)
1974 general Charles McC. Mathias, Jr, (R).... 503.223  (57%) ($329.845)
Barbara A. Mikulski (D) ........ 374563 (43%) ($74,311)
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Election Results 2 1 %
1980 general Michael D. Barnes (D) .......... 148,301  (59%) ;
Newton 1. Steers. Jr. (R) ........ 101,659 - (41%) -

1980 primary Michael D. Barnes (D), unopposed :
1978 general Michael D. Bames (D) .......... 81851  (51%) =
Newton 1. Steers. Jr. (R) ........ 77,807 (49_%) '__; :

Massachusetts politics is full of seeming paradoxes. This is the state that gives us Edward &
Kennedy, the leading spokesman for what is known as liberalism today, but in 1980 it went 3
for Ronald Reéagan and in 1978 elected as its governor a man whose campaign manager said &
he won the primary by putting all the hate groups in a cauldron and letting them boil. It is &
the only state that went for dovish George McGovern in 1972, but itis also the only state be- &
sides New York to go for hawkish Henry Jackson in the 1976 presidential primary. Such !
paradoxes cannot be explained on the basis of the recent results alone. To resolve them itis $
necessary to go back into history, to see how Massachusetts politics developed. E

The crucial event that structured electoral politics here was not, as it was in so many states, &
the Civil War — it was instead the Irish potato famine of the 1840s. That blight forced hun- #8
dreds of thousands of Irish to immigrate to the United States, to the point where there are &
far more people of Irish descent here than in Ireland today. Nowhere did these new Ameri- &
cans make a greater impact than in Boston and Massachusetts. They found a thriving Yan- §i
kee economic and political culture whose hostility was symbolized by “No Irish need apply” |
signs. And ever since, much of politics in Massachusetts has been a struggle between Yankee 8
and Irish for domination. .

That ethnic conflict was very much reflected in party politics. The Yankees of the 1840s, |
not Yong removed from Federalism. were solid Whigs, who would later become one of the _
bulwarks of the Republican Party when it was formed a decade later. The Whigs and Re- &
publicans had policies that appealed to the Yankees: promotion of public works to help &
business (the Yankees were busy building roads and textile mills), protective tariffs, sympa- 88
thy for suitably distant oppressed people such as the blacks of the South and for such uplift- §
ing social movements as temperance. The Irish knew from the beginning that they were not §
going to get very far in the party of the Yankees, and they found the Democrats of the 19th |
century more congenial. We now think of the Demdcrats as a party promoting government
action, but in those days the Democtacy represented laissez-faire — which was fine with the 4
Irish. They came from a place where the government was the enemy; they didn want the
government spending money to help the rich, they didnt want it to regulate immigration, ¢
they didn want it to promote the cause of blacks who might compete With them in the labor
market, and they didn want it to prohibit liquor. They were people familiar with competing
hierarchies — the hierarchy of the hated English lords and the hierarchy of their own, often
suppressed, Roman Catholic Church. The Democratic Party, with its ward organizations
and rituals, seemed like a sympathetic hierarchy. So the Irish went into politics, determined
to beat the Protestants.
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And that is pretty much the stbry of a century of Massachusetts politics. Throughout, the
Itish share of the population contiribially rose —and there were other i immigrants, who usu-
ally became Democrats, too— while the Yankee share of the population declined. Yankees
had smaller families, they moved out west; the Irish stayed put and eventually ruled as Mas-
sachusetts very slowly moved from being one of our most Republican states to becoming
one of our most Democratic. The state gave Republicans majorities in every presidential
election from the Civil War to 1924; in 1928, when the Democrats nominated an Irish Cath-
olic. Al Smith, Massachusetts went Democratic. In 1918 the state had elected a Democratic
senator, but Republicans won as many congressional seats as Democrats in the years to
come. In the 1920s, l938s 1940s, and 1950s, a pretty close balance existed between Yankee
Eepublicans and Irish Democrats; the Democrats were making headway. but the Republi-
cans fielded candidates who were smarter or more honest. The state’s preference in presi-
dential eletions shifted very little in this period. While the nation oscillated between Roose-
velt and Eisenhower, in Massachusetts it was the balance between Yankee and Irish, not the
programs of the New Deal or the popularity of individual candidates that usually made the
difference.

Thus political conﬂlct in Massachusetts never really fell into the liberal vs. conservative
lines of the New Deal. The Republicans here retained a kind of Yankee interventionism,
strongly favoring civil rights, pushing an anti-isolationist foreign policy, opposing the ex-
cesses of Joe McCarthy. Massachusetts Democrats, on the other hand, like the Republic of
ireland, were hostile to the British and cheered Joe McCarthy after World War 11 as one of
their own. (Joseph Kennedy uséd to invite him to Hyannisport.) The Republicans promised
to root out corruption. The Democrats had the more complacent attitude typical of an eth-
nic group only recently able to ashire to public office.

In the 1960s and 1970s, for the first time in Massachusetts history, the Irish Democrats
and the Yankee Republicans began moving in the same direction. The key figure is Senator
Edward Kennedy. More even than his brother the president, he has by personal example
helped to shape attitudes in tHe state; after all, he has been the leading public figure here for
nearly 20 years: On a whole series of issues, Kennedy as well as the national Democratic
Party took positions that in Massachusetts had been more typical of interventionist Yankees
than laissez-faire Irish. Kennedy strongly supported civil rights, he favored helping people
who were impoverished or starving, he opposed the war in Vietnam, he stood against the
excesses of Watergate. He was also indubitably against corruption. Kennedy's stands made
such positions respectable, even mandatory, among Democratic politicians and among the
Catholic majority of voters in Massachusetts. And his stands led the Yankee minority to
vote more and more often for the Democratic Party. It was no accident then, and not simply
the result of local recession, that Massachusetts voted for McGovét in 1972. It represented
a kind of reconciliation here, which saw the upper-crust Yankee suburb of Lincoln and the
lower-income Irish city of Somerville going for the same candidate.

But that does not mean that Yankee and Irish conflicts have ended. On the contrary, they
emerged in classic form in the 1978 gubernatorial election. The incumbent governor, Michael
Dukakis, had been elected in 1974 as a kind of cerebral liberal. He had attracted attention
carly by his personal austerity (riding to work on the subway) and by cutting the state budget
drastically. His actions probably had majority support, but nobody really felt he was their
man. The liberals felt betrayed by the budget cuts, while Irish and other ethnics found him
cold and unwilling to wheel and deal politically. Almost everyone was unhappy when he
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raised taxes after promising not to do so. As a result, Dukakis was more vulnerable in the &

Democratic primary than he supposed. and he was beaten by one Edward King.

If Ted Kennedy represents the liberal and humanitarian side of Massachusetts Irish poli- &%
tics, King represents the conservative and resentful side. Kennedy the millionaire makes a =&
point of flying tourist on scheduled airlines; King, the self-made man, loves expenseaccount
living. In his primary campaign King emphasized his support of capital punishment, man- * =
datory prison sentences for drug dealers, raising the drinking age to 21, building nuclear &
power plants, downplaying environmental concerns. and spurring economic growth. King --

was opposed by a Republican who was a quintessential Yankee: Francis Hatch, a rich North

Shore state legislator, who inherited liberal support when Dukakis lost the primary. House

- Speaker Tip O'Neill tried to persuade King todownplay his cultural issues and to emphasize

that he stood in the Democratic economic tradition of helping the little guy. O'Neill had a =

special interest in the election: his son, Thomas O'Neill 111, was the incumbent lieutenant
governor, who was tied to King's ticket and would lose if King did. Kingended up prevailing
by a small margin. Examination of the election returns shows that the outcome was nothing
other than the standard triumph of Irish over Yankee. Hatch made big gains in university

towns and well-to-do areas where McGovern had done well, but he could not crack the sol-
idly Catholic middle-class suburbs of Boston. The result was not so much a repudiation of

liberalism in Massachusetts as it was an assertion of the commonwealth’s tradmonal ethnic
politics.

Nevertheless. King’s administration has made a difference in the way this state is gov- 88

erned. In the early 1970s, under liberal Republican Governor Francis Sargent, government

had grown like wildfire in Massachusetts, and its taxes became the highest in the nation. .' i
King vowed to change that. He acted clumsily, made enemies, made bad appointments. on
occasion looked foolish— but to some extent he succeeded in what he set out to do. State

taxes were lowered, and in a referendum called Proposition 214 voters put a cap on local

property taxes. King's policies seemed to bear fruit. In 1980 and in early 1981 Massachusetts

had a much lower rate of unemployment and a much more buoyant economy than other
northeastern states, while in the middle 1970s it had lagged behind. Supply-side economists
claimed that lower taxes had stimulated entrepreneurial energy and economic growth. Others
said that Massachusetts economy had finally shed its heritage of low-wage jobs to be one

based on high wages and high technology growth —a development having nothing to do 4

with King.

King is sure to have plenty of opposition in 1982. Most politically active Democrats con- p

sider him anathema. Tom O™Neill is likely to be a candidate, and Michael Dukakis might
run again. The Republicans will probably also try to field a significant candidate. The eco-
nomic condition of the state, and the condition of its less fortunate citizens in the Reagan
years, are sure to be central subjects in the campaign. But the chances are that it will come
down, in the end, to sdmething like the old battie of Yankee versus Irish.

That is the prospect as well for the 1982 Senate race, in which Edward Kennedy will run
for his seat again. Some speculate that Kennedy may be vulnerable, and he has been targeted
by New Right groups. But there is no reason to believe that he can be beaten in Massachu-
setts. He won the 1980 presidential primary here by an impressive margin, even when he was
losing in most other states. President Carter’s weak Massachusetts showing — his 429 was
12% below Georgc McGovem S pcroentagc——does not tell us much abgut Kennedy’s ap-
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Kennedy is still regarded by most Massachusetts voters as a member of a kind of royal
tamily. He was elected originally at age 30, when he had no substantial credentials of his
own. He was reelected by a substantial majority here one year after the Chappaquiddick
accident. Even today pictures of his brother still hang on walls in living rooms and bars all
over Massachusetts. Kennedy also has substantial accomplishments in the Senate, from the
work he did in leading revision of the immigration bills in 1965 to his work. unlikely to meet
success soon, seeking a national health care program.

Kennedy’s record, indeed, would be a formidable asset to any senator. Considered by
many a doctrinaire liberal, he was nonetheless the first politician seriously to press for air-
line deregulation, and despite the opposition of most of the airlines and such well-positioned
~ommittee chairmen as Howard Cannon of Nevada. Kennedy (allied on the issue with the
Carter Administration) was successful. He also obtained some measure of success deregula-
ting the trucking industry. As chairman of the Senate Judiciary Committee in 1979 and
1980. he worked with his Republican counterpart (and, although no one knew it at the time,
successor) Strom Thurmond to reform the federal criminal code. This is all highly technical
business and Edward Kennedy, who has the reputation in some quarters as a playboy. is in
fact a very hard worker who masters details and outargues the opposition. He could not in
any other way have achieved the legislative successes he has.

In 1981, with the Democrats in the minority, Kennedy abandoned his top position on
Judiciary to become ranking minority member of the Labor and Public Welfare Commuittee.
He evidently felt that Labor is where many of the important fights of the next two years were
to be fought. Labor has jurisdiction over many of the social programs Kennedy wants to
keep and Reagan wants to kill; over some difficult cultural issues; and over the labor laws,
about which organized labor is very worried indeed. Kennedy, who spent much of his earlier
Senate career in careful deference to his elders, now finds that after 18 years he is the ranking
minority member on a committee chaired by Orrin Hatch of Utah, who was first elected to
the Senate in 1976. Kennedy's switch from concentrating on Judiciary to concentrating on
Labor relieves him from a position where his stands on controversial issues — constitutional
amendments on abortion and balancing the budget, busing, capital punishment— were
either unpopular or politically dangerous. But it also suggests that he is gambling that the
positions he took on economic issues that proved to be so unhelpful in his 1980 presidential
campaign will be more popular in the future.

The 1980 campaign must have been a profoundly unnerving experience for Kennedy, a
man who many have assumed will just naturally be president. He turned down nominations
he probably could have had in 1968 and 1972; he refused to run, and made that refusal stick,
in 1976. For a while, even while the polls showed him way ahead of President Carter and the
Republicans, it looked as if he would not run in 1980. Then, during the summer of 1979, he
evidently changed his mind. Carter’s much publicized Camp David domestic energy summit
and his malaise speech both fell flat. The president himself had adopted a truculent attitude;
if Kennedy runs, he made sure reporters heard, “I1l whip his ass,” even though Kennedy,
one of the best-known figures in American politics, was way ahead in the polls at the time.

Why did Kennedy'’s standing decline so suddenly and disastrously in the fall of 1979? First
of all, there was what some called the character factor and others called Chappaquiddick.
Although the incident was known to everyone for ten years before Kennedy ran, the impact

undoubtedly increased when he entered the race. Stories WWMH—-——
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Kennedy probably spends more time with his own. A second factor was his halting perfor- b
mance in the Roger Mudd interview, where he seemed unable to articulate any rationale for i
running. Third, there was the Iran crisis. Kennedy had the misfortune to announce his can- &
didacy (as did Jerry Brown) the week the hostages were seized in Tehran. Inearly December &

he made statements criticizing the Shah for “running one of the most violent regimes in the

history of mankind” and the administration for letting the Shah into the United States. Al- =
though many voters agreed with his assessments, even more felt that this was not an appro- &
priate time to say things that might suggest that the Iranian terrorists had a legitimate reason &
for their acts. Kennedy was undoubtedly hurt by the tendency of voters to rally around the &
president in a time of crisis. But his own actions and comments accelerated his drop in the &

polls.

So by the beginning of 1980 Kennedy was far behind Carter among Democratic primary &

voters, and he never really recovered. In January he lost by more than 2-1 in the Iowa cau-

cuses, where there was a record turnout. In February he lost in the New Hampshire primary, |
right next door to Massachusetts, a contest in which a large majority of the voters are Cath- &
olic. He won impressively in Massachusetts. And, just as his campaign seemed about to

collapse, he won in New York, where he was helped by the Carter Administration’s vote &8 |
against Israel the week before in the United Nations. Kennedy won other primaries, mostly 3
in eastern states, but a few elsewhere: Massachusetts, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, &
the District of Columbia, South Dakota, New Mexico, and California. He won the Arizona &
caucuses. But most of these victories were achieved only after it was evident that he could &
not win the nomination. Kennedy stayed in the race after the primaries because, he said, the &
president refused to debate him; and Carter in fact made no overtures to his beaten oppo- =
nent. The result was that the August convention in New York nominated Carter but was &
controlled by Kennedy. Conventions have become a form of television advertisement for &
the majority candidate but a minority candidate with a cohesive following greater than one- &
third of the delegates can, by use of the rules and delaying tactics, keep the majority candi- &
date off prime time. Kennedy had 40% of the votes, and as his price for maintaining the &
schedule Carter wanted, he extracted platform planks and the right to make a speech Tues- &
day night. When Kennedy began to speak, it became evident why he had remained in the &
race (although he had formally withdrawn by that time). This is his metier: a rousing inspira- &
tional speech to a huge, enthusiastic audience, the words beautifully crafted, the lines stir- §

ringly delivered: “For all those whose cares have been our concern, the work goes on, the &

cause endures, the hope still lives, and the dream shall never die.” Nothing Carter did could
come close to matching this performance.

Many Kennedy supporters assume it is just a matter of time before he is the Democratic
nominee in 1984 and then president. But 1980 suggests some reasons for caution. The char-
acter factors that hurt him will stil] be around. His issue stands — his support of more gov-
ernment protection for the poor and the middle class—were a Liability in 1980 and, unless
opinion changes, will be a liability in 1984. Kennedy believes strongly in an expansion of the
government’s role, in national health insurance, in a bigger government jobs program; he
seems to see a nation where millions are economically deprived and desperately in need of
help The problem is that most American voters today don*t believe that Kennedy's picture
is accurate any longer. Since 1964 they have not given a majority of the:r vo¢s to acandidate
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could shift into a depression, many more poor and deprived people could suddenly start
voting, and Kennedy’s ideas could become much more popular, But the fact is that those
who back those ideas had hoped to get into the White House in 1980 more from Kennedy's
personal popularity than from the popularity of those ideas. Now they must do the hard
slogging work of persuading people that their vision is accurate and their programs desirable.

If Kennedy should show any weakness in Massachusetts in 1982, it will be because of his
stands on issues. This is perhaps the last state that would abandon the idea of a large, com-
passionate government. But the current of ideas, even in Massachusetts, seems to be moving
in the other direction. Do all the Anderson voters share Kennedy's economic views? Do
people in this increasingly high-wage state see themselves as part of a society where millions
~>main poor and helpless? Kennedy will almost surely avoid really serious opposition and
should win by a big margin. But the Massachusetts Senate race will be worth watching for
what it tells us about the strength of his ideas and of his likely presidential candidacy in 1984.

Kennedy must have supposed that when young Democratic Congressman Paul Tsongas
beat Republican Edward Brooke for the state’s other Senate seat that he finaliv had a col-
league who would tend industriously to Massachusetts matters and leave him freer to con-
centrate on broad national issues. Tsongas, after all, had been a congressman from Lowell
for two terms and had spent much effort on the renewal program in that old. but now once
again prosperous, industrial city. Tsongas’s campaign in the crowded Democraticprimary
had emphasized his difficult-to-pronounce name. In the generaleelection the dominant figure
was that of Brooke: a talented and articulate man in terrible trouble because of a bitter di-
vorce and a disputed property settlement. Tsongas tastefully avoided that whole matter and
emphasized that he was closer to Edward Kennedy’s views on economic issues than Brooke
was. The result was that Brooke was narrowly defeated. He was the first (and so far only)
black elected to the Senate by popular vote; he was a leader on a variety of legislative issues
including abortion, on which he courageously led the opposition to cutting off government
funding for abortion.

Tsongas has proved also to be a senator more interested in national than local issues. In
his first year he tried to get on the Foreign Relations Committee; but that would have put
two Greek-Americans on that body just as the Carter Administration was trying to resume
military aid to Turkey. He served instead on Energy, where as a northeasterner he tended to
oppose all attempts to end energy price controls, and on Banking. In 1980 he succeeded in
moving from Banking to Foreign Relations. Tsongas attracted the most attention when, at
the 1980 ADA convention, he made a speech saying that Democrats were going to have to
rethink their programs and come up with new ideas. The reception, even from ADAers and
even before the November 1980 election, was favorable. Tsongas had articulated the sense
that many Democrats had that their programs had become disconnected from reality and
that their list of goals had become more a theological litany than a program for action. On
specifics, Tsongas seems not quite so ready to depart from the standard Democratic agenda.
But he has succeeded in establishing himself as a thoughtful national figure and as advancing
the public discussion in a direction that seems inevitable now but was not where it was going

before.
Massachusetts loses one of its 12 congressional seats for 1982. In this heavily Democratic

state the likely victim of the redistricting process is one of the state’s two Bepublimn mem-
bers of Congress, Margaret H 1 i :
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voter§ didnt want it anyway, was Washington experience. It turned out that he had ne ,:
been in Washington at all; reporters took to writing “Mr. Smith éoes o Washington” storigs S
about him as soon as he came to serve out the rest of Macdonald’s term. 3
Mf«xrkey has not behaved like a neophyte politically. He won seats on the Commerce a
ln‘tenor Committees and in 1981 won the chair of the Oversight and Investigations Subco,
mittee of Interior. Markey hoped to use this to spotlight misdeeds of the oil companies and
to demonstrate the dangers and impracticalities of nuclear power. He must proceed wiﬂi,’ﬁ 1
some caution, however, since at least one of the Democrats on the subcommittee, Bevcrl;ch?- € |
Byron, often votes with Republicans. i b
Mar'key has been reelected either by a spectacular margin or has been unopposed. His
one serious problem could be redistricting. His district is one that, by virtue of its geographic
position and population, could easily be eliminated, and reportedly he does not have many, &
pgwerful friends in the Massachusetts State House. His best hopes are that the legislatox{’l
will be persuaded to target Republican Margaret Heckler instead, and this seems more likes g
ly; even so, Markey will at the least gain new territory that may contain ambitious young L
Democratic politicians, or perhaps even a Republican. , g

Census Data  Pop. (1980 final) 451,683, down 5% in 1970s. Median family income, 1970, $11 406 ]
119% of USS. ) » S

The Voters ;
Employment profile 1970 White collar. 57%. Blue collar, 32%. Service, 11%. Farm, -%. -8

Ethnic groups  Black 1980, 19, Hispanic 1980, 2%. Asian 1980, 1%. Total forei n stock 1970, 37
ltaly. 12%:; Canada, 9%; Ireland, 49%: USSR, UK, 3% each; Polando, 1%. . : %.-'

Presidential Vote

429%) E i

1980 Reagan (R).. o0 i o, 90,726
Cageri(D) - ln 91,189 (42%)
Andersoni() .. 5o 30,656 (14%) !
1976 Eardi(R)s i s Al 86,572 (39%) i
@arteri(D) oo i 126,935 (57%) b2
Rep. Edward J. Markey (D) Elected 1976 b. July 11, 1946, Malden: home, Malden; Boston Col., B.A. 8
e 1968. J.D. 1972. '

Career Mass House of Reps., 1973-76.

Offices 403 CHOB, 202-225-2836. Also 2100A JFK Fed. Bidg,,
Boston 02203, 617-223-2781.
Comnmittees Energy and Commerce (10th). Subcommittees: En-
ergy Coqscrvauon and Power; Fossil and Synthetic Fuels; Tele- |
communications, Consumer Protection and Finance. '
lmerior_and Insular Affairs (13th). Subcommittees: Energy and ;
the Environment; Oversight and Investigations (Chairman).
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Key Y otes

1)Dratt Registn §  AGN  6) Fair Hsg DOJ Enfrc  FOR
2)Ban $ 10 Nicrgua AGN  7)Lim PAC Contrbtns  FOR
3)Dlay MX Missile  FOR  8)Cap on Food Stmp § AGN

4)Nucir Mortorium FOR  9)New US Dep Edcatn FOR

11)Cut Soc! Incr Dins § AGN
12) Hosptl Cost Controls FOR
13) Gasln Curls & Alictns FOR
14) Lim Wndfll Prof Tax AGN

5)Alaska Lands Bill FOR 10) Cut OSHA $ AGN 15)Chrysir Loan Grmtee FOR
Election Results
1980 general Edward J. Markey (D) .......... 155,759 (100¢;) ($67.173)
1980 primary Edward J. Markey (D) .......... 29.190  (85%) -
James J. Murphy (D) ........... 5.247  (15%) (50)
197> general Edward J. Markey (D) .......... 145615  (85%) (860.542)
James J. Murphy () ............ 26017  (15%)

EIGHTH DISTRICT

The 8th of Massachusetts is a congressional district with a number of distinctive features. It
is the home of no less than three major universities— Harvard, MIT, and Boston University
— and of dozens of small colleges; in all, the 8th has the second highest proportion of college
students (15% of the potential electorate in 1970) in the nation. The 8th is distinctive physi-
callyv: it includes most of Boston'’s downtown, with its 1920s buildings alternating with mod-
ern architecture and Faneuil Hall and the restored 1820s Quincy Market. It has literally
dozens of distinctive neighborhoods, from the Italian quarter in Boston’s North End to the
insular Irish community of Charlestown, the newer Portuguese community in Cambridge,
the Armenians in Watertown, the elderly Jews of Brighton, and the upper-income Yankees
and professors of Belmont. And it is distinctive in its congressional representation. This
heavily Democratic part of heavily Democratic Massachusetts has been represented succes-
sively by a president of the United States and a speaker of the House of Representatives —
the only district in American history with such a record.

The president of course was John Kennedy, who won this seat in 1946 as a rich young vet-
eran and held it for six years while waiting to run for the Senate; and the speaker is Thomas
“Tip™ O'Neill, elected here in 1952 after servingas the first Democratic speaker of the Massa-
chusetts house, and speaker of the House in Washington since the beginning of 1977.

O'Neill is a man of town, not gown, politics, and he still feels most comfortable in the
company of experienced Irish pols. In his first years in the House, he was a man who got
along by going along—and got a seat on the Rules Committee out of it. In 1967, however,
he took the step—rare at the time — of coming out publicly against Lyndon Johnson’s poli-
cy in Vietnam. This was long before the university vote was important in the district; O'Neill
had been persuaded by his children that the war was wrong, As an Irish big city pol who sup-
ported the antiwar position , he was a natural bridge between different segments of the Dem-
ocratic Caucus in the late 1960s and early 1970s.

He also knew how to count. In 1971 he supported Hale Boggs’s candidacy for majority
leader and brought a number of eastern votes along with him. Boggs won. and O'Neill was
appointed whip. When Boggs was lost in a plane crash in 1972, O'Neill succeeded to the
majority leadership essentially without opposition. The succession to the speakership, after
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decessors and indesd was seldom true of the fabled Sam Rayburn in his later years. Part of ]
the reason for O'Neill’s effectiveness is lack of competing power centerg, The Rules Commit+
tee, no longer chaired by southern conservatives, is responsive to the speaker’s wishes. Such
committee chairmen as Wilbur Mills of Ways and Means and Wayne Hays of House Ad- -
ministration are gone. Phillip Burton, defeated in 1976 for majority leader by one vote, i§ |
not a close O’Neill friend; Jim Wright, the man who did win, does not have as much of a per-
sonal power base. If power in the House today is diffused among dozens of subcommittee *
chairmen and activist members of both parties, it is also concentrafgd to a greater extent
than it used to be at the top, in the hands of the speaker. Some of those who complain that
there are no strong leaders in the House anymore are columnists who used to have good
sources on the Hill but who now do not get the inside story and scoop from O'Neill. Instead,
the speaker is candid about his plans and strategies in open press conference. o
ONeill is a highly partisan man, and unlikg some of his predecessors, he has no great af-
fection for his Republican counterparts. Republicans are the enemy, and the speaker sees *
his job as getting legislation through with Democratic votes. His task will be more difficult &
now that there are only 242 Democratic votes— just 26 more than the majority of 218 — 3
than it was when there were 290, as there were just after thé 1974 elections. O'Neill's job will §
be even more difficult since President Reagan, at least at the beginning of his term, seemed H
to be doing a fine job of defining the issues and controlling the dialogue. O'Neill has shown, 4
however, that he can be a legislative strategist of great talent. The best example is the energy &
bill in the 95th Coiigress. When the Carter Administration advanced its proposals, O'Neill's i
impulse was to help get them through the Housg. But it would be difficult. Various commit- &8
tees had jurisdiction over different parts of the program, and they had different policy pref-
erences; the House had failed to report out anything at all when President Ford submitted $
an energy bill. So O'Neill set up an ad hoc committee, including members from all the tc!c-*' :
vant committees that had to pass on the substantive legislation. He chose as its chairman
Thomas Ashley of Ohio, a competent worker with few personal enemies and without the &
sort of ambition that makes other members nervous or jealous. He got the main problems &
thrashed out in that committee and then got the legislative committees to report out the bill. g
Mokt of the points in the program he put into one major bill, which members had to voteup &
or down; there would be no piece-by-piece dismemberment of the legislation on the floor. &
Certain particularly important and controversial provisions— notably the question of de- =
regulation of natural gas— were to be voted on separately. Then the bill passed the House. *
It was quite a contrast with the Senate’s approach to the same legislation, which featured ¢
lengthy and often frivolous filibustering, endless nonbargaining at conference committee.

v"Neill is now faced with an entirely different situation, and like many other Democrats
he is not sure what course to follow. Priorities were set very clearly at the start of the Beagan
Administration, and Democrats could not decide whether to putup a proPably futile fight
against the Reagan budget cuts or whether to go along and concede the issue to Reagan.
O'Neill the partisan Democrat may be torn one way and O’Neill the leader of one bmnch. of
government the other. Presumably he will lead a fight on at least some points. but chposmg
that ground is difficult and there is no national administration and there are no nationally
respected leaders to give guidance. O'Neill, after 44 yearsasa legislator— 16in Ma,ssachusetts
and 28 in Washington —is now forced to make the kind of decisions on wh{ch he and all
other legislative leaders have been accustomed to deferring to others. His task jsall the more
a uicult because House Democrats so obviously do not agree among themselves on either
strategy or tactics— not to speak of issue positions. O'Neill may have control of prowdu.re
in the House; he has a substantial majority on the Rules Committee and a strong ally in
Chairman Richard Bolling. But on most issues the traditional Democratic position probab-
ly does not command a majority on the House floor. O'Neill can use procedure to help. him
win a few additional votes here and there, or to prevent Republicans from framing the issue
most favorably to their cause. But he is the kind of leader who tends to allow up-or-down
votes on major substantive issues, and he seems unlikely to control many outcomes through
procedural legerdemain.

O'Neill must in some respects be a frustrated man: he is the best speaker the House has
had for some time, and yet his party has steadily lost members since he assumed Ehat post.
Those losses result largely from issues beyond his ability to control. ‘But the fact is that he
does not present the kind of image that voters scem to want; he is part of an gldcr, b‘ackroom
tradition of politics, and he does not have the smooth, soft-toned television delivery of a
Howard Baker. O'Neill did display a mastery of the proceedings at the 1980 Democratic
National Convention, which would have gotten out of control if the Carter forces had been
able to do what they wanted unhampered by the calm and independent force of the spca}cer;
but this is a subtle kind of performance that few television viewers were able to appreciate.
Their image of O'Neill is probably more like that of the careless white-maned driver of the
car that runs out of gas in the very effective Republican television ad. e

There have been rumors that O'Neill will retire, and he turns 70 in |982. But he is still a
year younger than President Reagan, and he still seems to have a taste f.or the fray. He would
not, one assumes, like to be minority leader, a position he last held in the Massachu§etts
House in 1947 and 1948. But he probably will run again. The 8th district has had'comlder-
able population loss since 1970, which means that the boundaries of the district will have to

i
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ONeill framed the issues, got an up-or-down vote, and passed a major bill. There had not

been a performance Jike this in the House for a long, long time.

But this episode also shows what has turned out to be O'Neill’s greatest weakness: he does b |

not set goals on major issues himself. When he became speaker, he expected the national
administration of his party to establish its priorities on issues and to come up with specific
programs; when the Carter Administration did this, as on energy, O'Neill performed ably. -
But too often the Carter Administration had no priorities or sent up legislation, such as its |
welfare and tax reforms, about which it soon became clear that the president really cared
very little. O'Neill is the old-fashioned kind of Democrat who believes in generous aid to the

noor and the helpless. The Carter Administration kept sending him conflicting signa

be changed, but the Democratic legislature back home will certainly draw him a district he
can easily win. .,

Census Data  Pop. (1980 final) 435,160, down 8% in 1970s. Median family income, 1970, $10,317,
108% of U.S.

The Voters

Employment profile 1970 White collar, 63%. Blue collar, 24%. Service, 13% Farm, -%.
E(hfti‘c’;roupsp {lack 1980, 4%. Hispanic 1980, 3%. Asian 1980, 39%. Totalforeign stockplm,dﬂl%
s o a0 2 U each: FITEDn O. %
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Presidential Vote

i -

1980 Reagan (R) .... 56,312
.......... ! 31%)
Casbeeqy ... . ... 92,707 51%)
Anderson () ........... B 28,822 (16%)
1976 e T 62,247 (35%)
L O e 117,446 (65%)

Boston Col., A.B. 1936.

1946-47.

Boston 02203, 617-223-2784.
Committees The Speaker of the House.

Group Ratings and Key Votes: Speaker does not usually vote {
Election Results ' 3
1980 general Thomas P. (Tip) O'Neill, Jr. (D) 12
101 ; : 55 8,689  (78%) $62,837)
s William A. Barnstead (D). ....... 354 (2% (($48
primary Thomas P. (Tip) O'Neill, Jr. (D) .. 41,782  (100%) T
1978 general Thomas P. (Tip) O'Neill, Jr. (D) .. 102,160 (75%) (516,274
William A. Barnstead (R)........ 28,566 (21%)

NI‘NTH DISTRICT

Boston is Fhe most political of cities. Boston malcontents did more than anyone else to start g
the American Revolution, and Boston was the hotbed of the abolitionist movement that 4

haq so’much to fio with igniting the Civil War. Boston is also, and this is no coincidence, the &
nation’s most ]qsh city, for the Irish seem to have some magical aptitude for politics ’Thc i
proportion of Irish-Americans who live here does not really show up in the census ﬁéures, E
}thCh show only the 7% who came themselves or whose parents came from Ireland: the fact &
is that there has be.en‘ heavy Irish immigration here since 1845, and that the Boston ’Irish are

remarkably unassimilated. In the old Irish neighborhoods of South Boston and Charles- %
town, people keep their ethnic identity although their ancestors may have stepped off the £

-

boat more than a century ago. This is not a city where Irish identity is forgotten,

The Irish remain the most important ethnic i 3

: > I group in Boston; they have heid the mayor’s |
office w:thot.xt §ubstan§1al Interruption from 1906 to the present day. Much of the older )l;os- 4
ton wealth, it is true, is still in Yankee Protestant hands, controlled by the kind of people b

who preserve such Boston institutions as the Athenaeum and the Somerset Club and

Rep. Thomas P. (Tip) O'Neill, Jr. (D) Elected 1952; b. Dec. 9, 1912, Cambridge; home, Cambrid g2

Career Insurance business: Mass House of Reps: r i
s . ps., 1936-52, Mg
nor. Ldr., 1947-48, Spkr., 1948-52; Cambridge School Comm

Offices 2231 RHOB, 202-225-5111. Also 2200A JFK Fed. Bldg #t
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lineal) descendants of Samuel Adams and his raucous friends: the leftish, recent’former/
presen! students, the young liberated people who make up an increasing percentage of the
population here. For Boston is, if you look at it that way, the nation’s largest college town,
not just because of Harvard and MIT across the river in Cambridge, but because of literally
hundreds of other schools of all kinds and all levels of repute. Boston is one of the few Ameri-
can cities where the local media, the big retailers, even the banks cater to a market of this sort.

So we have this arresting paradox. Boston, which by some indications is solidly to the left
politically (more than 60% for McGovern in 1972), is also the site of the nation’s longest-
lasting and most bitter antibusing protest (the city went for George Wallace in the 1976 pres-
idential primary). The way to explain the contradiction is to look at just who is upset, and at
wh © The antiwar movement had its constituency in the post-student generation here; the
Irish neighborhoods, after initial hostility and on prompting by Edward Kennedy, con-
curred. Busing is a problem that troubles almost exclusively the Irish ghettos, such as South
Boston, where most of the violence took place. The post-student generation has never been
part of the busing controversy.

Moreover, the long-term impact of the busing controversy seems limited. The number of
people whose children were affected is not all that great. Many of the whites in the city have
always sent their children to Catholic schools; many others are too old to have children of
school age. The busing orders that began when blacks formed only a minority of the school
population have produced enough white flight that relatively few whites are left in the public
school system; many have left for the suburbs, where indeed they might have moved in the
natural course of things even without busing.

Certainly the evidence of election returns shows that busing is the concern of a minority.
Wallace won here in 1976, but with only 25% of the vote. Mayor Kevin White twice beat
Louise Day Hicks, the school committee member closely identified with opposition to bus-
ing; and the current school committee does not have a strong antibusing majority. Mrs.
Hicks was elected to Congress in 1970, but with minorities in both the primary and general
election. She had a minority again in the 1972 primary and lost the general election to a
Democratic state senator who was running as an Independent.

That was Joseph Moakley, and he remains the congressman from the 9th district. After
his initial victory, he has had no problem winning reelection. Succeeding to a seat once held
by a recent Speaker, John McCormack, who served here from 1928 until his retirement in
1970, he was helped by the current Speaker, Tip O'Neill, to a seat on the House Rules Com-
mittee. Predictably his votes are in line with the wishes of the House leadership.

Moakley's district will have to be changed somewhat in redistricting. Tip O'Neill’s district
will probably include more of Boston that it now does, and the 9th will have to go out into
more suburbs. Technically, this might put Moakley in the same district with 11th district
Congressman Brian Donnelly, but in that event the chances are that Donnelly would move
his residence farther out and run in the new 11th.

Census Data Pop. (1980 final) 425,958, down [09% in 1970s. Median family income, 1970, $10,144,
106% of U.S.

The Voters
ollar. 55%. Blue collar, 28%. Service. 17%. Farm. -%.
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... Suburbia in Control

Maryland is a little bit of everything. The
ninth smallest state in the country, it manages to
include within its bizarrely shaped borders a
rural, traditional isolated Eastern Shore that re-
sembles the Deep South; a mountainous north-
west corner that juts into Appalachia; urban Bal-
timore, with the ethnicity and modern urban
problems of any Northern city; and two huge,
separate collections of suburbs.

But it is the suburbs that are coming to
define Maryland politically. Between them, the
state’s two suburban Washington, D.C., counties
— Montgomery and Prince George’s — had more
than 1.2 million people in 1980, nearly 30 percent
of the population of the state. Another 638,000
live in Baltimore County, an entirely-suburban
enclave just outside Baltimore, and more than
?00,000 in Anne Arundel County, within commut-
ing distance of both Baltimore and Washington.

Altogether, Maryland is now a mostly-subur-
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ban constituency. But the suburbs themsels
barely have more in common with each other th
they do with the other parts of the state.
Baltimore County is an overwhelmin
white, blue-collar constituency, some of it
ern in orientation, conservative on social issi
but loyally Democratic in most elections. Pring
George’s used to be something like that, but #
adjoins mostly-black southeast Washington, anii®.
by 1980 it had become one-third black, moving il
politics to the left but keeping its Democrat
orientation. -
Montgomery, on the other hand, is an uppets
middle-class, white-collar ares, liberal and nom#
nally Democratic but highly independent. #%
strongly supports Maryland’s liberal Republicsit
senator, Charles McC. Mathias Jr. P
The result of Maryland's demogra

changes is a politics with little statewide cobal
ence, in which most of the individual areas suf

rt Democrats for different reasons. Carter won
it in 1980 as he was losing virtually every other
state in the country. Republicans have not won
the governorship since 1966, when Spiro T. Agnew
was elected; they did not come close even in 1978,
after Democratic incumbent Marvin Mandel had
been convicted and sentenced to prison on cor-
ruption charges.

The only statewide Republican winner in the
past decade has been Mathias, who has cut deeply
into the Demaocratic vote. But there is enough of a
conservative base on the Eastern Shore, in the
west, and in newer suburban areas such as Anne
Arundel County to convince Republicans they can
win with the right candidate. They will test that
theory in 1982 with a strong challenge to_the
junior Democratic senator, Paul S. Sarbanes.

A Political Tour

Baltimore. Until recently, Baltimore's pre-
eminence within Maryland was unquestioned.
Sixty years ago, the city made up half the state’s
population. In 1950, when the city’s population
peaked at just under a million, it accounted for 40
percent of the state total. But as people fled to the
suburbs, Baltimore's population plummeted. To-
day less than 20 percent of the state’s residents
live there. For the first time in the city’s history,
the 1980 census showed the majority of them (55
percent) were black.

Despite the population decline, however, the
1970s were a good decade for Baltimore. New
construction, development and rehabilitation
have boosted its morale in recent years.

Physical regeneration has been aided by in-
novative programs such as urban homesteading —
mostly residential but some commercial as well —
in which the city has sold dilapidated property for
a dollar. The flashy Harbor Place shopping/com-
mercial center in the inner-harbor area has
brought new life to an otherwise deserted
downtown.

Baltimore is still the nations’s sixth largest
port. The world’s largest port of entry for cars, it
also handles goods ranging from iron and steel to
chemicals, grain, sugar and spices. It is becoming
& major coal exporting port.

Politically, Baltimore remains the Demo-
cratic base of the state. Carter, who carried the
state by 45,555 votes in 1980, did it only because
he took Baltimore by 134,000.

Nearly 100,000 of that margin came from the
Tth Congressional District, which is nearly 80
percent black. Represented by Democrat Parren
J. Mitchell, the 7th District covers the center city

Maryland

and the western side of Baltimore. It was the only
district in the state to support George McGovern
in 1972.

The ethnic 3rd District on the south and east
sides of the city is still Democratic, but with less
predictability. The Poles, Italians and other blue-
collar ethnics, represented in the House by Demo-
crat Barbara Mikulski, occasionally leaven their
Democratic loyalties with a streak of social con-
servatism. They could not accept George McGov-
ern in 1972; the district gave Richard Nixon 66
percent of its vote.

Suburban Maryland. The Baltimore sub-
urbs are currently growing faster than those
around Washington, and they are following the
traditional pattern of suburban development
around Northern cities. The areas closest to the
city have now stopped growing. The sons and
daughters of those first suburbanites are buying
new homes on what was farm land a generation
ago.

The Baltimore suburbs tend to be slightly
less Democratic than those in the Washington
area. In 1976, Gerald Ford carried all the areas
closest to Baltimore, while Carter won Montgom-
ery and Prince George’s. Four years later, Carter
carried Prince George’s but lost both Montgom-
ery and Baltimore counties.

Montgomery shows little real partisan affin-
ity. In 1980, while it was going for Reagan over
Carter by 20,000 votes, it gave Mathias a 136,000
vote advantage over his Democratic opponent,
and re-elected its Democratic congressman by
nearly 50,000 votes. F

Western Republican Panhandle. Mary-
land’s westernmost counties, settled by Pennsyl-
vania Dutch and Scotch-Irish families, resemble
neighboring Pennsylvania and West Virginia.

Dating back to the Civil War when the west-
ern panhandle sided with the North, the farmers
of Western Maryland have been the most consis-
tent Republican voters in the state. Registered
Democrats still outnumber Republicans in all but
Garrett County, but the margin does not come
close to the statewide figure, and the registration
edge is rarely reflected in the election returns.

The Republican strength in western Mary-
land is demonstrated every two'years by the
results in the 6th Congressional District. Reagan
scored his highest percentage in the 6th in 1980. It
was the only district J. Glenn Beall Jr. carried in
his 1976 Senate loss to Sarbanes. And in 1974,
both Mathias and losing GOP gubernatorial can-
didate Louise Gore ran more than 10 points ahead
of their statewide percentages there. But the fact
that only 7 percent of the state’s voters live in the
hilly panhandle permits 8 Democrat virtually to
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Maryland

ignore it in favor of more densely populated areas.

Eastern Shore. Around the broad and shal-
low Chesapeake Bay, a brand of Dixie conserva-
tism has flourished for a long time among the
farmers and fishermen.

Long tied to the Democratic Party of the
Civil War era, the Eastern Shore began to enter-
tain thoughts of voting Republican after the lib-
eral social and economic policies of the New Deal
and Fair Deal challenged its conservative in-
stincts. The voters here flirted with George Wal-
lace’s American Independent Party in 1968. Wal-
lace won more than 20 percent of the vote in
nearly every county in the region, leaving Hubert
Humphrey with the lowest vote for a Democrat
since the Civil War in most Eastern Shore coun-
ties. Although Carter managed to return about
half of the eastern counties to the Democratic
column in 1976, by 1980 all but two — Somerset
and Kent — were back in GOP hands, and
Reagan missed getting those two by 97 and 30
votes, respectively. By the next presidential elec-
tion, two full decades will have passed since a

3
£

Dgxpocratic candidate last carried many of the ﬂ(
Dixie Democratic areas of the Eastern Shore, -

&

Redrawing the Lines

Maryland retains its eight congress :
seats, but dramatic population shifts within the
state make redistricting tricky. The populations
of the Ist and 6th Districts, which encompass the
conservative counties at the eastern and westerg
ends of the state, have swollen to more thay
600,000 each, while the two Baltimore city digs
tricts, the 3rd and the 7th, have dropped to just
over 400,000. 34

Expanding the 7th District to preserve black
Democrat Parren J. Mitchell could push Demgs
cratic incumbents in the 3rd and 2nd Districts
farther from the city. As the lone GOP represém:
tative, only 4th District incumbent Marjorie &
Holt is vulnerable to a partisan gerrymander by
the Democratic Legislature and governor.

Governor
Harry R. Hughes (D)

Born: Nov. 13, 1926, Easton, Md.

Home: Cross Key, Md.

Education: U. of Maryland, B.S. 1949;
?gesorge Washington U. Law School, J.D.

2.

Military Career: Navy Air Corps, 1944-45.

Profession: Lawyer.

Family: Wife, Patricia; two children.

Religion: Episcopalian.

Political Career: Md. House of Delegates,
1955-59; Md. Senate, 1959-71; unsuccess-
ful campaign for U.S. House, 1964; secre-
tary of Md. Dept. of Transportation,
1971-77; elected governor 1978; term ex-
pires Jan. 1983.
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Charles McC. Mathias

Of Frederick — Elected 1968

Born: July 24, 1922, Frederick, Md.

Education: Haverford College, B.A. 1944; Yale
U., 1943-44; U. of Md., LL.B. 1949.

Military Career: Navy, 1942-44,

Profession: Lawyer.

Family: Wife, Ann Hickling Bradford; two
children.

Religion: Episcopalian.

Political Career: Frederick city attorney, 1954-
59; Md. House, 1959-61; U.S. House, 1961-69.

In Washington: Mathias, one of the Sen-
ate’s most liberal Republicans, galls his conserva-
tive colleagues to a degree wholly unwarranted by
his actual influence.

The veteran Maryland senator is neither as
abrasive as some of his fellow GOP liberals nor as
skillful as others. Yet it is Mathias who generates
the most anger on the right, and who alone among
the dwindling band of Republican liberals has
been punished for his political apostasy.

By all the normal rules of seniority, it is
Mathias — not South Carolina’s Strom
Thurmond — who should now be chairman of the
Judiciary Committee. But Senate Republicans
did him out of it with a vindictiveness seldom
displayed in the clubby world of the Senate.

The coup took place not in 1981, when Re-
publicans gained control of the Senate, but in
1977, when a GOP takeover seemed little more
than a distant dream. That year the ranking GOP
position on Judiciary became vacant. Thurmond
was next in line, but he was already ranking
Republican on Armed Services and Senate rules
prohibit anyone from holding that position on two
major committees.

Thurmond’s major legislative focus had been
on Armed Services. But at the urging of his fellow
conservatives, he gave up the top position there
solely to block Mathias at Judiciary. Four years
later he inherited the chairmanship. Again urged
on by the Republican right, he then abolished the
antitrust subcommittee Mathias was in line to
head, and stripped the Criminal Justice Subcom-
mittee, which Mathias did get, of much of its
significant jurisdiction.

It was only through the insistence of Majority
Leader Howard H. Baker Jr. that Mathias, who is
seventh in seniority among Republicans, wound
up with any committee chairmanship — that of
the Rules Committee, which in the Senate is
largely restricted to housekeeping matters.

Maryland - Senior Senator

Jr. (R)

A more aggressive and combative man than
Mathias might have forestalled the conservative
assaults of recent years, but Mathias, despite the
hostility he has drawn, has never been much of a
political infighter. His pacific nature may even
encourage attacks instead of repelling them.

But what seems to provoke conservatives
most is the attention — and esteem — that
Mathias has always commanded from the na-
tional media and other outsiders who consider
him a principled spokesman for the moderate-to-
liberal wing of the Republican Party.

Ever since he entered Congress 20 years ago,
Mathias has gotten excellent press. Because he is
their “local” senator, the Washington newspapers
in particular tend to give him heavy coverage,
most of it favorable. His differences with other
Republicans — on issues ranging from the Viet-
nam War to civil rights and civil liberties — have
been highly publicized, in a way that they would
not have been if he represented Wyoming, or
Vermont.

Mathias was an early and ardent critic of the
Nixon administration, and during the Watergate
era was prominently listed on the White House
“enemies list.” He voted against the Haynsworth
and Carswell nominations to the Supreme Court,
he opposed much of Nixon’s “law and order”
drive, and he spoke out early against the abuses of
power associated with Watergate.

After Nixon resigned, Mathias made no con-
spicuous effort to move to the Republican main-
stream. He began complaining regularly about the
party’s conservative drift, and in 1978 protested
the New Right's proclivity for “cannibalizing”
Republicans who disagreed with conservative
doctrines.

Year in and year out, Mathias has voted
against the majority of his fellow Republicans in
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Charles McC. Mathias Jr., R-Md.

the Senate. By and large, however, that has been
the extent of his offense; he has rarely been
strident or abusive, and it is hard to think of a
conservative stratagem that he has actively
derailed.

Mathias is no workaholic. He is bored by
details, and tends to be absent-minded. He sel-
dom engages in the kind of painstaking effort
needed to build coalitions in support of a particu-
lar bill or amendment, although he works assidu-
ously to bring home the federal bacon for Mary-
land and succeeds nicely in that respect.

In the Senate as a whole, Mathias can seldom
deliver any vote but his own. But on the Judiciary
Committee, where ideological alliances have never
coincided neatly with party lineups, he has often
cast a crucial swing vote. In the years when major
civil rights and civil liberties measures were mov-
ing through the committee, it was often Mathias
who assured their approval, by lining up with the
panel’s liberal Democrats against his fellow Re-
publicans and Southern Democrats.

More recently, he has been a swing vote on
issues of a different sort. In 1980, for example, it
was Mathias who cast the deciding vote to kill a
proposed constitutional amendment requiring a
balanced federal budget. He also voted against it
in 1980 as the committee approved it.

Given the narrow 10-8 edge Republicans hold
on Judiciary, and the tendency for Democrats on
the committee to be more cohesive than in the
past, Mathias can still play a critical role. He
vowed early in 1981 to use his influence to defeat
any move “to undo two decades of progress in
assuring all Americans their civil rights and their
civil liberties.”

Besides Judiciary and Rules, Mathias serves
on the Governmental Affairs Committee, where
he chairs the subcommittee responsible for
overseeing the District of Columbia. Like the
Democrat he replaced, Sen. Thomas F. Eagleton,
he supports self-government for the city — but
stops short of allowing the district to tax Mary-
land and Virginia suburbanites who work in the
city, as it would like to do.

At the start of the 97th Congress, Mathias
voluntarily relinquished his seat on the powerful
Appropriations Committee, where he was third in
seniority, to take a much lower slot on Foreign
Relations. That move dismayed the rest of the
Maryland congressional delegation and many
politicians in the state, who felt he should have
remained on Appropriations to garner the maxi-
mum federal generosity possible for Maryland.
Mathias said he chose Foreign Relations over

Appropriations because “the development of g
consistent and coherent U.S. foreign policy re
mains the most vital issue confronting the natiog
today.” His landslide 1980 re-election allows him
six full years in which to smooth the feathers he
ruffled by switching panels.

At Home: Mathias has many of the sams
problems among Maryland Republicans that he
has among Senate Republicans, but they have
never really hurt him.

He has not offered the Republican right
many concessions — he refused to serve on Ron-
ald Reagan's Maryland steering committee in
1980 — but the party’s prominent conservatives
have not tried to challenge him, partly for fear
that any Republican who defeated Mathias for
renomination would lose the general election.
Former congressman Robert E. Bauman backed
down from a 1980 primary challenge to Mathiss
for that reason.

Democrats have never presented Mathias
with much of a problem; -he steals away most of
their natural constituency: suburban liberals,
blacks, and labor. In 1974, against liberal Demeo-
crat Barbara A. Mikulski, now a House member,
Mathias captured every jurisdiction in the state
except Baltimore city and suburban Baltimote
County. Mikulski’s edge in the city, which nor-
mally gives Democrats 100,000-vote pluralities,
was a mere 28,194 votes — a testament to
Mathias’ personal popularity. :

By 1980, Mathias had the official backing ==
and generous campaign support — of organi
labor. He became the first Republican in modern
history to win every county in the state, and.
Baltimore city besides. He did so while Maryland
voters were giving Jimmy Carter one of his few
election victories. :

After four years as city attorney in his home-

town of Frederick, and two years in the Maryland

Legislature, Mathias ran for the House in 1960
against incumbent Democrat John R. Foley, in 8

district that stretched from the Washington D.G.

line to the West Virginia border.

Eight years later, he challenged Democrati¢ -
Sen. Daniel B. Brewster, an old friend but &
highly vulnerable candidate, plagued by heavy .
drinking and newspaper reports linking him to&

mail order scandal, in which he was later tried and
convicted. Even with Brewster’s problems:

Mathias drew only 47.8 percent of the vote; bé

was helped by the candidacy of George €
Mahoney, a conservative Democrat running as an
independent, who drained away some
Brewster's support.

Committees
5 {#h of 9 Republicans)
m.:;emmional Economic Policy, chairman; African Affairs; Euro-
peon Affairs.
Governmental Affairs (4th of 9 Republicans)

Governmental Efficiency and the District of Colw.nbio. choir-
man; Civil Service, Post Office, and General Services; Perma-

nent Subcommittee on Investigations.

Judiciary (2nd of 10 Republicans)
Criminol Low, chairman; Juvenile Justice; Regulatory Reform.

1975 4 3 22
1974 (Ford) 32 40
1974 39 40 14
1973 43 4 28
1972 4o 50 33
1971 a4 40 38
1970 51 27 27
1969 5 N 27
House service
1968 5 22 26
1967 47 20 27
1966 50 18 s
1965 8 22 3
1964 4 2 33
1963 55 32 45
1962 70 25 47
1961 57 42 66
S = Support o
Key Votes
96th Congress

pules and Administration (Chairman)
Joint Librory
Joint Printing (Chairman)
Elections
1980 General
Charles Mathios (R ) 850,9:2 (gi ::;
Edward Conroy (D) 435,118 (
1980 Primary
Chorles Mathias (R ) 82,430 (?; ::)
John Brennan (R ) 24,343 (]5 %;
Dollas Merrell (R } 23,07, é o4
Roscoe Bartlett (R ) 10,970 (7 %)
Previous Winning Percentages
1974(57 %) 1968(48%) 1966° (71 %) 1964" (55%)
1962° (61 %) 1960 (52 %)
* House elections.
Campaign Finance
Receipts E:.tpon-
Receipts from PACs ditures
1980
Mathias (R ) $874,995 $296,139 (34 %) $848,456
Conroy (D) $166,557 —(09%) 5162966
Voting Studies
Presidential Party Conur.v?ﬁn
Support Unity Coalition
Year S o H © S o
Senate service
1980 4 7 16 55 0 6
1979 73 16 23 8 2 n
1978 6 10 17 6S 6 &9
1977 64 19 25 60 30 60
1976 40 42 20 5% 20 o4

97th Congress
Restore urbon program funding cuts (1981)

Maintain relations with Taiwan (1979)
Reduce synthetic fuel development funds (1979)
Impose nuclear plont moratorium (1979)
Kill stronger windtall profits tax (1979)
Guarantee Chrysler Corp. loans (1979)
Approve militory draft registration (1980)
End Revenue Sharing to the states (1980)
Block Justice Dept. busing svits (1980)

i
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Interest Group Ratings
ACA ARCIO CCUS-1

Yeor ADA
Senate service
1980 72
1979 63
1978 50
1977 75
1976 65
1975 83
1974 86
1973 90
1972 60
1971 &3
1970 78
1969 78
House service
1968 50
1967 53
1966 41
1965 53
1964 72
1963 g
1962 88
1961 30

100
79
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79
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85
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60
80
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Michael D. Barnes, D-Md.

Jr. and Gilbert Gude. Steers took Barnes too
lightly, and lost by 4,000 votes out of nearly
160,000 cast.

Stunned by his defeat, Steers campaigned
intensively for a rematch in 1980, and raised
$565,000. But Barnes had cultivated a reputation
as an independent-minded, energetic congress-
man. He was a leader of the unsuccessful move-
ment in the summer of 1980 to “‘open” the Demo-
cratic National Convention so that delegates
bound to President Jimmy Carter would be free
to vote for someone else. His work did not shake
loose many of the delegates bound to Carter, but
it did not hurt Barnes a bit at home; in Novem-
ber, he was re-elected by nearly 50,000 votes while
Reagan was carrying the district by 20,000.

Before launching his career in elective poli-
tics, Barnes was a lawyer. But he had also been
active in national party affairs. He was an aide to
Sen. Edmund S. Muskie’s 1972 presidential cam-

paign and executive director of the 1976 Na
Democratic Platform Committee.

The District: The 8th is far above the
of the state in median family income and percen
age of white-collar workers. Many of its uppet=
middle and high-income families work for the
federal government, or as lawyers in Washi <
or for the hundreds of trade associations a
other government-related groups that have
sprung up in the area in the past two decadss
Several electronics and computer companies oper-
ate in the inner suburban communities of Be-
thesda, Silver Spring and Wheaton, and othss
have blossomed along Interstate 270 to the north
west, in Rockville and Gaithersburg. 2y

Despite a hefty Democratic registration ade
vantage, the 8th has a history of quirky ticket
splitting. In 1976, Carter and Republican Steess
carried the district. In 1980, it was won by Reages.
and Democrat Barnes. ey

Committees
District of Columbia (6th of 7 Democrats)
Government Operations and Metropolitan Affairs.

Foreign Affairs (13th of 21 Democrats)
Inter-American Affairs, chairmon; Human Rights and Inferno-
tional Orgonizations.

Elections

1980 General

Michoe! Barnes (D ) 148,301 (59 %)
Newton Steers Jr. (R ) 101,659 (41 %)
1978 General

Michae! Barnes (D ) 81,851 (51 %)
Newton Steers Jr. (R ) 77,807 (49 %)
1978 Primary

Michael Barnes (D ) 36,540 (72 %)
Alfred Muller (D ) 6,175 (12 %)
District Vote For President

1980 1976 1972

D 100946(40%) D 126,116 (52 %) D 96,643 (43 %)
R 120,478 (47 %) R 117,949 (48 %) R 127,225 (56 %)

[ 31,674 (12 %)

Campaign Finance -

Receipts Expen-

Recoipts  from PAC; dit
1980 3 s
Barnes (D ) $348,801  $113514(339%)  $349,924

Stoers (R ) $563,694

$42,255 (7 %)

$565,952

1978
Barnes (D ) $136,244 $37.178 (27 %)
Steers (R ) $165,669 $49.330 (30 %)
Voting Studies
Presidential Party
Support Unity
Year H (o] s o
1980 76 20 85 9
1979 80 20 93 é
S = Support Q = Opposition
Key Votes
96th Congress

Woeaoken Carter oil profits tax (1979)

Reject hospitol cost control plan (1979)

Implement Panama Canal Treaties (1979)

Establish Department of Education (1979)

Approve Anti-busing Amendment (1979}

Guorantee Chrysler Corp. loans (1979)

Approve military dratt registration (1980)

Aid Sondinisto regime in Nicoraguo {1980} :
Strengthen fair housing laws (1980) 5

97th Cengress
Reogon budget proposet (1981)

Interest Group Ratings

Yeor ADA Al AFL-CiO
1980 94 1 82
1979 89 95

Massachusetts

~ U.S. CONGRESS:
TWELVE DISTRICTS

STATE:

Governor
Edward J. King (D)

General Court
Senate: 40 members (32D, 7R, 1IND.)
House: 160 members (128D, 31R, 1IND.)

Population
5,737,137 - 11th in the nation

Area
8,257 sq. miles - 45th in the nation

'\?
%/ Senate (2D)
" House (10D, 2R)

1980 Presidential Vote: Carter (42%), Reagan (42%), Anderson (15%)

...dJoining the Majority

“Don’t blame me, I'm from Massachusetts,”
bumper stickers said in 1973, after things began
to go wrong in the second Nixon term that all 49
other states had voted for the previous November.
It was a satisfying collective smirk. But if things
should go wrong in any sense in the current
Republican administration, Massachusetts will
have to share the blame with 43 other states. The
only state to support George McGovern in 1972
went for Ronald Reagan in 1980.

Reagan’s victory does not signal any pendu-
lum swing to the right in Massachusetts. The
Republican won by only 6,000 votes out of 2.5
million cast, with 42 percent of the total vote.
Independent candidate John Anderson’s 15
percent — his highest in the nation — greatly
hurt Carter.

Yet there is an indication of growing dissatis-
faction with high taxes and liberal “big govern-
ment” programs. The 1978 election of conserva-

tive Gov. Edward King, who had unseated liberal
incumbent Michael Dukakis in the Democratic
primary, was a warning. Passage in 1980 of “Prop-
osition, 2 1/2" placing a ceiling on local property
taxes and leading to reduced services in communi-
ties all over the state, was an even more dramatic
symbol that Massachusetts is more complicated
than the liberal state of the Kennedys.

If the Kennedys have been the source of
modern Massachusetts liberalism, they have also
been the beneficiaries of broader change in the
state’s politics. In 1947, when John Kennedy first
took a seat in Congress, Massachusetts had a
Republican Governor and two Republican Sena-
tors, and the GOP held nine of the state’s 14
House seats. In 1981, with Edward Kennedy
nearing the end of his third full term in the
Senate, his party holds the governorship, both
Senate seats, and 10 of 12 House seats.

What the Kennedys did was give leadership
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Massachusetts

to issue-oriented liberals and legitimacy to a party
previously associated with machine politics and
corruption. They helped tame the fierce rivalry
between the Yankee Protestant Republicans and
Catholic Democrats.

Irish Democrats were running Boston by the
turn of the century, and beginning in the 1920s,
the party was competitive statewide in good na-
tional Democratic years. The Depression created
a stable majority for Franklin D. Roosevelt and
the New Deal. But Yankee Republicans continued
to win most congressional and gubernatorial elec-
tions, helped by their increased willingness to
nominate candidates from the “progressive” side
of the spectrum, like Leverett Saltonstall and
Henry Cabot Lodge.

When John F. Kennedy first ran for Congress
in 1946, the state was nearly ready for a political
upheaval, with or without him. It soon had one,
symbolized not only by Kennedy's Senate victory
over Lodge in 1952 but by the Democratic take-
over of the legislature in 1948, which installed
Thomas P. O’Neill Jr. as Speaker of the state
House. The legislature has not been Republican
since.

Over the following decades, Massachusetts
became a national leader in state spending for
welfare, unemployment insurance and other social
programs. Democrats did not win every election
— internecine party warfare, particularly between
Irish and Italian Americans, plagued them into
the 1970s — but Republican winners, such as
Edward Brooke, the only black senator since
Reconstruction, were progressives.

Problems developed, though. Recessions and
the decline of the textile and shoe industries left
many cities in a state of near-depression. Irish
South Boston exploded in violence in 1975 over
busing plans involving blacks from Roxbury.
Catholic opposition to Massachusetts’ liberal
abortion laws grew. Taxes to pay for expensive
social programs. soared, angering millions and
sending thousands packing for low-tax New
Hampshire.

In 1978, angry Democrats gave a jolt to the
liberal “welfare state” policies by dumping Duka-
kis for Edward King. That same year, Democrat
Paul Tsongas unseated two-term Sen. Brooke. By
1980, Tsongas had adapted to current realities by
calling for a “new liberalism” to replace what he
saw as the dogma of huge spending programs and
high taxes.

Political Tour

Boston. Boston was getting shabby for some
years after World War II. But urban renewal

AN

instituted by Mayor John Collins (1960-1968)
Kevin White (1968- ) has transformed the
into one of the most amenable (and expenss
places in the nation to live. :

The city’s population, which peaked just
above 800,000 in 1950, had by 1980 fallen hu:k!
where it was at the turn of the century — slightly
more than 560,000. But the population

shows signs of abating and new urban shopping

precincts, such as the glittery Faneuil Hall mar.
ket, have given new life to the center city.

Boston is unquestionably a Democratic city.
Only three Republicans have carried it over the
last two decades, all from the liberal wing of the
party — John Volpe in 1966, Francis Sargent %
1970, and Brooke in 1972. But each of them alwo
lost the city at some other time to Democrats-
more liberal than they. Kennedy regularly wing
seven of every ten votes in the city, and in 1972,
George McGovern took a healthy 66 percent. —
better than either of Jimmy Carter’s victoriss
there.

Boston is best defined by its various ethnl
neighborhoods. South Boston is the heart of &
Irish Catholic vote in the city. Although his
cally Democratic, South Boston supported R
gan in 1980 over Jimmy Carter. In the wake
violent anti-busing demonstrations in the 1970
South Boston’s political debate now centers
social rather than economic questions, and 1
favors conservative candidates. George We
swept South Boston in the 1976 Democratic p!
dential primary.

Blacks make up about a fifth of the city
population. Concentrated in Roxbury and #H

South End, Boston’s blacks regularly give 8 i
much as 90 percent of their vote to Democraé

candidates. The North End and East Boston ai
heavily Italian.

Thousands of college students attending B
ton University, Northeastern University, and
merous smaller institutions have also had a p
found effect on politics within the city. Activate
by opposition to the Vietham war and permi
to vote on campus by libefal registration laws,
student community has provided the voluntef
force and votes for many liberal candidates
both the state and local level.

Suburban Boston. Boston has several
of suburbs that form concentric circles around th
city’s north, west and south sides.

Just north of Boston are Cambridge, Wa
town and Somervill, three communities that
essentially urban extensions of Boston. All hav
strong ethnic, blue-collar populations and &
Democratic. Harvard and the Massachusetts In
stitute of Technology give Cambridge a more

pberal flavor than the others. House Speaker
0'Neill has represented Cambric'ige for 29 years;
ms early stand against the Vietnam war was
ular at home even when it was controversial in
ional politics.
mugxmopk%ne and Newton immediately to the
west of Boston have large enclaves of wealthy,
iberal, Jewish residents. Just south of Boston are
Dedham, Milton and Quincy, where shipbuilding
and other industries exist near ethnic, blue-collar
neighborhoods.

The next ring of towns farther out from the
Hub, as Boston is called, have been traditionally
dependent on small-scale industries which have
«uffered in the second third of the 20th century.
As shoe-making and textile work died out, the
Democratic workers moved into machine fac-
tories. In turn, the machines have given way to
high technology. Route 128, a ring road around
Boston, has served as a magnet for numerous
electronics, defense and space-related firms. Wlth
a highly-educated work force, these clean, white-
collar industries have brought a new measure of
economic prosperity to the area.

Route 128 is a rough dividing line between
the “urban” suburbs close to Boston and those
that are more countryfied. The strong Democratic
vote found inside Route 128 wavers in the subur-
ban towns further from Boston, particularly when
Republicans nominate liberal candidates like
Brooke and Sargent. Residential communities
such as Belmont, Lexington, and Winchester sup-
port a strong GOP tradition. Further from the
city, on the North Shore, Marbiehead is heavily
Republican but the fishing town of Gloucester
and industrial Beverly are more divided between
the parties. Salem, of witch trial fame, is 8 Demo-
cratic industrial town. Residents of these commu-
nities read Boston’s newspapers and watch its
television stations, but many of them have little
day-to-day contact with the city.

Northern Industrial. Lowell, Lawrence
and Haverhill are aging Massachusetts factory
towns. Lowell and Lawrence were great cities of
textile manufacturing; Haverhill was a leader in
shoemaking. The decline of these industries set
the cities back drastically but they are beginning
to re-emerge as viable economic entities, bolstered
by the arrival of new high-technology industry.

Large enough to qualify as a metropolitan
area in its own right, the industrial region of
Lawrence and Lowell is strongly Democratic. In
1978, King and Tsongas both won more than 70
percent in Lowell and Lawrence. Two years later,
Carter carried both cities over Ronald Reagan,
but by a less impressive margin.

Heading towards the ocean, northeast Massa-

Massachusetts

chusetts is dotted with small towns and fishing
villages that often vote Republican.

Southern Industrial. Bordering on Rhode
Island is Bristol County, site of two of Massachu-
setts’ larger cities: New Bedford and Fall River.
Like the cities at the northern end of the Boston
sphere, New Bedford and Fall River suffergd
blight and high unemployment following the dis-
appearance of major employers.

The economies of both cities were based on
textiles, fishing and whaling. With the decline of
all three industries, many jobs vanished and there
has been little to fill the void. )

Seafaring Portuguese-Americans settled in
Fall River years ago and have remained an impor-
tant part of the city’s ethnic makeup. New Bed-
ford also has a large Portuguese population. Both
cities support Democrats regularly, although the
large blue-collar constituency tends to favor mod-
erates, such as Sen. Henry Jackson, over liberals.
Jackson was an easy winner in both cities in his
1976 Democratic presidential primary bid.

Cape Cod and Coastal Towns. The old
Yankee personality that once dominated the en-
tire state is still alive and well on much of Cape
Cod. The area is largely dependent on the thou-
sands of tourists who come to walk on its dunes
and beaches every year. It is also one of the
nation’s major cranberry growing areas, and fish-
ing is still a lively industry.

Running from Cohasset and Scituate in the
north to Provincetown at the tip of the Cape, and
including the islands of Martha’s Vineyard and
Nantucket, this region is quite Republican by
Massachusetts standards. The four counties that
make up the area — Plymouth, Barnstable,
Dukes and Nantucket — all supported Nixon in
1972 when the state went for McGovern. In 1980,
Reagan carried all but Dukes County (Martha’s
Vineyard). On the congressional level, however,
the area now sends liberal Democrat Gerry
Studds to the House virtually without opposition.
In the 1960s, Republican Hastings Keith won
without any opposition. : :

This is a lightly populated region with
slightly more than a half-million people in 1980.
But it grew by a nearly third between 1970 and
1980, more than any other part of the state.

Central and Western Massachusetts.
With a few notable exceptions, this is Yankee
Massachusetts, where the town meeting and the
village green are more reminiscent of Vermont
than of Boston.

There are a few industrial centers, but most
of central and western Massachusetts is taken up
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by the Berkshire Hills and small farms which
specialize in dairy cattle, chickens, apples and
cigar tobacco.

Republicans often do better among the farm-
ers and villagers in this area than with the ethnic
working-classes in the eastern part of the state. A
moderate Republican, Silvio Conte, has repre-
sented western Massachusetts in Congress for 22
years.

The Democratic vote is centered in the major
cities. Worcester, in east-central Massachusetts, is
the state’s second largest city with 162,000 people.
Industry is dominant and diversified; the vote is
strongly Democratic. Other industrial Democratic
cities in Worcester County are Fitchburg and
Leominster. The latter supported Reagan in 1980.

Springfield is the third-ranking city in the
state. With 152,000 people, it is the Massachu-
setts focal point of the Connecticut River Valley
industrial area, which also includes the cities of
Holyoke and Chicopee. All the industrial cities
and towns generally vote Democratic, though sub-
urbs like West Springfield and Westfield some-
times go Republican.

There are numerous French-Canadians in the
Springfield metropolitan area. They have been
the largest immigrant group in the post-war era,
but their numbers and political power do not
compare with other ethnic groups.

A few large towns in the remainder of western

Massachusetts bring mixed political r
North of Springfield are the college towns
Northampton (Smith College) and Ambherst (
versity of Massachusetts, Amherst Coll
where Democrats and Republicans are faitly
evenly matched. Pittsfield, in Berkshire County;
has some industry, but it is neither as “ethni¢®
nor as Democratic as eastern Massachusetts.

-

Redrawing the Lines

Sluggish overall growth during the 197
dropped Massachusetts from the ten most popu.
lous states for the first time in history. It also cost
the state its 12th seat in the House. Any one of
the Boston-area districts — the 7th, 8th, 9th o
11th — could be cut. All of them lost populati
in the last decade and are far short of the i
district size of 521,549. But the Boston districls:
are all Democratic, and instead of consolidating
Boston, Democrats at midyear were dis
carving up the overpopulated 10th District
GOP Rep. Margaret M. Heckler. s

The coastal 12th District of southeasterfi
Massachusetts far outpaced the rest of the staté
in population growth during the 1970s. To a lesséf
extent, Heckler's nearby 10th District shared i
the boom, as did the 1st, 3rd and 5th Districtif"
which grew modestly.

Governor
Edward ). King (D)

Born: May 11, 1925, Chelsea, Mass.

Home: Winthrop, Mass.

Education: Boston College, B.A. 1948.

Military Career: Navy.

Profession: Museum administrator, Mass.
,l;ort Authority executive director, 1963-

4,

Family: Wife, Josephine; two children.

Religion: Roman Catholic.

Political Career: Elected governor 1978;
term expires Jan. 1983.
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tdward M. Kennedy (D)

of Boston — Elected 1962

Born: Feb. 22, 1932, Boston, Mass.

Education: Harvard U., A.B. 1956; U. of Va.,
LL.B. 1959.

Military Career: Army, 1951-53.

Profession: Lawyer.

Family: Separated; three children.

Religion: Roman Catholic.

Political Career: Suffolk County assistant dis-
trict attorney, 1962-61; south Democratic
nomination for president, 1980.

In Washington: Kennedy has been preoc-
cupied with national politics much of his career,
but he still has been the legislator neither of his
brothers ever had time to be. Over nearly 20
vears, he has won his share of small battles and
made symbolic issues out of the larger ones.

His cause now is the defense of social pro-
grams Reagan wants to eliminate or reduce. Many
fall within the scope of the Labor and Human
Resources Committee, where Kennedy has served
throughout his Senate career. That was one rea-
son he chose to take the senior Democratic posi-
tion, on Labor and Human Resources in 1981,
rather than the one on Judiciary, which he could
have chosen instead.

He has spoken out against Reagan on the full
spectrum of budget and social policy issues. In
June, he led the Senate as it rebuked the adminis-
tration for refusing to support a worldwide cam-
paign against the marketing of unhealthy baby
formulas in Third World countries.

Still, he is a minority senator for the first
time in his career, only two years after he seemed
to be on the verge of real power as Judiciary
chairman. When Kennedy took over at Judiciary,
his tenure seemed likely to last as long as he
wanted to remain in the Senate. But he did not
accomplish much. By the fall of 1979, he was
running for president and spending little time on
committee business.

His first priority, an artful compromise with
Judiciary’s senior Republican, Strom Thurmond,
on a bill to rewrite the U.S. criminal code, fell
apart when Kennedy let his Senate duties lapse.
The code never reached the floor. After the 1980
election, Kennedy returned to committee work
and tried desperately to rescue an open housing
bill that had already passed the House. But it
failed when conservatives threatened to filibuster.

Kennedy started his Senate career without
any of the leadership pressures that descended on
him later. He was 30 years old, his brothers were
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running the country, and he voted with them
while looking out for Masschusetts' interests.

In the next few years, Kennedy became a
creative and often successful legislator. He was
largely responsible for creating the Teacher
Corps; he fought against draft deferments for
college students, arguing that they were unfair to
the poor, and helped bring about their elimina-
tion; he worked to draw up rules for congressional
redistricting. He spoke for Hispanic farm workers
in California and Indians in Alaska.

But Kennedy's strongest legislative period
came in the early 1970s, following not only the
Chappaquiddick tragedy in 1969 but his most
embarrassing Senate defeat, his removal as major-
ity whip in 1971.

Kennedy had been elected whip in 1969,
defeating Senate Finance Chairman Russell B.
Long, who had performed erratically in the post
for four years. The vote was taken only months
after Robert Kennedy's assassination, and the
youngest Kennedy was seen as the rising liberal
star.

But he was too impatient to do the odd jobs
on the Senate floor that make an effective Senate
leader. And that summer, his image was shattered
when he drove off a bridge at Chappaquiddick
and Mary Jo Kopechne drowned. When Senate
Democrats met to elect their leaders in 1971, they
chose Robert C. Byrd for whip, 31-24.

That led Kennedy back into the legislative
process. He became chairman of the Health Sub-
committee, and formed a productive partnership
with his House counterpart, Florida Democrat
Paul G. Rogers. Together they wrote legislation
providing new federal money for research into
cancer and heart and lung diseases, family plan-
ning, and doctor training. Virtually every year
brought a greater federal role in health.

But there still was resistance to Kennedy’s
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Edward J. Markey, D-Mass.

announced his retirement in 1976, after serving 21
years in the House, virtually everyone with any
political base thought about running. By the time
MacDonald died, six weeks later, there were a
dozen candidates scrambling to succeed him.

g It was clear that a primary with that many
aspirants would be decided mostly by simple
name identification. Markey already had quite a
bit. Elected to the state Legislature while still in
law sghool. he had received a fair amount of
attenuor_x for his arguments with the Democratic
lgade;shlp. That helped him in the primary, as
did his endorsement from Michael J. Harrington
who represented the adjoining area in the House.’

Marlfey lost three of the four largest towns in
the district to favorite sons, but won his own
g‘;m:town, ll:{laldzen, and six of the remaining 11.

at gave him 21.4 percent, consi
i ol i il pel onsiderably more

MacDonald.

The 22,137 vote
primary all but
he has faced on
who ran as a
primary challe

towns and cities,
sidered the oute:
influence. The ]
along the Mystic
Malden,

i from some of the
efeat runner-up Joseph Bostort. George Wallace ran second

s Markey received
guaranteed his future. Singg
ly two opponents — a Repy
Write-in in 1976, and an gk
nger who won 15 percent in jia

The District: This is the most Dem
of the districts outside Boston. It is made y
all within Route 128, onceq
r limit of Boston's sply
argest communities are
River, close to the city liniiti
Medford, Revere and Everett cast moe
than half the vote. Although suburban, these
.oldef, blue-collar towns, many with a strong ;
lan influence. They are difficult to disti
ethnic neighborhoods with

Croken, a longtime administrative aide to dJackson here in the 1976 presidential pt:; i
Committees oA
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N servation ower: Fossil and Synthefic Fuels; i i
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neral Weaken Carter oil profits tax (1979)
Edwiard oy (D) « Reject hospital cost control plon (1979)
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8 Thomas P. O’Neill Jr. (D)

0! Cambridge — Elected 1952

Born: Dec. 9, 1912, Cambridge, Mass.
gducation: Boston College, A.B. 1936.
Profession: Insurance broker.

Family: Wife, Mildred Anne Miller; five
children.

Religion: Roman Catholic.

Political Career: Mass. House, 1937-53,

Speaker, 1949-53; unsuccesssful candidate for
Cambridge City Council, 1936.

In Washington: “Tip” O'Neill has emerged
x a living symbol of the politics the Reagan
administration wants to change.

Republicans invoke his name and even his
beefy Irish face in campaigning on an anti-govern-
ment theme. O'Neill himself has seemed willing to
accept the role, admitting he is a big spender and
tlking emotionally of the “people programs”
being threatened.

But it requires at least a minor rewriting of

history to blame O’Neill — or credit him — for
most of the government programs now under
siege.
For 24 years before he was elected Speaker,
O'Neill was a man interested almost exclusively in
the pure politics of the House. As a member of the
Rules Committee, he helped broker procedural
deals that brought major bills to the floor. And he
voted for them loyally. But he was no architect.
He spent half of every week in Cambridge, doing
personal favors for constituents the way Boston
politicians always have.

O’Neill came to the House in 1953, a cigar-
smoking, poker-playing Red Sox fan of 41, proud
of his great success in politics. He had engineered

mocratic triumphs at home and was his party’s
first Speaker of the Massachusetts House in the
20th century.

_ In Congress, O’Neill went on the Public
Works Committee, to make sure Massachusetts
2ot its share of federal jobs and projects. But he
terved only one term there. When Democrats
teclaimed Congress after the 1954 elections, he
%2 named to Rules. He still tells a story of
meeting with Speaker Rayburn: “He says ... you
know what loyalty is. I says that’s right. He says
:-- I would expect you to get votes for me. I says

t's party loyalty. He says you're going on the
es Committee.”

In 18 years on Rules, O'Neill nearly always
Supported the Speaker, whoever he happened to
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be, but he was seen more as a loyal soldier than as
a potential House leader himself.

Along the way, however, O’Neill was perform-
ing the kind of service that wins friends and
supporters for the future. He kept track of things.
From his Rules seat, he knew when bills were
coming up, what amendments were proposed and
by whom. He could warn members of key votes
and tell them when nothing of importance was
scheduled. He looked out for the other Tuesday-
Thursday congressmen of the urban Northeast.

Those favors alone would not have made him
Speaker. Success required an unusual combina-
tion of circumstances, and two shrewd moves.

One was in foreign policy. In late 1967,
O’Neill suddenly broke with President Johnson
and came out publicly against the Vietnam War,
which he said was “too high a price to pay for an
obscure and limited objective.” It angered John-
son, but it pleased students at the 22 colleges and
universities in O'Neill’s district. It also began to
set O’'Neill apart from other big-city ethnic
Democrats in the minds of younger House
liberals.

Three years later, O’Neill worked with that
same generation of House liberals on a major
reform in House procedure. As a member of the
Rules Committee he sponsored the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1970, allowing recorded
votes on major floor amendments for the first
time. O’Neill did not initiate the changes, but he

8th District: Boston and suburbs,
Cambridge. Population: 435,160 (8% de-
‘crease since 1970). Race: White 397,592 (91 %),
Black 17,387 (4% ), Asian and Pacific Islander
12,800 (3% ), Others 7,381 (2%). Spanish ori-
gin: 12,921 (3%).
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Thomas P. O’Neill Jr., D-Mass.

fought for them and gave them credibility among
more traditionalist members of the party. It con-
tributed to O’Neill’s new image as a machine
Democrat with a reformist streak.

That image placed him on the leadership
ladder as Democratic Whip in 1971, O’Neill had
been one of the first to sign up Massachusetts
Democrats in support of the man certain to be
elected Speaker that year, Carl Albert. When
Albert and Majority Leader Hale Boggs disagreed
over whom to pick for whip, they both thought of
O’Neill — loyal, popular, and by that time, a
perfect choice to soothe the competing factions of
young reformers and old regulars.

In October, 1972, a small plane carrying
Boggs and three others disappeared into the icy
wilderness of Alaska. O’Neill wanted to be certain
no one moved ahead of him up the ladder to
majority leader. At the same time, he did not
want to appear insensitive. Boggs was listed only
as missing, not dead. Finally, Mrs. Boggs (who
later took her husband’s seat in Congress) assured
O’Neill it was all right to start lining up votes, and
O’Neill went to work. By the time other Demo-
crats thought about running, O’Neill had more
than enough commitments to win.

Majority leaders nearly always become
Speaker unless they do something wrong. O’Neill
did nothing wrong. When Albert retired in 1976,
Democrats picked him for Speaker by acclama-
tion. O'Neill got off to a fast start in 1977 by
pushing through the House a tough ethics code
and by skillfully maneuvering to win passage of
President Carter’s package of energy conservation
and oil pricing bills. He was commended as a man
of sound political instincts who could handle the
often delicate egos of House members. He was the
strongest Speaker, it was said, since Rayburn.

JIn personal terms, that has remained true.
O’Neill has a physical presence and a forcefulness
that contrasts sharply with his two predecessors,
Albert and the late John W. McCormack of
Massachusetts.

But he has found himself without a real
majority to command. Even in the 95th and 96th
Congresses, with a nearly 2-1 partisan Democratic
advantage, he was unable to prevent Republicans
from drawing 50 or more Democratic votes and
winning on crucial decisions. “I've got a lot of
good friends out there,” O’'Neill said bitterly one
frustrating night in 1980, “who won’t even give
me a vote to adjourn.”

And in 1981, with the Democrats holding
only a 53-seat advantage, O’Neill became a virtual
captive in the Speaker’s chair. No amount of
personal pleading or arm-twisting was sufficient
to prevent Southern Democrats from voting the
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Reagan position, as constituents urged them
do. The Speaker lost vote after vote on bud

issues. "I have never seen anything like this iz

life,” he said at one point.

O’Neill has not handled the budget issue ¥
Never convinced that a balanced budget was
important, he declined to participate in early §
when other House leaders sat down with
administration officials to try to write one.
he endorsed their work, but ultimately opp
House-Senate budget compromise because it
too stingy to social programs.

In 1981 he took his usual springtime fore
tour, this one to Australia, while other Democ
were lobbying to stave off a Reagan budget
tory. When he returned he announced that F
gan could not be beaten, an observation
turned out to be true but struck some colleag
as an abdication of leadership. Talk began
circulate about a retirement in 1982, although
Speaker denied it.

Beneath the frustration, though, O’Neill
seemed confident that something will snap sc
where and his old fashioned flag-waving De
cratic political world will be back in style.:
refuses to concede that Reagan conservatism
persist. The pendulum has swung to the right,
agrees, but it will swing back again: it has
pened before. -

At Home: Although O’Neill thrives on
politics of the House, it is politics in the Irish
Italian wards of Cambridge and Boston

brings his exuberance into full bloom. Taking

“ethnic walk” through the shops of his distrid
attending the wake of a constituent, O’Neill
displays the political talent that has been winn
him elections in his hometown since 1936.

In the years since he replaced John F. K
nedy in the House, he has campaigned with m
gusto than the political situation seemed to
quire. He had only token GOP opponents in
first four elections. Since then, only two Repu

cans have even bothered to run. One, William ¢
Barnstead, has become a professional O’Neill &

tagonist, challenging him three times in a 1
But no opponent has ever received 30 percen

O’Neill’s only political defeat came in 19
when he was a senior at Boston College. He lo

Cambridge City Council seat by 150 votes. Und
terred, he ran that fall for the state House an
won. He remained there 16 years and ran &
insurance business on the side. But business vé

secondary. Politice came first.

In 1947 he became minority leader and g

following year, Democrats captured the sts

House for the first time in 100 years. O’Nef

Speaker. He was a tough leader, even
:f;lr::s. 'IP:les are told on Beacon Hill of O’Neill
locking the chamber doors to prevent membex:s
from “taking a walk” on crucial votes. But his
firm control of the chamber resulted in the pas-
sage of social programs referred to as “The Little
New Deal.” ] :

In 1951 Kennedy told O’Neill privately he
planned to give up his House seat to run for the
Senate. O'Neill began expanding his politicgl bz'ise
10 include all of Kennedy’s congressional district.
To win, he had to defeat East Boston’s state Sen.
Michael LoPresti Sr. in the primary. It was a
hard-fought campaign, centering mostly on ethn_xc
and geographical rivalries. O’Neill’s support in
Cambridge gave him a narrow victory.

O'Neill's opposition to the war in Vietnax.n
and support for Eugene McCarthy’s 1968 presi-
dential campaign earned him a loyal following on
the numerous campuses in the district. But his
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stand was less popular in the blue-collar areas
which account for a much larger portion of the
vote. “My strength has always been the workmen
in the back streets,” O’Neill once said. “I had to
sell them and I had a helluva time.”

The District: The combination of blue-
collar ethnics and university-connected libera_ls
makes this the most solidly Democratic district in
the state. The working class voters in Watertown,
Somerville and the part of Cambridge furthest
from Harvard Yard vote as close to a straight
party line as one finds among white voters any-
where in the North. George McGovern won 65
percent of the vote here in 1972.

The district also includes a sizable portion of
Boston. It has fashionable Back Bay, plus Allston
and Brighton, two areas dominated by midd}e-
class row houses and student apartments. Italian
East Boston and Irish Charlestown are part of
O’Neill’s district as well.

Committees

peaker of the House

Elections

1980 General
Thomas O'Neill Jr. (D ) 128,689 (78 %)
Wiliom Barnstead (R ) 35,477 (22 %)
1978 General
Thomas O'Neill Jr. (D ) 102,160 (75 %)
Willam Barnstead (R ) 28,566 (21 9%)
Previous Winning Percentages
97674 %) 1974 (88 %) 1972(89 %) 1970 (100%)
1968 (100%) 1966 (100%) 1964 (100%) 1962 (73 %)
1960 (100%) 1958 (80 %) 1956 (75%) 1954 (78 %)
1952 (69 %)
District Vote For President

1980 1976 1972
0 92,707 (51 %) D 117,446 (62 %) D 127,868 (66 %)
t 56,312 (31 %) R 62,247 (33 %) R 65,660 (34 %)

| 28.812(16 %)

Campaign Finance

Receipts Expen-
Receiphs from PACs ditures

1980
O'Neill (D $67,825  $59,500(88 %)  $62,837
Sarnstead (R ) $5.445 $200 (4 %)  $4.829

Voting Studies
Presidenticl Porty Conservotive

Support Unity Codlition
Year ] o S o H (o]
1976 33 59 82 5 15 69
1975 40 56 84 6 15 76
1974 (Ford) 46 44
1974 51 42 79 8 6 73
1973 31 63 86 8 21 74
1972 49 38 8) 7 9 80
1971 4 5N BS 7 20 74
1970 66 28 7% 1N 7 7
1969 3 » 84 7 13 84
1968 79 é 84 1 4 88
1967 72 & 82 4 4 83
1966 o4 3 70 4 3 65
1965 80 5 84 5 4 BS
1964 20 4 89 2 8 92
1963 83 4 (4] 0 7 &

S = Support O = Opposition

interest Group Ratings

Yeor ADA ACA AR-CIO ccus
1976 60 8 87 13
1975 74 8 100 12
1974 65 8 100 1
1973 76 16 (2] 27
1972 &9 S 90 0
1971 78 1" (4]
1970 76 6 100 0
1969 87 6 100
1968 83 3 100 -
1967 87 B 92 20
1966 88 V] 92 -
1965 79 4 - 20
1964 23 0 100 -
1963 . 0 2
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