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Democrats Abroad France / Environmental Policy Group

Position Paper

A Smarter Approach to Environmental Policy

Introduction

We offer herein a proposal for reinvigorating and reorienting the Democrats’ approach to environmental and
energy issues.  The intent of this proposal is to strengthen the Democrats’ arsenal of policies ideas, to bolster
their standing as a party of conviction and vision, and to help increase their appeal among the American
electorate.  Our suggestions are anchored in the concept of Smart Growth, which provides an effective way
to address the most serious environmental and energy concerns facing our country and indeed our planet, and
a way to integrate these concepts with many other issues of deep concern to the American people, including
security, jobs, economic growth, and quality of life.

In the following sections, we provide an overview of the existing Smart Growth movement, suggest how this
concept could be embraced and promoted by the Democrats as part of a broader political framework, and
analyze what this all means in terms of concrete policies and voter appeal.  The scope of this proposal
reaches well beyond the typical boundaries of ‘environmental policy’.  But as discussed, it is precisely these
walls of segregation --  between issues labeled as environmental policy and those labeled as economic or
social policy -- that need to be transcended in order for the Democrats to expand their base of support among
the American public.

What is Smart Growth?

Smart Growth1 is the process of using comprehensive land-use planning to create communities that are
environmentally sustainable, economically strong, and culturally vibrant, and that draw people closer
together instead of flinging them ever further apart.  Smart Growth aims to raise the quality of life for all
citizens, and to give people more choices for where and how they live. Some of the key Smart Growth
principles (as described by the U.S. EPA) include the following:

- Mix Land Uses
- Take Advantage of Compact Building Design
- Create a Range of Housing Opportunities and Choices
- Create Walkable Neighborhoods
- Foster Distinctive, Attractive Communities with a Strong Sense of Place
- Preserve Open Space, Farmland, Natural Beauty, and Critical Environmental Areas
- Strengthen and Direct Development Towards Existing Communities
- Provide a Variety of Transportation Choices
- Make Development Decisions Predictable, Fair, and Cost Effective
- Encourage Community and Stakeholder Collaboration in Development

The Smart Growth movement has been expanding in the U.S. for more than two decades, gaining
particularly notable momentum within the past 5-10 years.  This movement has been spurred by the fact that
more and more Americans are finding their lives framed by how many hours a day they spend stuck in
traffic, and by how much of their household budget goes towards the costs of fueling their cars.  The nation’s
population is expected to grow by an additional 140 million people by mid-century.  Unless development
patterns change swiftly and dramatically, this growth will severely exacerbate the congestion and sprawl
problems that are already seriously degrading the quality of life in communities across the U.S..   The

                                                  
1 The concepts described herein are also sometimes discussed under other labels, such as new urbanism, sustainable
development, and transit oriented development.  We suggest, however, that Smart Growth may be the most politically
tractable, flexible, and generally appealing terminology for the Democrats to use.
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remarkable momentum of the Smart Growth movement points to a burgeoning popular desire to actively
address these worrisome development patterns.

The Smart Growth movement is a true grassroots phenomenon, driven by changes taking place at local and
regional levels; but these developments have also spawned a highly effective and vibrant national movement,
spearheaded by organizations such as the Smart Growth Network (www.smartgrowth.org); Smart Growth
America (www.smartgrowthamerica.org), the Sustainable Communities Network (www.sustainable.org).
Across the country, voters are supporting an ever-increasing number of Smart Growth ballot initiatives, for
instance, to build and strengthen public transport systems, to conserve farmland and open space, and to enact
new regulatory tools that direct new growth towards compact and environmentally-friendly development
(websites listed above provide detailed information about such initiatives).

What is most intriguing about these trends is that they transcend partisanship and traditional ideological
differences.  Many ‘red’ counties and ardent Bush voters are strongly supporting Smart Growth ballot
initiatives, and are even voting to raise their own taxes to pay for these initiatives!  An increasing number of
candidates for public office at the local, country, and state level are running (and winning) on Smart Growth
platforms.  Amazingly however, this issue has received very little attention in Washington and hardly any
notice in the last two presidential election cycles.  The national leadership of the Democratic party seems to
be missing a golden opportunity to seize onto and help lead a movement that has rapidly growing popularity
across the country.

What are the benefits of Smart Growth?

The most obvious and most touted benefits of Smart Growth are improvements in quality of life for the local
citizenry, for instance, by providing:

¥ more vibrant and diverse neighborhoods, and more beautiful, enjoyable, and convenient places to live,
work, and play;

¥ less time spent driving and stuck in traffic, resulting in more free time and less stress;
¥ more mobility and independence for the young, the elderly, the poor, due to transit services and close

proximity of shops, services, jobs, schools, and recreation;
¥ more interaction among local citizens and a greater sense of safety and belonging within a community,

better overall community image and sense of place.

More dense development patterns also have immediate local economic benefits for residents, businesses,
developers, and municipalities; for instance:

¥ higher and more stable property values for residents;
¥ lower municipal costs for utilities and infrastructure such as roads and parking facilities;
¥ greater income potential for developers and increased tax base for municipalities, due to the higher

density of housing and businesses;
¥ an environment conductive to incubating small locally-owned businesses, with increased sales due to

more foot traffic and people spending less on gasoline.

In addition to all of these substantive local benefits, we suggest that the Democrats could advance the
concept of Smart Growth as a much broader, national-level framework  - a framework that encompasses
many issues of tremendous strategic importance in today’s political context.  This includes security, energy
efficiency, and national level job development and economic growth, each discussed below.
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Security benefits

The concept of security has taken on powerful dimensions in the American psyche in recent years.
The Republicans have been highly successful in using the issue of terrorism to capitalize on the public’s
security concerns and thus to gain voter support.  Yet there are many other factors that affect security of the
American people, and the Smart Growth movement provides effective array of policy tools for addressing
such security concerns. Examples include:

¥ cleaner air and water.  Smart Growth measures that reduce driving and energy demand can
dramatically reduce the air and water pollution that results from emissions of cars and power plants,
pollution that currently causes tens of thousands of premature deaths, and hundreds of thousands of
asthma attacks and other illnesses each year across the U.S..

¥ healthier and safer  lifestyles.  Our nation’s rapidly increasing crisis of obesity can be linked directly
to car-dependent lifestyles.  Smart decisions about where we build new houses, schools, shops, offices,
highways, and sidewalks can give people greater opportunity for physical activity and healthier
lifestyles.  In addition, traffic accidents are a leading cause of death and injury for Americans, in
particular for young people.  Reducing the amount of driving required for daily routines, and
designing communities that are safer for pedestrians and bikers, are thus highly effective ways to
increase personal safety and security.

¥ less vulnerable land-use.   As the 2005 hurricane season painfully illustrated, sprawling land use
patterns that encourage the destruction of storm-buffering and flood-absorbing wetlands are a major
factor in increasing the vulnerability of many coastal communities.  Conserving these natural habitats
is not just about the virtue of environmental protection, it is about preserving the ‘ecosystem services’
that safeguard society’s security and well-being.

¥ greater emergency preparedness. When Hurricane Kartina struck New Orleans, many thousands of
carless residents were unable to evacuate.   When Hurricane Rita struck the Texas coast, the
evacuation lead to colossal traffic jams that left hundreds of thousands of people stranded on the
highway.  Such experiences vividly illustrate that effective and equitable emergency preparedness
requires efficient public transport systems to facilitate evacuations of heavily populated areas.

Energy efficiency benefits

Recent price increases in the global oil market, and natural disaster impacts on our nation’s oil and gas
infrastructure have greatly increased public demand for more sound and resilient national energy policies.
The Smart Growth movement and ‘Smart Energy’ movement have a unique opportunity to come together at
this time to capitalize on the momentum that each is currently experiencing.  The Democrats in turn have a
unique opportunity to capitalize on both of these movements.

Widespread implementation of measures that reduce car dependence and that promote energy efficient
neighborhood and building design and location are highly effective strategies for reducing people’s
vulnerability to increasing (and increasingly volatile) oil and gas prices.  They are also highly effective ways
to reduce our nation’s emissions of greenhouse gases and thus to combat climate change.  As explained by
the Natural Resources Defense Council:   “Thanks to suburban sprawl, Americans' vehicle use has more
than tripled in the last three decades. Smart-growth communities can help residents save gas and time
behind the wheel.  Environmental Protection Agency research shows that residents of a smart-growth
development in Atlanta use half the transportation energy of those in a typical sprawling development.
Building better communities holds immense potential for generating oil savings.”
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Urban employment benefits

Sprawling patterns of development are associated with a growing concentration of poverty in core urban
areas, as the growth of good jobs move ever further away from these areas; and with the lack of affordable
housing and adequate public transportation in the suburbs/exurbs, central city residents are effectively cut off
from these increasingly dispersed labor markets.  Moreover, the sprawling development of homes and
businesses erodes the tax base in core areas, which creates a systematic web of problems for city
governments, for instance, by creating pressure to reduce essential public services and infrastructure
improvements;  by forcing tax rates to go up, which in turn drives away more businesses, meaning fewer
local job opportunities; by undermining funding for struggling inner city schools, thus causing families with
the means to move away in search of better schools.  By losing opportunities for quality education and
training, and losing access to a healthy growing jobs base, core-area families thus remain trapped in poverty2.

Smart Growth policies can help reverse these trends, by keeping jobs, education and training accessible to
people in core urban areas.  Moreover, Smart Growth development itself is a valuable source of high-quality
jobs, for instance, in construction and re-development efforts, in building and maintaining mass transit
systems, and in the creation of small locally owned businesses.  Such jobs are truly rooted in the community
and cannot be outsourced to other regions or other countries, thus offering long-term economic security.
Largely for these reasons, the AFL-CIO recently adopted a resolution urging union leaders to get involved in
coalitions for Smarter Growth.

National industrial development and energy policy benefits

With an even broader sense of vision and imagination, the Smart Growth paradigm could encompass major
new initiatives to establish America as the world leader in the ‘clean energy revolution’ and contribute to a
more resilient national energy policy.  At present, the U.S. is falling well behind Europe and Japan in the
development and marketing of modern energy technologies, and is in a position of dangerous dependence on
foreign oil coming from chronically unstable regions of the world.  But with the full commitment and
innovative force of American industry and workers, supported by appropriate government funding and
incentive structures, the U.S. could rapidly become a world leader in the areas of modern renewable energy
technologies, hydrogen-based energy storage and distribution systems, and zero-emission cars.
Such initiatives would have tremendous implications for revitalizing our nation’s industrial economic
competitiveness, creating many thousands of new high-quality jobs, and greatly enhancing our national
energy security.

These types of initiatives are already being promoted by many prominent organizations and individuals
coming from across the political spectrum.  We note in particular several remarkably broad and fast-
growing coalitions of industry, labor, and environmental groups that are proposing sweeping new clean-
energy industrial development initiatives -- Set America Free (www.setamericafree.org), the Apollo
Alliance (www.apolloalliance.org), and the Energy Future Coalition (www.energyfuturecoalition.org).

Such bold, creative proposals offer a powerful way for the Democrats to broaden their base of support
among labor unions and the other constituencies that have jobs and economic growth as primary political
concerns3.  It is also a way to counter conservative lobbyists who have for many years stymied action on
climate change with apocalyptic claims about economic and job losses.  Rather than continuing to respond
defensively to such attacks, the Democrats could reframe this debate, and make a strong case that dealing
with climate change is a tremendous opportunity to build new industries and create new jobs.

                                                  
2 Ref: Opportunities for Linking Movements- Workforce Development and Smart Growth (2000).  Available at
www.fundersnetwork.org
3 We have included as an Annex a description of some recent focus group studies among swing voters in Ohio, that
bear out these ideas in a rather dramatic fashion.
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The role of national leadership.

The implementation of Smart Growth policies generally takes place through local and state-level planning
decisions and zoning codes.  At the same time however, federal actions can have a profound effect on these
local decisions, ultimately shaping the development of communities nationwide.  National-level political
leaders play a key role in raising awareness, providing information, and establishing appropriate economic
incentives through federal legislation in areas such as transportation, housing, and taxation.  There are many
resources available to explain how the goals of Smart Growth can be advanced as concrete policies and
programs (i.e. policy ‘toolkits’ available from the national organizations mentioned earlier)4; but a few
specific examples include:

¥ promoting housing policy that places a high priority on mixed-use development and improved
community design, and incentives for those who build and buy homes located near public transit;

¥ offering tax credits and other incentives for developers to build or retrofit energy efficient buildings;
and to pursue smart growth type commercial developments;

¥ streamlining financing for public transportation projects and the creation of urban “transit-oriented
development zones”.

There was, in fact, a window during the Clinton-Gore administration when these concepts seemed to capture
the interest of the national Democratic leadership – for instance, with the initiation of Smart Growth
programmes at the U.S EPA (still in place today), and with 2003 proposal for ‘Build America Bonds’, a
federal financial incentive to help state and local governments preserve green space, protect water quality,
and clean up brownfields.  The 2000 Democratic platform contained an excellent section on ‘Building
Liveable Communities’ that captured many of the Smart Growth principles, but such concepts have
disappeared almost entirely from the current party platform.   

Today, a number of individual Democratic politicians continue to promote various pieces of this Smart
Growth policy agenda.  Ultimately however, the pieces must add up to much more than the sum of their
parts.  The Democrats must offer more than just a collection of technical policy proposals. They must offer a
coherent and inspiring vision that resonates with the desires, aspirations, and values of the American people.

How can the Democrats use Smart Growth to reframe the debate and gain voter support?

Today’s electorate defies simplistic assumptions.  It is no longer accurate (if it ever was) to assume that
‘blue’ means pro-environment and ‘red’ means anti-environment.   Environmental protection now stands out
as a major divide with the GOP, with many Republicans supporting strong government action on
environmental issues.  One of the most rapidly growing segments of the national environmental movement
these days are ‘green evangelicals’.  At the same time, blue-collar ‘Reagan Democrats’ have grown
increasingly suspicious of government action in general, and increasingly conservative on environmental
issues; and organized labor has been a stringent opponent of many of the Democrats’ hallmark
environmental initiatives over the past decade.

Recent polling studies by the Pew Research Center found that 77% of voters agree that “the government
should do whatever it takes to protect the environment”.  Yet environmental concerns almost always fall
relatively low on the list of voters’ priorities (behind issues such as jobs and economic development), and are
rarely a major motivating factor in choosing candidates at election time.  We suggest that this puzzling
picture stems from a number of fundamental problems in the way that the Democrats are addressing
environmental issues:

                                                  
4 Although this should continue to advance a ‘home grown’ movement, there are many potentially useful policy ideas
and lessons-learned from the experiences of other countries.  For instance, see the report  ‘Learning from Abroad: The
European Approach to Smarter Growth and Sustainable DevelopmentÕ (2004).  Available at:
www.fundersnetwork.org.
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First is the problem of treating ‘the environment’ as an autonomous category of issues, separate from and
unrelated to issues such as jobs, economic growth, and security.  This segregation makes it far too easy
for far too many people to dismiss environmental issues as special interest and an ‘elitist’ concern that
does not relate to their own lives.

Second is the problem of assuming that one can catalyze action and voter support simply by raising
awareness about the litany of grave environmental problems facing us and future generations.  For most
people, this gloom-and-doom rhetoric simply does not work;  in fact it largely has the opposite of the
intended effect.  Giving people a laundry list of things to feel worried/outraged/guilty about often just
causes them to tune-out, feeling powerless to deal with such daunting problems.

Third is the problem that most people associate environmental policy with a few major battles over
issues such as drilling in ANWAR, raising CAFE standards, and ratifying the Kyoto Protocol.   These
are all important and commendable issues for the Democrats to stand up for, but is it any wonder that the
average American sees no connection between their personal concerns and these sorts of policy battles
(with their bewildering acronyms and intangible impacts on daily life)?

The Democrats need to radically reframe this discussion in a way that helps people see a clean healthy
environment and a sustainable energy policy as intimately connected to their daily needs and concerns.  They
must begin to view environmental and energy issues not as a litany of scary problems, but instead as an array
of opportunities - for new employment and economic growth, for more secure communities, for healthier and
more enjoyable lifestyles. If the Democrats’ environmental policy agenda was centered around actions that
have direct, tangible impacts on the lives of average Americans, this could generate significant new interest
and support from across the spectrum -- from moderate Republicans, from disaffected Democrats,  and
perhaps most important of all, from the 48% of Americans who currently do not vote.  The Smart Growth
paradigm described herein provides a basis for this reframing.

It must be acknowledged of course, that Smart Growth concepts will not be universally embraced.  This
proposal is not about castigating those Americans who are fully wedded to the ‘exurban lifestyle’.  It is not
about forcing people to give up their cars, to move to urban neighborhoods, or to embrace more
environmentally-friendly lifestyles.  Rather, it is about giving more choices to people who want these
alternatives.  And there is ample evidence that a significant and growing percentage of the electorate, coming
from across the political spectrum, does want such alternatives.   We thus suggest that by embracing the
Smart Growth paradigm, the Democrats could attract enough voters to ‘tip the scales’ in countless local and
state elections across the country, and quite possibly in future presidential elections.

Closing

In recent years, the Democrats’ strategy for dealing with environmental and energy issues has centered
largely on playing defense and stirring up voter outrage against the assaults of the Republicans.  This outrage
may be well deserved, but it has not proven to be an effective basis for gaining voter support.  So we suggest
that the Democrats must learn to play offence.  They must be the ones to define the debate, by articulating a
positive, coherent vision for America’s future.

The Smart Growth paradigm described herein offers a radically different way for the Democrats to approach
environmental policy.  It offers a way to integrate concepts of environmental protection with an array of
issues that matter deeply to the American people, issues such as security, jobs, economic growth, and quality
of life.  It offers a way for the Democrats to position themselves, not at the party of protest against what is,
but as the party of bold vision for what can be.   This is true leadership.  This is smart leadership, that can
win over both the hearts and the minds of the American people, and can bring about a long overdue
resurgence of the Democratic party.

----

Paper drafted by Laurie Geller, with input and review from the DAF Environmental

Policy Committee.  Comments and questions are welcome

( Environmentalpolicy@yahoogroups.com and lauriegeller2000@yahoo.com ; [33] 06 68 52 98 92).



7

Annex

Excerpt from a speech by former Sierra Club president Adam Werbach, given on 8Dec. 2004
 [full speech can be found at: www.grist.org/news/maindish/2005/01/13/werbach-reprint/].

After a decade of framing global warming as a problem of pollution and future disasters, we
are in a weaker place than we were when we started. The environmental movement spent
much of the last 20 years publicizing the latest scientific evidence and engaging in a debate
about whether global warming is real, whether it's being caused by the burning of fossil fuels,
and whether anything should be done about it. These debates went on for too long and
ultimately fueled skepticism that environmentalists were exaggerating. The fossil-fuel
industry used the debate as an excuse to delay action.

Facing this political reality, most of my colleagues have committed to arguing better, yelling
louder and organizing more people. But no amount of public relations or grassroots
organizing will move problems like global warming up the list of issues Americans worry
about. The problem is not our failure to communicate.

Frustrated with the failure of environmentalists to penetrate public consciousness, Ted
Turner's foundation gave Susan Bales and the FrameWorks Institute several hundred
thousand dollars to conduct a series of focus groups, polls, and interviews with Americans
about global warming. FrameWorks concluded that the nightmarish scenarios
environmentalists were telling about global warming so terrifies and repels ordinary
Americans that they retreat from engagement. She found that the more you scared people
about global warming, the more they want to buy SUVs to protect themselves. Miniature
Arcs.

What if we stopped defining global warming as an environmental problem and instead spoke
of the economic opportunities it will create?  The call for a New Apollo Project for jobs and
energy independence is a political solution to the problem of global warming that attempts to
break from modern environmental thinking. The idea is simple: invest a massive amount of
public and private capital in our clean-energy infrastructure, creating millions of new
American jobs, ending our dependence on foreign oil, and reducing our contribution to global
warming. We can follow the model of the original Apollo Project to reach the moon or the
manner in which built the highways, or supported the development of micro-chips, or created
the Internet.

We have tried to define a vision around the values of prosperity, freedom and opportunity --
as well as ecological restoration and interdependence -- out of the belief that this vision is
more welcoming of the American people, businesses and labor unions than more talk of
"polluter pays," "fuel efficiency," and "carbon caps."

This kind of thinking has resonated least with the leaders of America's largest environmental
organizations and most with ordinary Americans.

No wonder the public doesn't want to hear the truth about global warming: nobody's offering
them a vision for the future that matches the magnitude of the problem.

In 2003, in Erie, Penn., and Akron, Ohio, the Apollo Alliance did focus groups among
undecided, working-class, swing voters -- the very people who would determine the
outcome of the 2004 election.  Instead of starting the focus groups by asking
people what they thought of global warming, our pollster Ted Nordhaus simply
asked them how things were going. This open-ended question led, invariably, to
focus group participants describing the collapse of the local economy. They would
list, in depressing detail, the shutting of Hoover Vacuum and Timken Ball-bearing
factories; gone to Mexico. They explained that the jobs that had been created in
their wake -- mostly service sector jobs in places like Wal-Mart -- paid half as much
and offered no health care or retirement benefits. Many said they were working two
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jobs to make ends meet.

We then asked them what they thought of the idea of a major federal investment
program to accelerate America's transition to the clean energy economy of the
future: research and development, manufacturing of wind turbines and solar,
energy efficiency. We didn't have to prove to them that such a program would pay
for itself; they knew it would intuitively. Hadn't a similar program succeeded in the
post-war period? Of course it had.

What had been a roomful of tired and semi-depressed working folks transformed
itself into a roomful of excited, optimistic Americans in a period of just 20 minutes.
The energy emanating from the room was palpable.

And then something extraordinary happened. Nearly every single person in the
room started to sound like Sierra Club members. I could hardly believe what I was
hearing. They waxed poetic about solar panels. They spoke of their children's future
-- their future -- and the planet's future. They remembered episodes from the area's
local history -- like when thousands of jobs were created to retrofit smokestacks
after the passage of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendment -- things that James Watt
and Rush Limbaugh want them to forget. But more than that, Apollo tells a
narrative about American greatness, our history of shared investment and
prosperity, of our ingenuity, and how we build a better future.

Previous focus groups I had attended got defined upfront by moderators in a hurry
to test environmentalist messages and slogans. As a matter of principal,
environmentalists don't hire pollsters to tell them not to talk about the
environment.
"Tonight," these moderators would often say, "we want to hear what you think
about a few environmental issues." You could almost see the air leave the room.
Here we were, interviewing people worried about how they could afford to pay an
increase in the health care premiums, whether their children were learning
anything at school, and how they could go another night on four hours of sleep, and
we were asking them about issues that only three to five percent of them would
volunteer as the most important issues facing their community. Invariably, these
folks would voice support for environmental laws, for clean air and clean water, and
higher fuel economy standards, though hardly ever with much enthusiasm.

What was different in the focus groups we did for Apollo? It wasn't just that we
addressed concerns like jobs and economic development that are of a far higher
priority. It was also that we spoke to their aspirations, their families, their
communities, and their country. We activated a set of ecological values that,
ironically, cannot be activated through environmental rhetoric that is now more
than three decades old.

We did a poll and found that more than 70 percent of voters in Ohio and
Pennsylvania supported a $30 billion annual investment in energy efficiency and
clean energy. Having never seen such high numbers supporting any government
program, the pollster to the Steelworkers, an Apollo ally, stressed in a poll question
he asked that the $30 billion annual investment would come from taxpayer money.
A funny thing happened: support for Apollo went up.   Why? Because Americans see
the problems facing their communities and their country as big problems and they
want big solutions.

We shared the results of our research to everyone who would listen: John Kerry, Karl Rove,
and all the major environmental groups. Carl Pope of the Sierra Club and Leo Gerard of the
Steelworkers were on board from the beginning. They, along with Senator Maria Cantwell and
Representative Jesse Jackson Jr., signed up as co-chairs of the Apollo Alliance. Every major
union in the country, including the United Mineworkers and the United Autoworkers, along



9

with every major environmental group, endorsed the Apollo vision.

We quickly learned that Kerry would divide his campaign into four silos: the economy, foreign
policy, health care, and energy independence. Apollo was to be put in the box called "energy
independence." We protested that Apollo was a narrative vision, not an issue category, and
that it more effectively sold his vision for the economy, foreign policy and energy
independence than keeping them in separate categories would.

Kerry's economic advisers objected to our investment plan. "The country wants to see deficit
reduction," they said. We showed them our economic modeling, done by a leading corporate
economist known for his work for the Federal Reserve Board, demonstrating that Apollo's
investments would pay for themselves through increased tax returns to the federal treasury.
As for the political argument, Ted Nordhaus analyzed 15 years of polling data and found that
deficit reduction has never made it into the top 10 list of concerns; he also found that jobs
has hovered consistently in the top three.

Kerry's pollster, Mark Mellman, objected to our linkage of jobs to energy independence.
Separate issues, he grumbled. What he was really saying was that the campaign didn't need
a single narrative.  None of it mattered: our facts didn't fit their frame. It wasn't so much a
strategic difference as a conceptual one: everyone treated energy independence, the
economy, foreign policy and the environment as inviolable, unquestionably useful categories.

Kerry narrowly lost Ohio, home to our focus group participants, and the election. The next
day, James Carville, a consultant to the Kerry campaign, went on television to describe the
Democrats' problem as the lack of a narrative -- a vision we want for the future.

I almost slugged a wall.

I still wonder about the laid-off Hoover Vacuum assembly plant workers who are waiting for
that great American company to come to Akron and put them to work.

Apollo was no unique victim of the Kerry campaign. I don't blame Kerry for the campaign he
ran. I've come to realize that the election was lost years ago. We are now in a minority
position, with a minority party as our advocate.

The obstacles we face are the same obstacles any progressive faces when trying to explain
the need to think differently about problems and solutions to liberals who insist on putting all
problems and solutions in traditional, single-issue categories.

What the American people want more than anything is a compelling vision of the future and
candidates who know what they believe in. Great candidates, like great companies, stick to
their core values but are opportunistic when it comes to their strategies. For too long liberals
have stuck to their strategies and been opportunistic about their values.


