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Foreword

Impact on Issues is designed to help League leaders use LWVUS public policy positions effectively at
the state and local levels.

In addition to the official statements of position for each program area, this guide briefly traces
significant past actions and achievements, and indicates links among positions. The LWVUS public
policy positions “in brief” listed on pages 2-4 reflect the program adopted by the 2010 Convention of
the League of Women Voters of the United States. This listing summarizes the official full statements
of position, presented in bold type in the relevant sections of this guide.

Impact on Issues is an indispensable resource for League leaders. A clear understanding of LWVUS
positions, how they interrelate and how they can complement and reinforce state, local and Inter-
League Organization (ILO) positions, will strengthen the League’s “Impact on Issues” at all levels of
government.

In applying LWVUS positions to state, local and regional issues, it is the responsibility of the
appropriate League board—depending on the level of action—to determine whether member
understanding and agreement exists and whether the action makes sense in terms of timing, need and
effectiveness. Please refer to “Legislative Action: Working Together to Influence Public Policy” for
tools and procedures for an effective action partnership among the national, state and local levels of

the League.



SUMMARY OF PUBLIC POLICY POSITIONS

League of Women Voters of the United States

REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT

Promote an open governmental system that is repre-
sentative, accountable and responsive.

Voting Rights
Citizen’s Right to Vote. Protect the right of all citi-
zens to vote; encourage all citizens to vote.

DC Self-Government and Full Voting Representa-
tion. Secure for the citizens of the District of Columbia
the rights of self-government and full voting representa-
tion in both houses of Congress.

Election Process

Apportionment. Support apportionment of congres-
sional districts and elected legislative bodies at all levels
of government based substantially on population.

Campaign Finance. Improve methods of financing
political campaigns in order to ensure the public’s right
to know, combat corruption and undue influence, ena-
ble candidates to compete more equitably for public
office and promote citizen participation in the political
process.

Selection of the President. Promote the election of
the President and Vice-President by direct-popular-
vote. Support uniform national voting qualifications
and procedures for presidential elections. Support ef-
forts to provide voters with sufficient information
about candidates.

Citizen Rights

Citizen’s Right to Know/Citizen Participation. Pro-
tect the citizen’s right to know and facilitate citizen
participation in government decision making.

Individual Liberties. Oppose major threats to basic
constitutional rights.

Public Policy on Reproductive Choices. Protect the
constitutional right of privacy of the individual to make
reproductive choices.

Congress and the Presidency

Congress. Support responsive legislative processes cha-
racterized by accountability, representativeness, deci-
sion making capability and effective performance.

The Presidency. Promote a dynamic balance of power
between the executive and legislative branches within
the framework set by the Constitution.

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

Promote peace in an interdependent world by work-
ing cooperatively with other nations and streng-
thening international organizations.

United Nations

Support a strong, effective United Nations to promote
international peace and security and to address the so-
cial, economic and humanitarian needs of all people.

Trade

Support U.S. trade policies that reduce trade barriers,
expand international trade and advance the achieve-
ment of humanitarian, environmental and social goals.

U.S. Relations with Developing Countries
Promote U.S. policies that meet long-term social and
economic needs of developing countries.

Arms Control

Reduce the risk of war through support of arms control
measures.

Military Policy and Defense Spending
Work to limit reliance on military force. Examine de-
fense spending in the context of total national needs.

NATURAL RESOURCES

Promote an environment beneficial to life through
the protection and wise management of natural re-
sources in the public interest.



Natural Resources
Promote the management of natural resources as inter-
related parts of life-supporting ecosystems.

Resource Management

Promote resource conservation, stewardship and long-
range planning, with the responsibility for managing
natural resources shared by all levels of government.

Environmental Protection and Pollution

Control

Preserve the physical, chemical and biological integrity
of the ecosystem, with maximum protection of public
health and the environment.

Air Quality. Promote measures to reduce pollution
from mobile and stationary sources.

Energy. Support environmentally sound policies that
reduce energy growth rates, emphasize energy conserva-
tion and encourage the use of renewable resources.

Land Use. Promote policies that manage land as a fi-
nite resource and that incorporate principles of steward-

ship.

Water Resources. Support measures to reduce pollu-
tion in order to protect surface water, groundwater and
drinking water.

Waste Management. Promote policies to reduce the
generation and promote the reuse and recycling of solid
and hazardous wastes.

Nuclear Issues. Promote the maximum protection of
public health and safety and the environment.

Public Participation

Promote public understanding and participation in
decision making as essential elements of responsible and
responsive management of our natural resources.

Agriculture Policy

Promote adequate supplies of food and fiber at reason-
able prices to consumers and support economically via-
ble farms, environmentally sound farm practices and
increased reliance on the free market.

SOCIAL POLICY

Secure equal rights and equal opportunity for all.
Promote social and economic justice and the health
and safety of all Americans.

Equality of Opportunity
Equal Rights. Support ratification of the Equal Rights

Amendment and efforts to bring laws into compliance
with the goals of the ERA.

Education, Employment and Housing. Support
equal access to education, employment and housing.

Fiscal Policy

Tax Policy. Support adequate and flexible funding of
federal government programs through an equitable tax
system that is progressive overall and that relies primari-
ly on a broad-based income tax.

Federal Deficit. Promote responsible deficit policies.

Funding of Entitlements. Support a federal role in
providing mandatory, universal, old-age, survivors, dis-
ability and health insurance.

Health Care

Promote a health care system for the United States that
provides access to a basic level of quality care for all
U.S. residents and controls health care costs.

Immigration

Promote reunification of immediate families; meet the
economic, business and employment needs of the Unit-
ed States; be responsive to those facing political perse-
cution or humanitarian crises; and provide for student
visas. Ensure fair treatment under the law for all per-
sons. In transition to a reformed system, support provi-
sions for unauthorized immigrants already in the coun-
try to earn legal status.

Meeting Basic Human Needs

Support programs and policies to prevent or reduce
poverty and to promote self-sufficiency for individuals
and families.

Income Assistance. Support income assistance pro-
grams, based on need, that provide decent, adequate
standards for food, clothing and shelter.

Support Services. Provide essential support services.



Housing Supply. Support policies to provide a decent
home and a suitable living environment for every
American family.

Child Care

Support programs and policies to expand the supply of
affordable, quality child care for all who need it.

Early Intervention for Children at Risk
Support policies and programs that promote the well-
being, development and safety of all children.

Violence Prevention

Support violence prevention programs in communities.

Gun Control

Protect the health and safety of citizens through limit-
ing the accessibility and regulating the ownership of
handguns and semi-automatic weapons. Support regu-
lation of firearms for consumer safety.

Urban Policy

Promote the economic health of cities and improve the

quality of urban life.

Death Penalty
The LWVUS supports abolition of the death penalty.

Whatever the issue, the League believes that effi-
cient and economical government requires compe-
tent personnel, the clear assignment of responsibili-
ties, adequate financing, coordination among levels
of government, effective enforcement and well de-
fined channels for citizen input and review.



Legislative Action:

Working Together to
Influence Public Policy

Effective congressional lobbying on national legislative is-
sues depends on a partnership at all League levels—
lobbying in Washington and constituent lobbying at
home. The Advocacy Department leads the organization’s
federal lobbying work and provides information to state
and local Leagues about advocacy priorities.

This department, working at the direction of the LWVUS
Board, is responsible for developing and implementing
strategies for lobbying on national issues and advancing
LWVUS program priorities. In Washington, the LWVUS
president testifies on Capitol Hill and, with members of
the Board, lobbies members of Congress (MCs) through
phone calls and office visits. Day-to-day lobbying of MCs,
staff members and committees is carried out by the
LWV’s professional staff lobbyists.

The LWVUS volunteer Lobby Corps (LC) of some 20
Washington-area League members lobbies each month
when Congress is in session. Each Lobby Corps member is
assigned specific state congressional delegations. Contact
the LC chair through the national office for the name of
the LC member assigned to your delegation.

While it is the job of the LWVUS Board to take the lead
in national action and to keep League action synchronized
with the U.S. Congress, national legislation is every
League’s and every member’s business. Each state and lo-
cal League president is expected to take whatever official
action is requested in response to a national Action Alert.

Encourage your members and Board members to contact
their legislators on key League national issues because
their action greatly enhances the League’s clout. It is im-
portant to remember, though, that only a League spo-
kesperson, usually the president, speaks in the name of
the League. Leagues and League members should only
lobby their own legislators. Individual members can take
action on their own behalf.

Lobbying in Washington is vitally important, but direct
lobbying of MCs by constituents often is the key to per-
suading them to vote for the League position. The argu-
ments that League leaders and members make to your

representative or senators can make the difference in how
they vote. MCs return to their states or districts regularly
during congressional recesses. This is a good time to sche-
dule meetings with them or to talk with them at public
events. Please inform your state League and the LWVUS
Advocacy Department of your lobbying efforts, along
with any important information uncovered during your
lobby visit or call (reports may be sent to lobby-
ing@lwv.org).

The LWVUS Grassroots Lobby Corps provides another
good way for Leagues to keep in contact with your mem-
bers of Congress. This online network of activists gets the
League message to Congress in a highly effective way.
Members of the network receive email action alerts from
the LWVUS and then respond by sending quick, targeted,
and sometimes last-minute, messages to members of Con-
gress on priority issues before key votes. Any League or
individual League member interested in lobbying Con-
gress on LWVUS positions is encouraged to join the Gras-
sroots Lobby Corps by going to the League's website at

www.lwv.org.

The LWVUS grassroots lobbyist acts as a liaison between
LWV lobbyists on Capitol Hill and local and state Lea-
gues. The grassroots lobbyist works with LWV leaders and
activists in targeted states and congressional districts to
help develop and implement grassroots lobbying strate-
gies. Call the LWVUS if you want to talk about lobbying
strategies or have questions about LWVUS issues. Also
call if you would like written materials or want to schedule
training on grassroots strategies or on getting press cover-
age.

The LWVUS may call League presidents before critical
votes in Congress or when in-depth and ongoing gras-
sroots lobbying is needed from your area. LWV presidents
also will receive sample op-ed pieces on issues on which
we are actively lobbying.

League communications on priority legislative issues in-
clude:

Action Alerts. Members of the Grassroots Lobby Corps
and local and state League presidents receive alerts by
email at critical times in the legislative process. An alert
not only asks Leagues and League members to take action
on a key issue, but also provides substantive and political
background information. A quick and easy system for
sending an email directly to MCs, or writing a letter to the
editor also is provided.



Legislative Action Center on the Web. Current Action
Alerts, Legislative Updates and other advocacy tools are
posted on the LWVUS website at www.lwv.org.

e-Voice. Legislative updates and advocacy information al-
so are sent to subscribers of the LWVUS monthly e-

newsletter.

The LWVUS Board annually adopts a set of advocacy
priorities to guide its advocacy work in Congress. The
goals are to:

e Enhance the League's effectiveness by concentrat-
ing resources on priority issues;

e Build the League's credibility and visibility by
projecting a focused and consistent image;

e Ensure that the League has sufficient issue and
political expertise to act knowledgeably; and

e Enable the League to manage resources effective-
ly.
In setting legislative priorities, the Board considers the fol-
lowing:

e  Opportunities for the League to make an impact;

e DProgram decisions made at Convention and/or
Council;

e  Member interest; and
e Resources available to manage effectively.

The LWVUS Board regularly reviews the legislative prior-
ities and is prepared to make adjustments should new op-
portunities for effective action emerge. In even numbered
years, the LWVUS reviews its current program and posi-
tions through the program planning process. Convention
delegates then vote on program content for the next bien-
nium.

The LWVUS Bylaws provide that Leagues may act on na-
tional program only in conformity with positions taken by
the LWVUS. State Leagues are responsible for determin-
ing action policies and strategies on state issues and ensur-
ing that the League’s message is consistent throughout the
state. The LWVUS is responsible for a consistent national
message. This helps ensure that the League speaks with
one voice and is essential for our effectiveness as an advo-
cacy organization.

Each state and local League is expected to take whatever
official action is requested in response to a national Action

Alert. A League board may choose not to respond to a
particular call to action, but may not take action in oppo-
sition to a position articulated by the LWVUS on federal
or national issues, or the state League on state issues. Indi-
vidual League members of course are always free to take
action on whatever they choose; as long as they do so in
their own name, and leave no impression that they

speak for the League.

Requests from State/Local Leagues for Permission to
Act at the Federal Level

All action at the federal level must be authorized by the
LWVUS board. This includes any effort aimed at influen-
cing a decision on a federal issue, such as communicating
with an elected or appointed official, joining a coalition,
taking part in a press conference or rally, or writing a let-
ter-to-the-editor. A state or local League wishing to work
in this way on a federal issue or at the national level must
consult with the LWVUS about the intended action.

As part of this consultation process, the state/local League
is asked to provide the following information in writing:

1. The proposed action and the message to be con-
veyed;

2. The LWVUS position on which the action is
based; and

3. Evidence that the issue is a priority for that state
or local League.

Leagues are asked to provide this information on the
State and Local League Request Form for Federal Is-
sues which can be found in the Take Action section of
www.lwv.org.

If a local League is requesting permission to contact its
U.S. Senator(s) on an issue that has not been the subject
of an LWVUS Action Alert, it should also provide evi-
dence that the action has been authorized by its state
League. Appropriate LWVUS Board and staff will review
the action request to determine that it is consistent with
League positions and that it will not interfere with
LWVUS action on a priority issue. Requests should be
sent to lobbying@lwv.org.



Representative Government

Promote an open governmental system that is representative, accountable and responsive.

Founded by the activists who secured voting rights for
women, the League has always worked to promote the
values and processes of representative government. Pro-
tecting and enhancing voting rights for all Americans, as-
suring opportunities for citizen participation, working for
open, accountable, representative and responsive govern-
ment at every level—all reflect the deeply held convictions
of the League of Women Voters.

In the 1950s, the League worked courageously to protect
fundamental citizen rights and individual liberties against
the threats of the McCarthy era. In the 1960s, attention
turned to securing “one person, one vote” through appor-
tionment of legislative districts based substantially on
population. In the 1970s, members worked to reform the
legislative process and open it to citizen scrutiny, and to
balance congressional and presidential powers. The
League also sought to reform the campaign finance system
to reduce the dominance of special interests, affirmed
support for the direct election of the President and fought
for full voting rights in Congress for the citizens of the
District of Columbia.

In the 1980s and 1990s, the League worked to break
down the barriers to voting, first through reauthorization
of the Voting Rights Act and then through a campaign for
passage and implementation of the landmark National
Voter Registration Act. Campaign finance reform, with a
focus on public financing and on closing loopholes, again
was a major activity at the federal and state levels, with the
goal of enhancing the role of citizens in the election and
legislative processes. In the late 1990s, the fight for DC
voting rights was reinvigorated.

During that same period, the League worked to ensure the
constitutional right of privacy of the individual to make
reproductive choices and opposed term limits for legisla-
tive offices.

In the mid- to late 1990s, the League launched its “Mak-
ing Democracy Work” campaign, focusing on five key in-
dicators of a healthy democracy: voter participation,
campaign finance reform, diversity of representation, civic
education and knowledge, and civic participation. The
1998 Convention added “full congressional voting repre-
sentation for the District of Columbia” to the campaign.
State and local Leagues measured the health of democracy

in their communities, reported the results and worked
with other groups to seek change. The LWVUS report,
“Charting the Health of American Democracy,” took a
nationwide measure and made recommendations for
change.

In the 2000s, this campaign continued. Convention 2002
decided to update the position on the Selection of the
President, focusing not only on the electoral process but
on the other factors that affect the presidential race, e.g.,
money, parties and the media. The position was expanded
and formally approved at Convention 2004.

In the second half of the 2000s, the League supported leg-
islation to reform the lobbying process and to rebuild
public confidence in Congress. In 2008, the House passed
new ethics procedures, including new ethics rules, disclo-
sure requirements for campaign contributions “bundled”
by lobbyists, and a new ethics enforcement process. The
League also continued its work seeking full enforcement
of the National Voter Registration Act.

In late 2010, the League and coalition partners sent a let-
ter to the Speaker-designate urging him to preserve and
strengthen House ethics rules and standards of conduct.

Campaign Finance in the 2000s: The five-year fight for
campaign finance reform paid off in March 2002 when
the President signed the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act
into law. The League was instrumental in developing this
legislation and pushing it to enactment, and remains vigi-
lant in ensuring the law is enforced and properly inter-
preted in the Courts.

In the late 2000s, the LWVUS was involved as a “friend
of the court” in two pivotal U.S. Supreme Court cases:
Caperton v. Massey and Citizens United v. FEC. In the lat-
ter case, the League argued that corporate spending in
elections should not be equated with the First Amend-
ment rights of individual citizens.

In 2010, the League reacted swiftly and strongly to the
Supreme Court’s adverse decision in the Citizens United
case. The League president testified before the relevant
House committee on the key steps that can be taken to re-
spond, focusing on the importance of including tighter
disclosure requirements before the 2010 elections. The
League continues to urge passage of the DISCLOSE Act



to ensure that corporate and union spending in elections
is fully disclosed.

Today the League continues to push for legislation to pro-
tect and reinvigorate the presidential public financing sys-
tem and to institute congressional public financing as
well.

Election Administration in the 2000s: When the 2000
elections exposed the many problems facing our election
administration system, the League leaped into action.
Bringing our coalition allies together, the League worked
to ensure that key reforms were part of the congressional
debate. In October 2002, the Help America Vote Act
(HAVA) was signed into law, authorizing funds for each
state to improve the operation of elections according to
federal requirements.

Throughout the next biennium, the League fought to en-
sure that the requirements of HAVA were implemented in
ways to assure voter access. The League created a public
awareness campaign in 2004, 5 Things You Need to Know
on Election Day, designed to educate voters about the new
requirements and the steps each voter could take to pro-
tect access. The campaign was highly successful, and has
continued in subsequent election seasons.

Conventions revised the League’s stand on voting systems
to assure that they would be secure, accurate, recountable,
accessible and transparent.

Voter Protection in the 2000s: In 20006, the League
launched its highly successful Public Advocacy for Voter
Protection (PAVP) project, and the League president vi-
sited six key states to promote issues of voter protection
and education. By the late 2000s, the PAVP project had
expanded to 16 states as the League engaged in targeted
state-based advocacy. The LWVUS collaborates with state
Leagues to enhance their public education and advocacy
fight against onerous barriers to voter participation and to
ensure election laws and processes are applied in a uni-
form and non-discriminatory manner.

Since its inception, the PAVP project has helped to re-
move or mitigate barriers to voting by underserved popu-
lations, and to advance the capacity of state Leagues to
become even more effective advocates in five focus areas
identified by the League as essential to protecting the
votes of all citizens and improving election administration
overall: (1) Oppose photo ID and documentary proof of
citizenship; (2) Improve administration of statewide data-
base systems; (3) Guard against undue restrictions on vot-

er registration; (4) Improve polling place management;
and (5) Improve poll worker training.

League work includes advocating for compliance with ex-
isting laws and regulations, such as the National Voter
Registration Act of 1993, and advocating for key reforms
through education and advocacy, and litigation when ne-
cessary. League action has been directed toward legislators,
state/local elections officials, other policy makers, the me-
dia and concerned citizens, as appropriate.

The League president travels across the country each year,
meeting with state and local elections officials; key com-
munity members and leaders; and members of media. She
addresses issues related to the PAVP project’s five focus
areas.

One of the most urgent and widespread threats tackled by
Leagues through the PAVP project is onerous voter ID re-
quirements. As many as 21 million Americans do not have
government issued photo identification, with minorities
and low-income individuals disproportionately less likely
to have photo ID showing a current address. Examples of
two of the many League voter ID actions in the 2000s: In
2008 and 2009, the LWVUS and the LWV of Missouri
joined forces to fight a restrictive voter ID constitutional
amendment, which narrowly defined the type of photo
IDs voters must provide, thereby discriminating against
people of color, the elderly, disabled people and low in-

come-individuals.

The LWVUS filed an amicus brief in support of the LWV
of Indiana in League of Women Voters v. Rokita before the
Indiana Supreme Court regarding voter ID in 2009. In
addition, the League filed an amicus brief in the Arizona
voter 1D case, Gonzalez v. Arizona, asking the 9" Circuit
Court of Appeals to recognize that the National Voter
Registration Act of 1993 prohibits a proof-of-citizenship
requirement when using the national mail voter registra-
tion application form. The court agreed with the League
in the case, which is still on appeal.

Voting Rights

Citizen’s Right to Vote

The League’s History

The right of every citizen to vote has been a basic League
principle since its origin. Early on, many state Leagues

adopted positions on election laws. But at the national
level, despite a long history of protecting voting rights, the



League found itself in the midst of the civil rights struggle
of the 1960s without authority to take national legislative
action on behalf of the Voting Rights Act of 1965.

Stung by the League’s powerlessness to take action on
such a significant issue, the 1970 Convention adopted a
bylaws amendment enabling the League to act “to protect
the right to vote of every citizen” without the formality of
adopting voting rights in the national program. This un-
usual decision reflected member conviction that protect-
ing the right to vote is indivisibly part of the League’s
basic purpose. When the 1974 Convention amended the
Bylaws to provide that all League Principles could serve as
authority for action, the separate amendment on voting
rights was no longer needed.

The 1976 Convention’s adoption of Voting Rights as an
integral part of the national Program and the 1978 con-
firmation of that decision underlined the already existing
authority under the Principles for the League to act on
this basic right. In May 1982, the LWVUS Board made
explicit the League’s position on Voting Rights, and the
1982 Convention added Voting Rights to the national
Program. The 1986 Convention affirmed that a key ele-
ment of protecting the right to vote is encouraging partic-
ipation in the political process. The 1990 Convention
affirmed that the LWVUS should continue emphasis on
protecting the right to vote by working to increase voter
participation.

Leagues had lobbied extensively for the 1970 amendments
to the Voting Rights Act of 1965. In 1975, the League
was part of a successful coalition effort to extend the act
and expand its coverage to language minorities. In 1982,
the League was a leader in the fight to strengthen the act
and extend its major provisions for 25 years. In 1992, the
League successfully sought reauthorization of the language
assistance provision for an additional 15 years. In 2006,
the League sponsored a major public initiative to support
the Fannie Lou Hamer, Rosa Parks, and Coretta Scott
King Voting Rights Act Reauthorization and Amend-
ments Act of 2006. After months of action by Leagues
across the country, the bill was passed and signed into law.

In response to threats to voting rights, the League has ac-
tively pursued litigation and administrative advocacy. In
1985, the League filed comments objecting to proposed
regulations that would weaken the administrative en-
forcement provisions of Section 5 of the Act. And with
other amici curiae, the League successfully urged the U.S.

Supreme Court to adopt a strong interpretation of Section
2 for challenges to minority vote dilution.

From 1984 to 1989, building on a 1982 pilot project to
monitor compliance with the Voting Rights Act in states
covered by Section 5 of the Act, the LWVEF conducted
projects to apply monitoring techniques in jurisdictions
considering bailout from Section 5, to establish the
League as a major source of information on bailout and
compliance issues. In 1988, the LWVEF worked with
state and local Leagues to encourage full participation in
the 1990 census and to ensure that subsequent reappor-
tionment and redistrictings complied with one-person,
one-vote requirements and the Voting Rights Act.

Leagues continue their efforts to protect and extend vot-
ing rights—using Section 5, the strengthened Section 2
and other laws—in actions ranging from monitoring, tes-
timony and citizen education to challenging violations of
national and state voting laws.

In 1996 and 1998, the LWVUS worked against congres-
sional “English-only” legislation that would have effective-

ly repealed the minority language provisions of the Voting
Rights Act.

Increased accessibility to the electoral process is integral to
ensuring a representative electoral process and the right of
every citizen to vote. The League’s grassroots campaign to
secure national legislation to reform voter registration re-
sulted in the 1990 House passage of the National Voter
Registration Act (NVRA), “motor voter,” but the bill did
not reach the Senate.

In 1991, the effort to pass national motor-voter legislation
intensified, and the National Voter Registration Act of
1991 was introduced in the Senate. Leading a national
coalition, the League executed a high visibility, multifa-
ceted, grassroots drive, resulting in passage by both houses
in 1992. But, the President vetoed the bill and the Senate
failed to override.

In May 1993, the years of concerted effort by the League
and other organizations paid off when both houses passed
and President Clinton signed the National Voter Registra-
tion Act. He gave one of the signing pens to the LWVUS
and saluted the League and other pivotal supporters as
“fighters for freedom” in the continuing effort to expand
American democracy. The “motor-voter” bill enabled citi-
zens to apply to register at motor vehicle agencies auto-
matically, as well as by mail and at public and private
agencies that service the public.



League members quickly turned to ensuring effective im-
plementation of the NVRA by states and key federal agen-
cies. In early 1994, the LWVEF sponsored a “Motor
Voter Alert” conference of representatives from more than
30 state Leagues, other grassroots activists, and representa-
tives of civil rights and disability groups. Throughout
1994, while the LWVUS successfully lobbied the Presi-
dent and the Justice Department for strong federal leader-
ship, state Leagues kept the pressure on their legislatures
to pass effective enabling legislation by the January 1995
deadline. On September 12, 1994, the President issued an
Executive Order requiring affected federal agencies to
cooperate to the greatest extent possible with the states in
implementing the law by providing funds, guidance and
technical assistance to affected state public assistance
agencies and agencies serving the disabled.

In 1995 and 1996, state and local Leagues worked to en-
sure effective state enforcement of the NVRA, as the
LWVUS lobbied against congressional amendments that
would have weakened or undermined the new federal law.

A report on the first-year impact of the NVRA indicated
that 11 million citizens registered to vote under required
NVRA motor voter, agency-based and mail-in programs
in 1995. State Leagues and other organizations joined the
Justice Department in filing lawsuits against states that re-
fused to implement the NVRA. By summer 1996, Illinois,
Pennsylvania, California, South Carolina, Virginia, Mich-
igan and Kansas had lost Tenth Amendment states-rights
arguments against the NVRA in federal court.

A noncompliance suit filed by the state League against
New Hampshire was dropped early in 1996 when Con-
gress passed a legislative rider exempting New Hampshire
and Idaho from the NVRA by extending the law’s dead-
line for state exemptions based on having election-day reg-
istration programs. The LWVUS opposed the New
Hampshire exemption.

The LWVUS urged state elections officials and Congress
to give the NVRA a chance to work before proposing
changes. The League opposed a Senate NVRA “unfunded
mandate” amendment that would have blocked state
compliance by requiring the federal government to pay for
implementation. The League also opposed amendments
that required proof of citizenship to register to vote. All
but the New Hampshire exemption were defeated or
withdrawn.

As a complement, not a substitute, for the NVRA, the
League continues to support same-day voter registration
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and/or shortening the period between registration and
voting. The LWVUS has worked with state Leagues inter-
ested in promoting such reforms.

Despite the fact that the NVRA helped more Americans
register to vote for the 1996 election than at any time
since records have been kept, the LWVUS continued to
fight congressional attempts to cripple the law. For exam-
ple, the League lobbied and testified against the Voter Eli-
gibility Verification Act, which sought to create a federal
program to verify the citizenship of voter registrants and
applicants, arguing that the program was not necessary,
would not work and would depress voter participation.

On related issues, the League has supported efforts to in-
crease the accessibility of registration and voting for
people with disabilities in federal elections and undertaken
major efforts to encourage citizens to participate in the
electoral process. In 1988, the LWVEF began coordinat-
ing broad-based voter registration drives for general elec-
tions, combining national publicity and outreach with
grassroots activities by state and local Leagues, other

groups and public officials.

The League also has worked to change aspects of the cov-
erage and conduct of campaigns that may frustrate voter
participation. From 1980-85, the LWV sought to pressure
broadcasters not to air projections of election results be-
fore all the polls in a race have closed. In 1990, the
LWVEF convened a symposium of scholars, journalists,
campaign consultants and activists to examine the role of
negative campaigning in the decline in voter participation
and possible grassroots remedies.

The symposium led to a comprehensive effort to return
the voter to the center of the election process. A campaign
to “Take Back the System,” coordinated League activities
to make voter registration more accessible, provide voters
with information about candidates and issues, and restore
voters’ confidence and involvement in the electoral sys-
tem. The program included LWVUS efforts on voter reg-
istration and campaign finance reform, an LWVEF
presidential primary debate, a National Voter Registration
Drive, voter registration efforts aimed at young citizens, a
CampaignWatch pilot project to help citizens deter unfair
campaign practices, and grassroots efforts to register, in-
form and involve voters.

In 1994, the LWVEF launched a “Wired for Democracy”
project, anticipating the potential of the Internet for pro-
viding voter education and opening government to citi-
zens. In 1996, recognizing that the National Voter



Registration Act had successfully removed many institu-
tional barriers to registration, the League shifted its ener-
gies to getting voters to the polls.

Original research sponsored by the LWVEF found that
voters and nonvoters differ in several key respects: nonvo-
ters are less likely to grasp the impact of elections on issues
that matter to them, nonvoters are more likely to believe
they lack information on which to base their voting deci-
sions; nonvoters are more likely to perceive the voting
process as difficult and cumbersome; and nonvoters are
less likely to be contacted by organizations encouraging
them to vote.

In 1996, armed with this message, “Ic’s about your child-
ren’s education, your taxes, your Social Security, your
Medicare and your safe streets. It’s about you and your
family. Vote,” Leagues nationwide conducted targeted,
grassroots get-out-the-vote (GOTV) campaigns. Focusing
on racial and ethnic minorities and other underrepre-
sented populations, Leagues worked in coalition with oth-
er organizations to expand their reach and let voters know
they have a stake in the system. Despite an overall down-
turn in voter participation in 1996, precincts targeted by
the League’s effort posted increased voting rates.

In the 2000 elections, the LWVEF worked with state and
local Leagues on intensive GOTV campaigns in 30 com-
munities, targeting underrepresented voters. Training
highlighted new ways to engage citizens to work in coali-
tions with diverse communities. The League also partici-
pated in forming the Youth Vote 2000, a nonpartisan
coalition of organizations committed to encouraging
greater participation in the political process and promot-
ing a better understanding of public policy issues among
youth.

Also in 2000, the League launched its “Take a Friend to
Vote” (TAFTV) campaign, based on research showing
that nonvoters are most likely to vote if asked by a friend,
family member, neighbor or someone else they respect.
The TAFTV campaign featured toolkits with reminder
postcards and bumper stickers, a website, PSAs on Life-
time Television and “advertorials” in major magazines fea-
turing celebrities and their friends talking about the
importance of voting.

In 1998, the League tested two online systems to make
trustworthy, nonpartisan election information readily
available to web users. The LWVEF chose the Democra-
cyNet (DNet) as its nationwide online voter information
platform and worked with state and local Leagues to ex-
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pand the system to all 50 states for the 2000 elections. By
the 2004 election, DNet was the most comprehensive
source of voter information and one of the top online sites
for unbiased election information, offering full coverage of
all federal elections as well as thousands of state and local
candidates. VOTE411 (see page 12) replaced DNet in
2006.

When the 2000 election exposed the many problems fac-
ing the election system, the League began to work relen-
tlessly on election reform and bringing its importance to
national actention. The LWVUS helped draft and pass the
Help America Vote Act of 2002 (HAVA), working closely
with a civil rights coalition in developing amendments
and lobbying for key provisions.

The LWVUS took a leadership role in forming an election
reform coalition to develop recommendations on HAVA
implementation and testified before both houses, stressing
the importance of substantial new federal funding for elec-
tion reform efforts. The League used its special expertise
to argue for improved voting systems and machines, pro-
visional balloting and other safeguards, and improvements
in voter registration systems and poll worker training and
administration.

The LWVEF worked to heighten public awareness about
election administration problems and to provide informa-
tional and action materials to state and local Leagues. In
2001, the LWVEF hosted three “Focus on the Voter”
symposia and worked with Leagues to design and com-
plete a survey of election administration practices in local
jurisdictions. Four hundred and sixty Leagues from 47
states and the District of Columbia responded to the sur-
vey. A report of the findings was released at a post-election
symposium in November 2001, and concluded, “good
enough is not good enough.”

In 2001 and 2002, Election Administration Reform: A
Leader’s Guide for Action, the Election 2001 Toolkit and
Navigating Election Day: Whar Every Voter Needs to Know
were made available to state and local Leagues for voter
education activities. In late 2002, the LWVEF convened a
conference, sponsored by the McCormick Tribune Foun-
dation, to explore emerging issues in election reform.

In the 108" Congress, the key issue was funding for
HAVA, as the President initially proposed that HAVA not
be fully funded. A joint lobbying effort of state and local
government organizations, civil rights groups and the
League prevailed in achieving full funding for the first two
years of implemenctation.



In mid-2003, the LWVUS published Helping America
Vote: Implementing the New Federal Provisional Ballot Re-
quirement, which examined and made key policy recom-
mendations for states and localities in implementing
HAVA’s provisional balloting requirement. Another re-
port followed in 2004, Helping America Vote: Safeguarding
the Vote, which outlined a set of recommended operation-
al and management practices for state and local elections
officials to enhance voting system security, protect eligible
voters, and ensure that valid votes are counted.

Also in 2004, the League of Women Voters conducted a
survey of local and state elections officials in a number of
targeted states to identify potential problems with HAVA
implementation that could put the votes of eligible voters
at risk. The League identified the Top Five Risks to Eligible
Voters in 2004, including voter registration problems, er-
roneous purging, problems with the new ID requirement,
difficulties with voting systems and a failure to count pro-
visional ballots, and asked elections officials for resolution
before the election. League leaders in various states were at
the forefront of high-profile battles over HAVA’s imple-

mentation.

In 20006, the League released 7hinking Outside the Ballot
Box: Innovations at the Polling Place, a comprehensive re-
port aimed at sharing successful election administration
stories with local officials throughout the country.

The League’s respected voter education tool, Choosing the
President: A Citizen’s Guide to the Electoral Process, was re-
vised in 2004 and 2008. The 2008 edition was also trans-
lated into Russian and Arabic and was the basis for
Electing the President, a 16-page education supplement
created and distributed to schools in collaboration with
the Newspapers in Education Institute.

In 2004, the League created and distributed its attractive
VOTE brochure, a succinct, step-by-step guide to voting
and Election Day, designed to reach out to new, young
and first time, voters. The 5 Things You Need ro Know on
Election Day card was also produced to give voters simple
steps to ensure their vote is counted. The brochure and
card continue to be popular and useful to the present.

At the 2004 Convention, the League determined that in
order to ensure integrity and voter confidence in elections,
the LWVUS supports the implementation of voting sys-
tems and procedures that are secure, accurate, recountable
and accessible. State and local Leagues may support a par-
ticular voting system appropriate to their area, but should
evaluate them based on the “secure, accurate, recountable
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and accessible” criteria. Leagues should consult with the
LWVUS before taking a position on a specific type of vot-
ing system to ensure that the League speaks consistently.

At Convention 2006, delegates further clarified this posi-
tion with a resolution stating that the Citizens’ Right to
Vote be interpreted to affirm that the LWVUS supports
only voting systems that are designed so that:

o they employ a voter-verifiable paper ballot or
other paper record, said paper being the official
record of the voter’s intent; and

e the voter can verify, either by eye or with the aid
of suitable devices for those who have impaired
vision, that the paper ballot/record accurately re-
flects his or her intent; and

o such verification takes place while the voter is still
in the process of voting; and

e the paper ballot/record is used for audits and re-
counts; and

e the vote totals can be verified by an independent
hand count of the paper ballot/record; and

e routine audits of the paper ballot/record in ran-
domly selected precincts can be conducted in
every election, and the results published by the
jurisdiction.

At Convention 2010, delegates added the principle of
transparency, so that the League would support voting
systems that are secure, accurate, recountable, accessible
and transparent.

In 2006, the League launched VOTE411.0rg, a "one-
stop-shop” for election related information, providing
nonpartisan information to the public with both general
and state-specific information including a nationwide pol-
ling place locator, absentee ballot information, ballot
measure information, etc. In 2008, the LWVUS accom-
plished a major overhaul of this award-winning voter edu-
cation website, making it the most comprehensive, easy-
to-use online tool for voters. The site is at the heart of the
League’s campaign to prepare voters. Approximately 15
percent of U.S. voters (20 million people) found the elec-
tion information they needed in order to participate in
Election 2008 through VOTE411. The League directly
enfranchised more than half a million voters by providing

them the name and address of their polling place directly
through VOTE411.



In September 2006, the LWVUS re-launched its 5 Things
You Need to Know on Election Day campaign, focusing on
educating the public and the media about the changes
they might find at the polling place because of HAVA’s
requirements and state and local administrative changes.
In late 20006, the League president testified before the U.S.
Election Assistance Commission, providing feedback on
the success of HAVA implementation and other voting is-
sues nationwide

In 2006, the League also launched the “Public Advocacy
for Voter Protection” (PAVP) project, and the League
president undertook a tour to promote voter protection
and education as part of a nationwide effort to prevent the
development of processes that threaten to disenfranchise
voters, educate the public on new election procedures, and
provide voters with the information they need to cast a
vote and be sure that vote is counted.

As part of the PAVP effort, in 2007, the League opposed
legislation that would require documentary proof of citi-
zenship or picture ID to register to vote, as well as to vote.
The League also filed a “friend-of-the-court” brief in a
Supreme Court case regarding ID requirements in Indi-
ana. In 2009, the League filed an amicus brief in the Ari-
zona voter ID case, Gonzalez v. Arizona, asking the 9
Circuit Court of Appeals to recognize that the National
Voter Registration Act of 1993 prohibits a proof-of-
citizenship requirement when using the national mail vot-
er registration application form. For more PAVP project
information see p. 8.

In 2008, the League worked to support voting rights by
publicly requesting that Secretaries of State across the
country designate veterans” health facilities as voter regis-
tration agencies as provided for in the National Voter
Registration Act.

In 2008, the League developed and executed a successful
targeted plan to share our voter education and prepared-
ness messages with national and local media, coordinating
with state and local Leagues. In addition, the League
worked with diverse groups in order to meet our goals of
expanding electoral participation and creating an in-
formed electorate. The LWVUS collaborated with affiliate
based nonprofits like the National Head Start Association
(NHSA), the Association of Junior Leagues International
(AJLI), the YWCA USA, the National Association of
Community Health Centers (NACHC); membership-
based nonprofits such as Mom’s Rising and the Overseas
Vote Foundation; and corporate partners such as Ameri-
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can Express, Allergan and World Wrestling Entertain-

ment; and many more.

In 2008, the LWVEF produced Engaging New Citizens as
New Voters: A Guide to Naturalization Ceremonies, which
detailed how Leagues could get involved in such ceremo-
nies.

In 2008, an Election Audit Task Force was appointed to
report to the LWVUS Board on the auditing of election
procedures and processes. The 2009 report is available at
WwWW.Iwv.org. Leagues should find this report useful in
talking with their legislatures and elections officials about
election auditing,.

In 2010, the League launched its High School Voter Reg-
istration Project to bring more young people, especially
minorities, into the democratic process. Local Leagues in
targeted communities received funding for voter registra-
tion efforts at high schools with high levels of minority
students. Partnering with Project Vote, the League used
data from the project to determine effective strategies and
produced a guide for Leagues and other groups interested
in registering high school students.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Citizen’s Right to Vote, as An-
nounced by National Board, March 1982:

The League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves that voting is a fundamental citizen right that
must be guaranteed.

DC Self-Government and Full
Voting Representation

The League’s History

The League of Women Voters, born in 1920 out of the
struggle to get the vote for women, began early to seek re-
dress for another disenfranchised group: the citizens of the
District of Columbia. The League has supported District
self-government since 1938. Realization of these goals has
been slow, but since 1961 DC residents have made some
gains in the drive for full citizenship rights. The remaining
goals—voting representation in both the House and Se-
nate and full home-rule powers—were made explicit in

the LWVUS program in March 1982.

The League has applied a wide variety of techniques, in-
cluding a massive petition campaign in 1970, to persuade
Congress to change the status of the “Last Colony.”


http://www.lwv.org/�

League support has been behind each hard-won step: the
right of District citizens to vote for President and Vice-
President, through ratification of the 23rd Amendment to
the Constitution in 1961; the right to elect a nonvoting
delegate to Congress in 19705 a 1974 limited home-rule
charter providing for an elected mayor and city council,
based on the 1973 DC Self Government and Governmen-
tal Reorganization Act. The League supported the last two
reforms as interim steps until voting representation in
Congress and full home-rule powers are achieved.

On August 22, 1978, the Senate confirmed the House-
approved constitutional amendment providing full voting
representation in Congtress for citizens of the District of
Columbia. State and local Leagues took the lead in ratifi-
cation efforts. However, when the ratification period ex-
pired in 1985, only 16 states of the necessary 38 had
ratified the amendment.

In 1993, at the request of the LWV of the District of Co-
lumbia, the LWVUS board agreed that statehood for the
District would “afford the same rights of self-government
and full voting representation” for citizens of the District
as for other U.S. citizens. Accordingly, the League en-
dorsed statehood as one way of implementing the national
League position.

The 1998 Convention agreed to incorporate “full congres-
sional voting rights for the District of Columbia” in the
Making Democracy Work issue for emphasis. In Septem-
ber 1998, DC League members were among the plaintiffs
in a federal suit, Alexander et al. v. Daley et al., challenging
the denial of full voting representation for citizens of the
District in Congress. This and a related suit were rejected
2-1 by a three-judge panel of the court in March 2000.
The case was appealed to the Supreme Court, and the
LWVUS filed an amicus brief in September 2000. Later in
2000, the Supreme Court rejected voting rights in Con-
gress for District of Columbia citizens.

The LWVUS was instrumental in the formation of the
Coalition for DC Representation in Congress (DC Vote),
which seeks to build a national political movement sup-
porting full representation in Congress for the citizens of
DC.

Convention 2000 adopted a concurrence to add to the
LWVUS position support for the “restoration of an an-
nual, predictable federal payment to the District to com-
pensate for revenues denied and expenses incurred because
of the federal presence.”
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In April 2000, the LWVUS Board agreed that the existing
LWVUS position on DC voting rights also includes sup-
port for autonomy for the District in budgeting locally
raised revenue and for eliminating the annual congres-
sional DC appropriations budget-approval process. While
such congressional review remains in force, the League
continues to urge members of Congress to oppose appro-
priations bills that undermine the right of self-government
of DC citizens, including restrictions on abortion fund-
ing.

In the 108" Congress, the League worked with DC Vote
to develop legislation providing voting rights in Congress
to DC residents. A hearing was held in spring 2004 to
discuss four different legislative approaches to gaining re-

presentation in Congress. The LWVUS continues as a
board member of the DC Vote Coalition.

In 2005, members of Congress took the DC voting rights
issue on with more enthusiasm than had been seen in
years. Under a new legislative plan, Utah would receive an
additional fourth seat in Congress while congressional vot-
ing rights in the House of Representatives would be pro-
vided for American citizens living in Washington, DC.
This balanced approach, developed by Rep. Tom Davis
(R VA) and supported by the DC City Council and
Mayor, would provide voting rights for District citizens
without upsetting the partisan balance of the House.

As momentum for this plan increased, the League worked
tirelessly to encourage members of Congress and the pub-
lic to take action on DC voting rights.

In 2006, the League continued to work hard in support of
the proposed plan; the League president traveled to Ohio
to urge key Congressmen that their leadership was vital to
the future of DC voting rights. While in Ohio, the presi-
dent met with members, voters and the media to shed
light on the DC voting rights issue.

At the same time, the LWVEF launched a DC Voting
Rights Education project, aimed at building public aware-
ness of the unique relationship between Congress and
District of Columbia citizens, specifically their lack of full
voting rights. As part of the project, selected Leagues
throughout the country began work to educate voters and
local leaders on the DC voting rights issue through sum-
mer 2007.

Despite the League’s hard work and progress in the 109®
and 110" Congress toward passing DC voting rights legis-



lation to provide House voting rights to District voters,
success eluded supporters in 2010.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on DC Self-Government and Full
Voting Representation, as Revised by National Board,
March 1982 and June 2000:

The League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves that citizens of the District of Columbia should
be afforded the same rights of self-government and
full voting representation in Congress as are all other
citizens of the United States. The LWVUS supports res-
toration of an annual, predictable federal payment to
the District to compensate for revenues denied and
expenses incurred because of the federal presence.

The Election Process
Apportionment

The League’s History

The apportionment of election districts was a state issue
until 1962 and 1964 Supreme Court rulings, requiring
that both houses of state legislatures must be apportioned
substantially on population, transferred the issue to the
national arena. These rulings, spelling out the basic consti-
tutional right to equal representation, prompted introduc-
tion in Congress of constitutional amendments and laws
to subvert the Court’s one-person, one-vote doctrine. Lea-
gues in 33 states already had positions on the issue when,
in 1965, the League’s national council adopted a study on
apportionment. By January 1966, the League had reached
national member agreement on a position that both hous-
es of state legislatures must be apportioned substantially
on population. The 1972 Convention extended the posi-
tion to cover all voting districts.

League action on both the national and state levels during
the late 1960s had a significant role in the defeat of efforts
to circumvent the Court’s ruling. The League first lobbied
in Congress against the Dirksen Amendment, which
would have allowed apportionment of one legislative
house based on factors other than population, and later
worked to defeat resolutions to amend the Constitution
by petition of state legislatures for a constitutional Con-
vention. Successful efforts to fend off inadvisable constitu-
tional amendments have left the responsibility for work on
this position at the state and local levels. Successive League
Conventions have reaffirmed the commitment to an

LWVUS Apportionment position to be available for ac-
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tion should the need arise. After the 1980 census, state
and local Leagues used this position to work for equitable
apportionment of state and local representative bodies.

Leagues conducted projects to encourage the widest possi-
ble participation in the 1990 census as a way to ensure the
most accurate population base for apportionment and re-
districting. Leagues also work for equitable apportionment
and redistricting of all elected government bodies, using
techniques from public education and testimony to moni-
toring and litigation.

Behind the League position on Apportionment is a con-
viction that a population standard is the most equitable
way of assuring that each vote is of equal value in a demo-
cratic and representative system of government. The term
“substantially” used in Supreme Court decisions allows
adequate leeway for districting to provide for any neces-
sary local diversities, and to protect minority representa-
tion under the League’s Voting Rights position.

Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act, as amended in 1982,
provides for the creation of majority-minority districts as
the primary means to remedy a state pattern of racial ger-
rymandering. In a controversial 1993 case, Shaw v. Reno,
the Supreme Court ignored the Voting Rights Act and
ruled that the creation of majority-minority districts with
extremely irregular shapes violates the equal protection
clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.

The key issue in the Shaw case was the shape of the dis-
trict, not the constitutionality of majority-minority dis-
tricts. The shapes of majority-minority districts created
after the 1990 census were determined by the require-
ments of the Voting Rights Act, and—at least in some
states—Dby political considerations or incumbent interests.
Consequently, when incumbent political considerations
conflict with remedying a history of racial gerrymandering
by creating majority-minority districts that will pass mus-
ter, the Voting Rights Act takes precedence.

In 1998-99 the League urged Congress to fully fund the
2000 census and to support scientific sampling as the
means to ensure the most accurate count. State Leagues al-
so have worked to ensure that scientific sampling is used
for redistricting within the states.

In 2006, the League joined other groups in holding a
nonpartisan redistricting conference in Salt Lake City,
Utah. As a result of that meeting, the League and partners
released a report, “Building a National Redistricting
Reform Movement,” which looks at lessons learned from



unsuccessful redistricting reform attempts in 2005 and
suggests strategies to pursue and pitfalls to avoid in future
reform efforts.

In 2009, the LWVEF was an official partner of the U.S.
Census, with the goal of getting everyone counted.
LWVEF staff worked closely with national partners (such
as civil rights and Latino groups), and provided informa-
tion and support to state and local Leagues in their efforts
to minimize an undercount.

Leagues across the country continue to press for redistrict-
ing reform at the state level and the LWVUS has gone to
the Supreme Court with “friend-of-the-court” briefs
aimed against political and racial gerrymandering. In
2009, the LWVEF hosted a unique redistricting confe-
rence that brought together experts and stakeholders from
across the nation to discuss how to work together to influ-
ence the results of the state redistricting processes follow-
ing the 2010 Census. The participants agreed upon several
core principles and wrote a report emphasizing the impor-
tance of transparency in the redistricting process.

In 2010, state Leagues played pivotal roles in high-profile
reform efforts—including the successful adoption of an
Independent Citizens Commission process in California
and passage of groundbreaking criteria to inject competi-
tion and minority representation into the Florida process.
They will work with the national League in 2011 to em-
power voters to get involved in a process that too often
has taken place out of the spotlight. Leagues are gearing
up to host public events, preparing testimony, educating
the media, engaging key allies and using exciting new
mapping technology to ensure districts are drawn in the
open and the public has true opportunities to weigh in.

Leagues are adopting fresh approaches and partnerships,
e.g., a Virginia mapping contest is supported in part by
the VA state League and aimed at increasing interest and
knowledge of this issue among university students. In the
Midwest, where several states will lose congressional seats,
Leagues are working closely with their Midwest Democra-
¢y Network partners to launch a campaign focused on
empowering citizens to influence this year’s redistricting
process and laying the groundwork for future reform.

Long respected by leaders on both sides of the aisle, our
key state League champions will also be working closely
with legislators and other stakeholders in order to improve
the process from within. This includes advocating for
adequate public comment periods, disclosure of commit-
tee timelines and other important details, and opportuni-
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ties for community groups and others to get involved. The
Pennsylvania League has already garnered a great deal of
media coverage on its efforts.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Apportionment, as Announced
by National Board, January 1966 and Revised March
1982:

The League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves that congressional districts and government leg-
islative bodies should be apportioned substantially on
population. The League is convinced that this stan-
dard, established by the Supreme Court, should be
maintained and that the U.S. Constitution should not
be amended to allow for consideration of factors oth-
er than population in apportionment.

See also the position on Voting Rights, which applies to
apportionment issues. Leagues applying the Apportion-
ment position should be aware that the Voting Rights po-
sition (and League action supporting the Voting Rights
Act) recognizes that both the Constitution and the Voting
Rights Act require that reapportionment not dilute the ef-
fective representation of minority citizens.

Campaign Finance

The League’s History

After the 1972 Convention approved “further study of
Congress,” the 1973 Council—spurred by spending
abuses in congressional and presidential campaigns—
focused on campaign finance. Accelerated study and
agreement in 1973 led to the Campaign Finance position,
which applied League Principles supporting an open and

representative government to political campaigns.

The League initiated a petition drive and lobbied inten-
sively for the campaign reforms embodied in the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1974 (FECA). When the law
was challenged in court, the League, together with other
organizations, intervened as defendants. In 1976, the Su-
preme Court upheld portions of the law providing for dis-
closure, public financing and contribution limits, but it
overturned limits on candidates’ spending, if they used
private financing, and limits on independent expendi-
tures. The Court also ruled that the method of selection of
the Federal Election Commission (FEC) was unconstitu-
tional, because it allowed Congress to encroach on the
President’s appointment power. After the Court’s deci-
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sion, the League successfully lobbied for a new law creat-
ing an independent and constitutionally acceptable FEC.

In response to budget attacks on the FEC in the 104th
Congress, the League testified and lobbied in support of
the FEC’s Fiscal Year 1997 budget request and against ef-
forts to undermine the agency’s core enforcement and dis-
closure programs through funding cuts.

The League’s position on Campaign Finance reflects con-
tinuing concern for open and honest elections and for
maximum citizen participation in the political process.
The League’s campaign finance reform strategy has two
tracks: 1) achieve incremental reforms where possible in
the short term, and 2) build support for public financing
as the best long-term solution.

Although provided under current law for presidential elec-
tions, public funding of congressional elections, which the
League supports, has been an elusive goal. Current law
does embody other League goals: full and timely disclo-
sure of campaign contributions and expenditures; one
central committee to coordinate, control and report finan-
cial transactions for each candidate, party or other com-
mittee; an independent body to monitor and enforce the
law; and the encouragement of broad-based contributions
from citizens.

The League continues to look for ways to limit the size
and type of contributions from all sources as a means of
combating undue influence in the election process. League
action on this issue is built on a careful assessment of all
proposed changes in campaign financing law. The League
continues to assess proposals to equalize government ser-
vices for challengers and incumbents so that candidates
can compete more equitably. The League favors shorten-
ing the time period between primaries and general elec-
tions.

In 1989-1992, the League fought for comprehensive cam-
paign finance reform to address the abuses in the existing
system, supporting bills that curbed special-interest con-
tributions and provided public financing for candidates
who accepted voluntary spending limits. The League
called for limits to PAC and large contributor donations,
for closing the soft-money loophole and for public bene-
fits for candidates, such as reduced postage and reduced
broadcasting costs.

Both houses of Congress enacted reform bills in 1990, but
a conference committee was unable to resolve the differ-
ences before adjournment of the 101st Congress. Both
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houses passed strong reform measures in 1992, and the
bill that emerged from the conference committee prom-
ised the most far-reaching campaign finance reform since
Watergate. The President vetoed the bill, and an attempt
to override was unsuccessful.

In 1991-1992, the League defended the system of public
financing for presidential candidates through check-offs
on income tax forms. Faced with an impending shortfall
in the Presidential Election Campaign Fund, the League
countered with an attack on many fronts: an appeal to
taxpayers and preparers to use the check-off; testimony be-
fore the House Elections Subcommittee to increase the
check-off from $1.00 to $3.00, with indexing for infla-
tion; opposition to IRS regulations that would weaken the
system; support for a House bill guaranteeing matching
funds for qualified presidential primary candidates and
participation in an amicus curiae challenging, unsuccess-
fully, Treasury Department regulations that subvert the
language and congressional intent of the presidential pub-
lic financing system.

In 1993, the presidential check-off was increased to $3.00,
with support from the League, assuring continued viabili-
ty for the fund. The League also supported comprehensive
campaign finance reform, which stalled in partisan wran-
gling.

In 1995 and 1996, the League continued its support for
comprehensive reform through lobbying, testimony, gras-
sroots action and work with the media. Members pushed
for voluntary spending limits; public benefits, such as re-
duced-cost broadcasting and postal services, for participat-
ing candidates; aggregate limits on the total amounts
candidates could receive in PAC and large individual con-
tributions; and closing the loopholes that allow huge
amounts of special-interest money to influence the system.

Also in this period, the LWVEF launched a comprehen-
sive program for articulating a public voice on campaign
finance. Entitled “Money + Politics: People Change the
Equation,” the project brought citizens together to debate
the problems in the system and discuss possible solutions.

In 1996, opponents of League-favored reforms, arguing
that politics is underfunded, sought to increase the
amounts of special-interest money flowing into the system
by loosening many existing contribution limits. The
League and its allies soundly defeated this approach in the
House but were unable to overcome opposition from
most congressional leaders in both parties. Reformers did



build bipartisan support for reform outside the leadership
circles.

The near collapse of the federal campaign finance system
during the 1996 election focused national attention on the
need for reform. In December 1996, the LWVUS en-
dorsed the goals of a reform proposal developed by a
group of academics. The approach focused on closing gap-
ing loopholes in the law that allow special interests, the
political parties and others to channel hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars into candidates’ campaigns. Among the
key goals: a ban on “soft money,” closing the sham issue
advocacy loophole and improving disclosure and en-
forcement.

The LWVEF mounted a major advertising and grassroots
education initiative calling attention to achievable cam-
paign reforms. Working with experts from diverse politi-
cal views, the LWVEF published a blueprint for reform: 5
Ideas for Practical Campaign Reform. Other efforts in-

cluded ads in major newspapers, a PSA featuring Walter
Cronkite and citizen caucuses in 20 states.

An unrelenting push by the LWVUS and other reform
advocates succeeded in shifting the campaign-finance de-
bate in the 105th Congress from a deadlock over spending
limits to real movement to close the most egregious loo-
pholes. The League supported the bipartisan McCain-
Feingold bill in the Senate and the counterpart Shays-
Meehan bill in the House, bringing grassroots pressure to
bear against efforts by congressional leaders to stonewall
real reform. Leagues responded to Action Alerts and lob-
bied their members of Congress to defeat parliamentary
maneuvers blocking votes and to support meaningful
reform.

In summer 1998, reformers succeeded in forcing the
House Speaker to schedule a vote on reform bills, includ-
ing Shays-Meehan. Despite concerted efforts to defeat it,
the bill passed the House by a vote of 252-179 in August
1998. League members immediately urged senators to
support a cloture vote on campaign finance reform legisla-
tion and to vote for real reform. However, in September
1998 the Senate once again failed to break a filibuster pre-
venting a vote.

In 1998, the LWVEF launched a campaign finance
reform project, “Strategies for Success in the Midwest,”
working with state Leagues in Illinois, Indiana, Iowa,
Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio and Wisconsin. Efforts fo-
cused on educating citizens on practical ways to reform
campaign finance and to offer citizens an opportunity to
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participate in the debate. In 1999, the LWVEF distri-
buted “Make the Link” materials to state Leagues, draw-
ing the connection between campaign finance and key
issues such as the environment, teen smoking and health
care.

On the Hill, House leaders again worked to block the
Shays-Meehan bill in the 106th Congress. Using a dis-
charge petition, reformers forced the leadership to move,
and the bill passed on a strong vote. Senate passage once
again proved elusive, despite citizen pressure. However,
the League and other supporters were successful in achiev-
ing passage in June 2000 of so-called “527” legislation, re-
quiring political organizations set up under Section 527 of
the IRS code to disclose the identity and amounts given
by their donors and how they spend the money.

As the League continued to focus on reducing the cor-
rupting influence of big money in elections, League work
at the state level contributed to real progress. Public fi-
nancing, the “Clean Money Option,” was adopted in sev-
eral states, including Arizona and Maine; other state
reform efforts have made progress in Massachusetts and
Vermont. Reform measures were on the 2000 ballot in
Missouri and Oregon, but fell short.

The LWV and other reformers succeeded in putting cam-
paign finance reform on the front burner of the national
political agenda. In January 2000, in Nixon v. Shrink Mis-
souri PAC, the Supreme Court upheld limits on state
campaign contributions that were analogous to the federal
limits. The LWVUS joined an amicus brief in the case.
The Court’s decision restated the constitutional under-
pinning for campaign finance reform formulated in Buck-
ley v. Valeo, despite arguments by reform opponents.

In 1999-2000, League members supported 90-year-old
Doris Haddock, “Granny D,” in her walk across the

country to promote campaign finance reform.

The battle for meaningful campaign finance reform has
been long and hard. The Senate debated the McCain-
Feingold-Shays-Meehan bill for more than a week in
2001. The League pushed successfully for the strengthen-
ing amendment from Senator Wellstone (D MN) and to
protect against a raft of weakening amendments. On the
House side, the leadership once again tried to use the rules
to block reform. Our allies in the House, with strong sup-
port from the LWVUS, had to resort to a discharge peti-

tion to force action.



The LWVUS worked with the bill’s sponsors and lobbied
swing members of the House and Senate to achieve cam-
paign finance reform. The LWVUS conducted two
rounds of phone banking, asking League members in key
districts to lobby at key junctures in the congressional de-
bate. The LWV participated in many press conferences
and rallies to make the citizen’s voice heard on campaign
finance reform.

On March 27, 2002, the League’s five-year campaign for
the McCain-Feingold-Shays-Meehan bill reached fruition
when the President signed the legislation into law. The
bill, which became known as the Bipartisan Campaign
Reform Act (BCRA), closed the most significant loo-
pholes in campaign finance regulation — the “soft money”
loophole that allowed unlimited corporate, union and in-
dividual contributions and the “sham” issue ad loophole
that allowed undisclosed contributions to campaign adver-
tising advocating particular candidates. The League was
instrumental in developing this approach and pushing it —
at the grassroots and in Congress — to final enactment.

With the passage of BCRA, the League turned its atten-
tion to legal challenges to the law, which continue to the
present day. The LWVUS filed an amicus brief on “sham
issue ads” for the Supreme Court case McConnell v. FEC.
The brief explained why it is important that funding for
attack ads in the final days of an election not be used to
circumvent the “soft money” ban in BCRA. In September
2003, the League organized a rally at the Supreme Court
to demonstrate public support for the law. In December,
the Supreme Court upheld all the key components of
BCRA in McConnell v. FEC, including the “sham issue
ad” provisions briefed by League.

In the first half of the 108" Congress, the League urged
Senators to cosponsor the “Our Democracy, Our Air-
waves Act” introduced by Senators McCain, Feingold and
Durbin. The LWVUS helped targeted Leagues organize
in-district lobby visits in support of the Act, and through
the National Lobby Corps lobbied selected Senators re-
questing cosponsorship of the bill.

The League, along with partner the Alliance for Better
Campaigns, conducted a national public education cam-
paign “Our Democracy, Our Airwaves,” studying the role
of television in elections, the cost of accessing these public
airwaves and the importance of strengthening public in-
terest information coming from broadcasters. The
LWVUS obtained two grants and put together organizing
tools for local Leagues to use while creating educational
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campaigns about “Our Democracy, Our Airwaves” in
their communities.

In the second session of the 108% Congress, the League
continued its work on improving the presidential public
financing system. The LWVUS sought cosponsors to leg-
islation introduced by Senators McCain and Feingold and
Representatives Shays and Meehan to fix the system. The
LWVUS also joined a coalition project that sought pledge
commitments from the 2004 presidential candidates to
support the public financing system’s reform if elected. In
2003 and 2004, the League again urged taxpayers to check
the box to support the Presidential Election Fund.

In 2005 and 2006, the League continued to promote
campaign finance reform as well as public funding for
presidential elections. In December 2005, the League
president spoke at a Capitol Hill conference titled “The
Issue of Presidential Public Financing: Its Goals, History,
In 2006, the LWVUS
joined with other organizations in a letter to U.S. Repre-

Current Status and Problems.”

sentatives urging them to co-sponsor and support the
Mechan-Shays bill that would make a series of important
reforms to the presidential public financing system.

Throughout 2005, the League urged members of Con-
gress to vote against the Pence-Wynn and other bills that
aimed to undermine existing campaign finance regula-
tions. In December, the League joined other groups in
submitting an amicus brief in the Supreme Court case
Wisconsin Right to Life, Inc. v. Federal Election Commission,
which challenged the application of the Bipartisan Cam-
paign Reform Act to the financing of television ads in
Wisconsin.

Through 2006, the League continued to support mean-
ingful campaign finance reform, urging Representatives to
vote for a ban on leadership PACs as well as support a bill
that would close soft money loopholes.

During the 2008 presidential campaign, the League
pressed all the candidates to support reform of the presi-
dential public financing system.

In 2007 and 2008, the League endorsed legislation to fix
the public financing system for president and to establish
congressional public financing for the first time. The
League also supported banning leadership PACs and con-
tinued to press the courts to properly interpret and en-
force campaign finance law.

In the late 2000s, the LWVUS was involved as a “friend
of the court” in two pivotal U.S. Supreme Court cases:



Caperton v. Massey and Citizens United v. FEC. In the lat-
ter case, the League argued that corporate spending in
elections should not be equated with the First Amend-
ment rights of individual citizens.

In 2010, the League reacted swiftly and strongly against
the Supreme Court’s decision in Citizens United v. FEC.
The League President testified before the relevant House
committee on the key steps that can be taken to respond,
focusing on the importance of including tighter disclosure
requirements before the 2010 elections. The League con-
tinues to urge passage of the DISCLOSE Act to counter
the Court’s decision.

Today the League continues to push for legislation to pro-
tect and reinvigorate the public financing system for pres-
ident.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Campaign Finance, as An-
nounced by National Board, January 1974 and Revised
March 1982:

The League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves that the methods of financing political cam-
paigns should ensure the public’s right to know,
combat corruption and undue influence, enable can-
didates to compete more equitably for public office
and allow maximum citizen participation in the politi-
cal process.

This position is applicable to all federal campaigns for public
office — presidential and congressional, primaries as well as
general elections. It also may be applied to state and local
campaigns.

Selection of the President

The League’s History

A League study of the presidential electoral process culmi-
nated in a 1970 position supporting direct election of the
President by popular vote as essential to representative
government. The League testified and lobbied for legisla-
tion to amend the Constitution to replace the Electoral
College with direct election of the President, including
provisions for a national runoff election in the event no
candidates (President or Vice-President) received 40 per-
cent of the vote. The measure, which passed the House
and nearly passed the Senate in 1971, has been revived in
each Congress without success. In 1997, the LWVUS
again called for abolition of the Electoral College and for
direct election of the President and Vice-President in tes-
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timony before the House Subcommittee on the Constitu-
tion.

The League has supported national voting qualifications
and procedures for presidential elections to ensure equity
for voters from all states and to facilitate the electoral
process.

In February 2001, a memo was sent to the state and local
Leagues outlining the League’s position on the Electoral
College under the LWVUS position on Selection of the
President.

The League believes strongly that the Electoral College
should be abolished and not merely “reformed.” One
“reform” which the League specifically rejects is the voting
by electors based on proportional representation in lieu of
the present “winner-takes-all” method. Such a system
would apportion the electoral votes of a state based on the
popular vote in that state. Instead of making the Electoral
College more representative, such proportional voting
would increase the chance that no candidate would receive
a majority in the Electoral College, thereby sending the
election of the President to the House of Representatives
where each state, regardless of population, would receive
only one vote. Election of the President by the House fur-
ther removes the decision from the people and is contrary
to the “one person, one vote” principle. The League also
does not support reform of the Electoral College on a
state-by-state basis because the League believes there
should be uniformity across the nation in the systems used
to elect the President.

The 2002 Convention voted to expand and update the
position. The League came to concurrence on a new posi-
tion in June 2004, which takes into account the entire
presidential selection process and supports a process that
produces the best possible candidates, informed voters and
optimum voter participation.

The 2008 Convention voted to conduct a study of the
National Popular Vote proposal, which would establish
the popular election of the President through a compact
among the states governing how they would cast their
votes in the Electoral College. The 2010 Convention
amended the national position to support the National
Popular Vote compact as another method of selecting the
President until such time as the Electoral College is ab-

olished.



The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Selection of the President, as
Announced by National Board, January 1970, Revised
March 1982, Updated June 2004 and Revised by the
2010 Convention:

The League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves that the direct-popular-vote method for elect-
ing the President and Vice-President is essential to
representative government. The League of Women
Voters believes, therefore, that the Electoral College
should be abolished. We support the use of the Na-
tional Popular Vote Compact as one acceptable way
to achieve the goal of the direct popular vote for elec-
tion of the president until the abolition of the Elector-
al College is accomplished. The League also supports
uniform voting qualifications and procedures for pres-
idential elections. The League supports changes in the
presidential election system — from the candidate se-
lection process to the general election. We support ef-
forts to provide voters with sufficient information
about candidates and their positions, public policy is-
sues and the selection process itself. The League sup-
ports action to ensure that the media, political
parties, candidates, and all levels of government
achieve these goals and provide that information.

Citizen Rights
Citizen’s Right to Know/
Citizen Participation

The League’s History

The League has long worked for the citizen’s right to
know and for broad citizen participation in government.
League support for open meetings was first made explicit
in the 1972 Congress position; in 1973, Leagues were
empowered to apply that position at the state and local le-
vels. In 1974, the Convention added to the League Prin-
ciples the requisite that “government bodies protect the
citizen’s right to know by giving adequate notice of pro-
posed actions, holding open meetings and making public
records accessible,” and decided that Leagues could act on
the Principles — with the necessary safeguards of member
understanding and support. The League supported the
1976 Government in the Sunshine law to enhance citi-
zens’ access to information.

In the 1980s, the League monitored and lobbied to re-
vamp the way federal rules and regulations are made. The
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League supports broad public participation at every stage
of the rule-making process.

The LWVUS, in coalition with numerous other organiza-
tions, opposed 1983 efforts by the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) to restrict the political advocacy activ-
ities of nonprofit organizations and thereby limit citizen
participation in federal policy making. The coalition’s op-
position resulted in a much less onerous OMB regulation.

As part of its concerns about citizen rights, the League
supports lobbying disclosure reform to provide informa-
tion on the pressures exerted on the national policy-
making process and guarantee citizen access to influence
the process.

Early in 1995, as part of the “Contract with America,” the
congressional leadership launched a broad attack on citi-
zen participation in government decision making. Under
the guise of “regulatory reform,” bills were introduced to
make it much more difficult for federal agencies to prom-
ulgate regulations dealing with health, safety and the envi-
ronment. These bills were based on the premise that
regulations should be judged solely on their cost to the
public and private sectors, and not on their benefits to so-
ciety.

The League responded quickly to this major threat, lobby-
ing both houses of Congress in opposition. Along with
members of 200 other consumer, environmental and dis-
ability rights organizations, League members met with
their members of Congress and participated in media ac-
tivities opposing these efforts. The opposition succeeded
in stalling all regulatory reform legislation in the Senate in

1996.

The League also responded to a major congressional at-
tack in the 104th Congress, when an amendment to se-
verely limit the ability of nonprofits to speak out on
public policy matters was added to several 1996 appropri-
ations bills. Known as the Istook amendment after its
primary sponsor, Rep. Ernest Istook of Oklahoma, the
amendment was designed to limit citizen participation by
forcing nonprofits to choose between community service
and public policy.

The League, with hundreds of other nonprofits, organized
a massive campaign to educate the public and members of
Congress about the serious implications of this legislation.
The Istook amendment eventually was dropped from the
appropriations bills, but similar efforts continued in the



104th and 105th Congresses. The League continues to
monitor attempts to gag nonprofit organizations.

In June 2000, the LWVUS urged the Federal Communi-
cations Commission (FCC) to issue requirements for
broadcasters to cover local public affairs.

Since 2001, the LWVEF, working through a grant from
the Open Society Institute, has participated in the Judicial
Independence Project. State and local Leagues, working in
conjunction with the national office, assess the levels of
judicial independence in their state and develop citizen
education campaigns to educate their communities about
this important issue. A key part of this program is encour-
aging Leagues to include judicial candidates in their voter
guides and to organize candidate forums for judicial can-
didates. In 2002 and 2003, more than 200 Leagues na-
tionwide organized 70 forums, meetings and workshops
spotlighting their state court systems and the value of an
independent judiciary.

This project continued in 2004-2008 and evolved into Sa-
feguarding U.S. Democracy: Promoting an Independent
Judiciary, a program to increase citizen understanding of
the importance of our nation’s system of separation of
powers and highlight the vital need for protecting a vi-
brant and independent judiciary. In 2009 and 2010, the
project gained a new focus on promoting diversity at all
levels of the state judiciary. In the first year of “The Quest
for a More Diverse Judiciary,” the Leagues in Kansas
worked on this initiative and saw success in the new ap-
pointments that followed. In the second year, South Caro-
lina was added and was very successful.

In 2002 and 2004, the LWVUS participated as amicus cu-
riae in the case of Miller-El v. Cockrell. The League’s in-
terest in the case focused on the use of race-based
peremptory challenges to jurors as a means to block citi-
zen participation in government. The Supreme Court
agreed with the League’s position, but a lower federal
court failed to carry out this interpretation and the case
was once again before the Supreme Court in late 2004.

In the 109th Congress, the LWVUS endorsed the Open-
ness Promotes Effectiveness in our National Government
(OPEN) Act which expands the accessibility and account-
ability of the federal government by strengthening the
Freedom of Information Act and making information
more readily available to the public.

The LWVEF has engaged in a number of efforts to assist

Leagues in this area, and also to become more visible in
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federal transparency efforts. In 2005, the League launched
“Openness in Government: Looking for the Sunshine,” a
project to broaden public awareness about the issues in-
volved in, and the threats related to, accountability and
transparency in government. The League developed edu-
cational materials about federal, state and local laws con-
cerning citizen access, the extent and types of threats to
these laws that have occurred in recent years, and data on
the increasing levels of information being put off-limits
since 9-11. The project was continued in 2006, under the
name “Observing Your Government in Action: Protecting
Your Right to Know.”

Additional projects were initiated in the following years.
One focused on public document audits, providing finan-
cial support to Leagues in 11 states and a toolkit, “Survey-
ing Public Documents: Protecting Your Right to Know.”
In 2010, work started on an online resource called “Sun-
shine 2.0,” which will provide criteria for assessing the
transparency of local government websites and other on-
line technologies.

At the federal level, the League has been active in provid-
ing advice to the Obama Administration as it proceeds to
implement its Openness in Government Directive. In so
doing, we have also helped a number of good government
groups work together.

The League has served as a cosponsor of the annual “Sun-
shine Week” since 2006, taking part in kickoff events in
Washington, DC. “Sunshine Week” sponsors a nation-
wide live webcast to stimulate public discussion about
why open government is important to everyone and why
it is under challenge today. Leagues are encouraged to par-
ticipate.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on the Citizen’s Right to
Know/Citizen Participation, as Announced by National
Board, June 1984:

The League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves that democratic government depends upon in-
formed and active participation at all levels of
government. The League further believes that go-
vernmental bodies must protect the citizen’s right to
know by giving adequate notice of proposed actions,
holding open meetings and making public records ac-
cessible.



Individual Liberties
The League’s History

Individual liberties, a long-standing League Principle,
have been central for the League during times of national
tension.

The “witchhunt” period of the early 1950s led the League
to undertake a two-year Freedom Agenda community
education program on issues such as freedom of speech.
Next, a focused study on the federal loyalty/security pro-
grams culminated in a position that emphasized protec-
tion of individual rights.

The 1976 Convention incorporated the League’s individ-
ual liberties Principle into the national Program, thus au-
thorizing the League to act against major threats to basic
constitutional rights. Subsequent Conventions reaffirmed
that commitment, and in 1982 the LWVUS Board autho-
rized a specific position statement on individual liberties.

In 2003, the League contacted members of both houses to
express concern about several far-reaching provisions of
the USA PATRIOT Act, passed in October 2001, asking
members of Congress to scale back some of them. The
League lobbied on behalf of the bipartisan Security and
Freedom Ensured (SAFE) Act in 2004, which addresses
many of the PATRIOT Act’s problems, while still allow-
ing law enforcement officials broad authority to combat
terrorism.

Late in the 108™ Congress, the League lobbied against the
House version of legislation to overhaul the organization
of U.S. intelligence operations because it went beyond the
scope of the September 11" Commission’s recommenda-
tions, expanding the government’s investigative and pro-
secutorial powers, and infringing upon civil liberties.
When the bill was passed, as the National Intelligence
Reform Act, in December 2004, it had been amended and
a number of the troubling provisions that the League op-
posed were eliminated.

At the 2004 Convention, League delegates voted to make
civil liberties a top priority in the next biennium. The
LWVUS appointed an Advisory Task Force and created
an online discussion list to foster dialogue about the
League’s course of action.

In 2005, the LWVUS also expressed concerns about re-
ports of torture by the United States military and actively
supported the “McCain amendment,” banning cruel, in-
human or degrading treatment or punishment against
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anyone under custody or control of the U.S. armed forces.
The amendment passed as part of the Department of De-
fense appropriation.

During the 109th Congress, the League continued to lob-
by in support of the SAFE Act and in opposition to the
pending reauthorization of specific provisions of the USA
PATRIOT Act.

dress many of our concerns, there was limited improve-

While final reauthorization did not ad-

ment in some critical provisions.

In 2005, the LWVEF sponsored a nationwide project, Lo-
cal Voices: Citizen Conversations on Civil Liberties and Se-
cure Communities, to foster public dialogue about the
balance between civil liberties and homeland security. The
League sponsored public discussions in ten ethnically,
economically and geographically diverse cities. It released
the findings of these discussions and public opinion re-
search on the issue at the U.S. Capitol in September 2005.

In 2007-2008, the League fought legislation in both
houses that continued allowing the Executive branch to
conduct warrantless wiretapping without judicial review,
and supported legislation that would protect personal in-
formation of citizens and limit the FBI’s authority to issue
national security letters in lieu of judicial warrants to pro-
duce information and materials.

In 2009, the League joined other organizations in support
of the JUSTICE (Judiciously Using Surveillance Tools In
Counterterrorism Efforts) Act, legislation to amend expir-
ing provisions of the US PATRIOT Act.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Individual Liberties, as An-
nounced by National Board, March 1982:

The League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves in the individual liberties guaranteed by the
Constitution of the United States. The League is con-
vinced that individual rights now protected by the
Constitution should not be weakened or abridged.

Public Policy on
Reproductive Choices

The League’s History

The 1982 Convention voted to develop a League position
on Public Policy on Reproductive Choices through con-
currence. That fall, League members studied the issue and
agreed to concur with a statement derived from positions



reached by the New Jersey and Massachusetts Leagues.
The LWVUS announced the position in January 1983.

In 1983, the LWVUS successfully pressed for defeat of
S.J. Res. 3, a proposed constitutional amendment that
would have overturned Roe v. Wade, the landmark Su-
preme Court decision that the right of privacy includes
the right of a woman, in consultation with her doctor, to
decide to terminate a pregnancy. The League joined as an
amicus in two successful lawsuits challenging proposed
regulations by the federal Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), thus thwarting attempts to im-
plement regulations requiring parental notification by fed-
erally funded family planning centers that provide
prescription contraceptives to teenagers.

The League has joined with other pro-choice organiza-
tions in continuous opposition to restrictions on the right
of privacy in reproductive choices that have appeared in
Congress as legislative riders to funding measures. In
1985, the League joined as an amicus in a lawsuit chal-
lenging a Pennsylvania law intended to deter women from
having abortions. In 1986, the Supreme Court found the
law unconstitutional, upholding a woman’s right to make
reproductive choices.

In 1986, the League opposed congressional provisions to
revoke the tax-exempt status of any organization that per-
forms, finances or provides facilities for any abortion not
necessary to save the life of a pregnant woman. In 1987,
the League unsuccessfully opposed regulations governing
Title X of the Public Health Service Act. The League reaf-
firmed that individuals have the right to make their own
reproductive choices, consistent with the constitutional
right of privacy, stating that the proposed rule violated
this right by prohibiting counseling and referral for abor-
tion services by clinics receiving Title X funds.

In 1988 and 1990, the League urged congressional com-
mittees to report an appropriations bill for the District of
Columbia without amendments limiting abortion fund-
ing. The League also supported 1988 legislation that
would have restored Medicaid funding for abortions in
cases of rape or incest.

The League joined an amicus brief to uphold a woman’s
right of privacy to make reproductive choices in Webster v.
Reproductive Health Services. In July 1989, a sharply di-
vided Supreme Court issued a decision that severely
eroded a woman’s right of privacy to choose abortion. Al-
though Webster did not deny the constitutional right to
choose abortion, it effectively overruled a significant por-
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tion of the 1973 Roe decision by upholding a Missouri
statute that prohibited the use of public facilities, em-
ployees or funds for counseling, advising or performing
abortions and required doctors to conduct viability tests
on fetuses 20 weeks or older before aborting them.

The League supported the “Mobilization for Women’s
Lives” in fall 1989. Also, the League joined an amicus brief
in Turnock v. Ragsdale, challenging an Illinois statute that
would have effectively restricted access to abortions, in-
cluding those in the first trimester, by providing strict re-
quirements for abortion clinics. In November 1989, a
settlement in the case allowed abortion clinics to be de-
fined as “special surgical centers,” and to continue to per-
form abortions through the 18th week of pregnancy
without having to meet the rigorous equipment and con-
struction requirements for hospitals.

In 1990, the LWVUS joined the national Pro-Choice
Coalition and began work in support of the Freedom of
Choice Act, designed to place into federal law the prin-
ciples of Roe v. Wade.

In 1990-91, the League, in New York v. Sullivan, opposed
the HHS “gag rule” regulations that prohibit abortion in-
formation, services or referrals by family-planning pro-
grams receiving Title X public health funds. The Supreme
Court upheld the regulations; Leagues nationwide re-
sponded in opposition, and the LWVUS urged Congress
to overturn the gag rule.

The 1990 League Convention voted to work on issues
dealing with the right of privacy in reproductive choices,
domestic and international family planning and reproduc-
tive health care, and initiatives to decrease teen pregnancy
and infant mortality (based on the International Relations
and Social Policy positions). The LWVUS acted on a se-
ries of pro-choice legislative initiatives. It supported the
International Family Planning Act, which would have re-
versed U.S. policy denying family planning funds to for-
eigh organizations that provide abortion services or
information. It opposed the Department of Defense poli-
cy prohibiting military personnel from obtaining abor-
tions at military hospitals overseas and supported the right
of the District of Columbia to use its own revenues to
provide Medicaid abortions for low income women.

In 1991 and 1992, the League continued to fight efforts
to erode the constitutional right of reproductive choice by
supporting the Freedom of Choice Act and attempts to

overturn the gag rule. In coalition with 178 other groups,
the League filed an amicus brief in Planned Parenthood of



Southeastern Pennsylvania v. Casey, arguing that constitu-
tional rights, once recognized, should not be snatched
away. In June 1992, the Court decision partially upheld
the Pennsylvania regulations, seriously undermining the
principles of Roe. In response, Leagues stepped up lobby-
ing efforts for the Freedom of Choice Act. The 1992
LWVUS Convention voted to continue work on all do-
mestic and international aspects of reproductive choice.

In1993, the League continued to support legislative at-
tempts to overturn the gag rule. In late 1993, President
Clinton signed an executive order overturning it and other
restrictive anti-choice policies. The LWVUS continued to
work for passage of the Freedom of Choice Act and
against the Hyde Amendment. The LWVUS supported
the Freedom of Access to Clinic Entrances (FACE) Act, a
response to escalating violence at abortion clinics. The
FACE bill passed and was signed by the President in
1993.

During the 1993-94 health care debate, the League
pressed for inclusion of reproductive services, including
abortion, in any health care reform package. In 1995, the
League joined with other organizations to oppose
amendments denying Medicaid funding for abortions for
victims of rape and incest.

In 1998, the LWVUS opposed the “Child Custody Pro-
tection Act,” federal legislation designed to make it illegal
for an adult other than a parent to assist a minor in ob-
taining an out-of-state abortion. The League also worked
against proposals that would ban late-term abortions as in-
terfering with a woman’s right of privacy to make repro-
ductive choices.

In spring 2000, the LWVUS joined an amicus brief in
Stenberg v. Carhart, urging the Supreme Court to affirm a
U.S. Court of Appeals ruling that a Nebraska law crimina-
lizing commonly used abortion procedures was unconsti-
tutional. The Court’s affirmation of the ruling in June
2000 was pivotal in further defining a woman’s right to
reproductive freedom.

As Congress continued to threaten reproductive rights
with legislative riders to appropriations bills, the League
lobbied Congtess in opposition to these back door at-
tempts to limit reproductive choice.

In 2002, the LWVUS lobbied extensively against attempts
to limit funding for family planning and, in 2003, the
League lobbied the House to support funding for the
United Nations Population Fund, which lost by just one
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vote. The League strongly opposed the passage of the so-
called Partial-Birth Abortion Act in 2003, but it was
passed and signed into law.

In March 2004, the LWVUS lobbied in opposition to the
Unborn Victims of Violence Act (UVVA), which conveys
legal status under the Federal Criminal code to an embryo
and fetus, but Congress passed the bill and the president
signed it.

The League cosponsored the March for Women’s Lives in
Washington, DC, on April 25, 2004, which demonstrated
and drew widespread support for the right to make repro-
ductive choices, including many state and local League
delegations.

In 2008, the League filed official comments with the
HHS, voicing concern over “conscience” regulations that
would limit reproductive health care options for women
by allowing physicians, pharmacists and other providers to
sharply limit their services according to their own views
on reproductive health care.

In 2009, the League joined other groups urging rescission
of the “conscience” regulations. The HHS subsequently
modified the regulations to preserve women’s reproductive
health care and the doctor-patient relationship.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Public Policy on Reproductive
Choices, as Announced by National Board, January
1983:

The League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves that public policy in a pluralistic society must af-
firm the constitutional right of privacy of the
individual to make reproductive choices.

Congress and the

Presidency
Congress

The League’s History

Congress has been a part of the League agenda for many
years. In 1944, the League adopted as a Program focus:
“Strengthening governmental procedures to improve the
legislative process and relationship between Congress and
the Executive.” In 1946, the LWVUS worked successfully
for passage of the Legislative Reorganization Act. In 1954,



the League unsuccessfully called on Congress to coordi-
nate and simplify its budgetary procedures.

In 1970, the League undertook a comprehensive study of
Congress, leading to a 1972 position on specific changes
to make Congress more responsive to citizen needs.
League members urged Congress to open the doors to its
committee and hearing rooms, free up access to leadership
positions and coordinate its budgetary processes.

League support of procedural changes and the 1974
Budget Reform and Impoundment Control Act led to
many improvements:

e new committee procedures that modified the se-
niority system and made committee membership
more representative of diverse interests;

e rule changes for more adequate staffing;
e clectronic voting;
e modification of the Senate cloture rule;

e moves to open all committee meetings and pro-
ceedings to the public, except when matters of
national security are involved;

e reorganization of the budget process, so that
Congress can establish priorities and evaluate the
budget package as a whole.

The League has continued to assess proposals for addi-
tional procedural changes in Congress. In 1986, the
League urged the Senate to provide for radio broadcast
and trial closed-circuit television coverage. In 1989, the
LWVUS successfully urged the House to enact an ethics
reform package that included limits on honoraria and out-
side income. In 1998, the League joined 13 national
groups in urging the Senate Majority Leader to eliminate
the use of “secret holds” in the Senate. The League and 52
other groups endorsed draft legislation to put Congres-
sional Research Service reports and products on the Inter-
net.

In 1991, the League announced its opposition to term
limits for members of the U.S. Congress on the grounds
that such limits would adversely affect the accountability,
representativeness and effective performance of Congress,
and by decreasing the power of Congress, would upset the
balance of power between Congress and an already power-
ful presidency. The 1992 LWVUS Convention reaffirmed
opposition to term limits and authorized state and local
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Leagues to use national positions to take action on term
limits for state and local offices.

In 1993-1994, the LWVs of Washington and Arkansas
participated in suits challenging state term limits laws
based on the U.S. Constitution. In 1995, after hearing the
Arkansas case, the Supreme Court agreed that term limits
imposed by states on the U.S. House and Senate are un-
constitutional. Proposals to amend the Constitution to al-
low or set federal term limits failed to receive the necessary
two-thirds majority in both houses. The League vigorous-
ly opposed the proposed amendment through testimony,
lobbying and grassroots action. In 1997, the League again
successfully lobbied House members on this issue.

In 1999, the LWVUS and the LWV of Missouri filed an
amicus brief in the U.S. Court of Appeals in Cook v. Gral-
ike, challenging a Missouri law requiring the phrase “dis-
regarded voters’ instruction on term limits” to appear on
the ballot next to any candidate’s name who had not take
certain actions related to term limits. The law was struck
down by the Appeals Court, both because it was a back-
door attempt to impose term limits and because it bur-
dened the election process. The state LWV and the
LWVUS subsequently filed amicus briefs with the Su-
preme Court while the case was considered on appeal.

In 2007 and 2008, the League responded directly to con-
gressional scandals that demonstrated a failure in the me-
chanisms that regulated ethics and lobbying. The League
pushed Congress to enact lobbying reform measures to set
fundraising limits on lobbyists and lobbying firms; change
the gift, travel and employment relationships among
Members of Congress, lobbyists and lobbying firms; and

institute new and effective enforcement mechanisms.

In 2008, the House passed new ethics procedures, includ-
ing new ethics rules, disclosure requirements for campaign
contributions “bundled” by lobbyists, and a new ethics
enforcement process. The League also supported streng-
thening the investigative powers of the new Office of
Congressional Ethics by providing access to subpoena
power so investigators would be able to compel coopera-
tion from outside entities and individuals, congressional
staff and Members.

In late 2010, the League and coalition partners sent a let-
ter to the Speaker-designate urging him to preserve and
strengthen House ethics rules and standards of conduct.



The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Congress, as Announced by
National Board, April 1972 and Revised March 1982:

The League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves that structures and practices of the U.S. Con-
gress must be characterized by openness,
accountability, representativeness, decision making
capability and effective performance. Responsive leg-
islative processes must meet these criteria:

ACCOUNTABILITY. A Congress responsive to citizens
and able to hold its own leaders, committees and
members responsible for their actions and decisions.

REPRESENTATIVENESS. A Congress whose leaders,
committees and members represent the nation as a
whole, as well as their own districts and states.

DECISION MAKING CAPABILITY. A Congress with the
knowledge, resources and power to make decisions
that meet national needs and reconcile conflicting in-
terests and priorities.

EFFECTIVE PERFORMANCE. A Congress able to func-
tion in an efficient manner with a minimum of con-
flict, wasted time and duplication of effort.

OPEN GOVERNMENT. A Congress whose proceedings
in committee as well as on the floor are open to the
fullest extent possible.

The Presidency
The League’s History

In view of growing public concern about presidential
powers, the 1974 Convention adopted a two-year study of
the executive branch with emphasis on presidential pow-
ers, succession and tenure. The 1976 position tied closely
to carlier positions on Congress and enabled the League to
take action to promote a dynamic balance between the
powers of the President and those of Congress. Such a
balance, according to member agreement, requires elimi-
nation of unnecessary secrecy between the branches, peri-
odic congtessional reviews of executive agreements and
states of national emergency, and proper use of the proce-
dures spelled out in the War Powers Resolution. LWVUS
support of anti-impoundment measures in 1973 also was
consistent with the emphasis on the balance of power be-
tween the two branches.

In 1985, the League opposed the Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
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Act as a threat to this balance of power. In 1986, the Su-
preme Court declared unconstitutional the key part of the
law that provided for automatic budget cuts to be decided
by the Comptroller-General if deficit targets were missed.
A revision of the law met the separation-of-powers objec-
tion of the Court.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on the Presidency, as Announced
by National Board, January 1976 and Revised March
1982:

The League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves that presidential power should be exercised
within the constitutional framework of a dynamic
balance between the executive and legislative
branches. Accountability and responsibility to the
people require that unnecessary secrecy between the
President and Congress be eliminated. Therefore, the
League supports the following measures:

EXECUTIVE AGREEMENTS. Presidential authority to
negotiate international executive agreements should
be preserved. Accountability to the public requires
that the President report to Congress the text of all
such agreements and that Congress review them pe-
riodically.

WAR POWERS. The President should be required to
seek the advice of the Congress before introducing
U.S. armed forces into situations where hostilities are
imminent, to report promptly to Congress any action
taken, and to obtain within a specified time congres-
sional approval for continued military activity.

EMERGENCY POWERS. Presidential authority to dec-
lare a state of national emergency should be subject
to periodic congressional review. The President
should transmit to Congress yearly notice of all exist-
ing national emergencies and significant orders issued
under each. Congress should review the emergencies
and significant orders issued under each. Congress
should review the emergencies every six months and
should have the power to terminate them at any time
by concurrent resolution. (All states of emergency
now in existence should be terminated after a grace
period for adjustment.)

FISCAL POWERS. The President should exercise execu-
tive responsibility for sound management of public
funds in a manner consistent with the programs and
priorities established by Congress. This requires pro-
cedures for congressional consideration of the budget



as a whole and measures for congressional disapprov-
al of presidential impoundment of funds.

SUCCESSION AND TENURE. The League of Women
Voters of the United States supports the succession
procedures spelled out in the 25th Amendment. How-
ever, the League favors a limit on the amount of time
Congress may take to confirm the Vice-President.

The League also favors retention of a two-term limita-
tion on presidential terms of office.
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International Relations

Promote peace in an interdependent world by working cooperatively with other nations and

strengthening international organizations.

A commitment to international cooperation as an essential
path to world peace is deeply rooted in League history.
Founded just after World War I, the League rejected a
policy of isolationism as “neither wise nor possible for this
nation.” The League’s commitment has taken many
forms. Action to support freer trade began during the De-
pression and support for aid to developing countries in the
1950s. As World War II ended, the League launched a na-
tionwide campaign to build public understanding of the
agreements setting up the United Nations and was proud
to be one of the nongovernmental organizations first affi-
liated with the UN, a relationship that continues to this
day.

In the 1960s, the League played an important role in edu-
cating citizens and creating the climate for normalization
of U.S. relations with the People’s Republic of China. Al-
so in the 1960s, after a reappraisal of trade policy, the
League took action to reduce trade barriers while support-
ing assistance for economic adjustment in the United
States. Throughout the 1970s, the League was active on
trade issues, working for the history-making multilateral
process that built a new structure for international trade.

In the 1980s, positions on Arms Control and on Military
Policy and Defense Spending added new dimensions to
the League’s international relations efforts. With these po-
sitions, the League supported international negotiations
and agreements to reduce the risk of war and prevent the
development and deployment of nuclear weapons, and
worked against the costly, technologically suspect and des-
tabilizing national missile defense program.

Adoption of a U.S. Relations with Developing Countries
position in 1986 provided further definition to the
League’s efforts to promote peace, with special emphasis
on human rights, sound management of natural resources
and economic development.

In the 1990s, the League launched training and education
projects to build political participation in emerging demo-
cracies. Beginning in nations from Eastern Europe and the
former Soviet Union and extending to Africa and the
Americas, the League experience has proved invaluable in
developing the potential for citizen participation and non-
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governmental organizations (NGOs) in democratic sys-
tems, especially for women leaders.

In the 2000s, the League expanded its “global democracy”
program and updated its positions on the United Nations
and International Trade. The League continued its strong
support for the United Nations, added its support for the
International Criminal Court, and endorsed enhanced
peace operations. The League reiterated its support for
measures to expand international trade, while recognizing
the importance of protecting environmental, labor and
political values.

United Nations

The League’s History

At the first League Convention in 1920, delegates called
for “adhesion of the United States to the League of Na-
tions with least possible delay,” in recognition of the need
for a mechanism to facilitate settlement of international
disputes. When the issue of U.S. participation in the
League of Nations turned into a bitter partisan battle, ac-
tive League support did not materialize until 1932.

During World War II, the League, conscious of its earlier
hesitancy, began to study “U.S. participation in the mak-
ing and execution of plans for worldwide reconstruction
and for a postwar organization for peace to eventually in-
clude all peoples, regardless of race, religion or political
persuasion.” In 1944, the League supported “U.S. mem-
bership in an international organization for the peaceful
settlement of disputes, with the machinery to handle eco-
nomic, social and political problems.”

Even before the United Nations was formally established,
the League launched an unprecedented nationwide cam-
paign to help build public understanding of the Dumbar-
ton Oaks and Bretton Woods agreements to establish the
United Nations, the World Bank and the International
Monetary Fund. The League trained more than 5,000
speakers and distributed more than a million brochures
during a six-month period. At the UN Charter Confe-
rence in 1945, the League was one of 42 nongovernmen-
tal organizations invited by President Truman to serve as
consultants to the U.S. delegation. Since then, the League



has maintained a presence at the United Nations through
its UN Observer, periodically hosting “League Day at the
UN?” for League members.

The UN position evolved through continued study. By
1948, the League called for strengthening the United Na-
tions and its specialized agencies through increased use,
adequate financial contributions and improved proce-
dures. It also supported the UN’s peacekeeping functions.
In 1962, the League evaluated “means of strengthening
the UN under present conditions,” most notably heigh-
tened antagonisms between the United States and the So-
viet Union.

In 1976, the League reexamined the UN system “with
emphasis on relations between developed and developing
countries and their implications for U.S. policy.” Mem-
bers studied how world issues had changed alignments at
the United Nations from a primarily East-West to an in-
creasingly rich-nation/poor-nation focus and its effect on
U.S. participation in the UN system. The result was a re-
sounding reaffirmation of support for a strengthened UN
system and agreement that the United States should work
constructively within the UN to further our foreign policy
goals.

The League consistently monitors U.S. actions at the UN
— sometimes praising, sometimes criticizing, always urging
the United States to upgrade the role of the United Na-
tions in its foreign policy. The League continues to urge
adequate funding for the UN, both by regular assessments
and voluntary contributions, full payment of U.S. finan-
cial obligations to the UN, and full U.S. participation in
the UN system.

In addition to supporting increased use and strength of
the UN peacekeeping machinery, under the UN position
in support of “continuing efforts to reduce the risk of
war,” the League has lobbied for Senate ratification of cer-
tain disarmament measures, notably the UN-negotiated
nuclear nonproliferation treaty. Leagues’ efforts in their
communities to develop public understanding and aware-
ness of UN accomplishments, limitations and potential
took on special significance in 1995 when the League cel-
ebrated its 75" anniversary and the United Nations its
50,

In 1995, the League participated in the UN 4thWorld
Conference on Women and the NGO Forum on Women
in Beijing, China, sponsoring workshops on “Organizing
Candidate Debates” and “Making Democracy Work:
Strategies for Grassroots Organization, Education and
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Advocacy.” This was followed in 1999 with a League co-
sponsored regional conference of the President’s Intera-
gency Council on Women, “Women 2000: Beijing Plus
Five,” to prepare for the Special Session of the General As-
sembly, “Women 2000, Gender Equality, Development
and Peace for the Twenty-First Century,” which our UN
Observers were accredited to attend in 2000.

In 1997, the League was granted Special Consultative Sta-
tus with the United Nations Economic and Social Coun-
cil, which provides the opportunity to make interventions
on issues the League supports. We joined other NGOs in
submitting an official statement on behalf of the Girl
Child that was presented at the UN Commission on the
Status of Women meeting in March 2000. As members of
the Steering Committee for the NGO UNICEF Working
Group on Gitls at the UN, League UN Observers partici-
pated in the effort to focus world governments on the

plight of gitls.

League activity on women/girl-related issues continued in
the 2000s. In 2002, the LWVUS submitted testimony to
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in support of
Senate ratification of CEDAW (UN Convention for the
Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against
Women). The League joined other NGOs in official
statements to the UN Commission on the Status of
Women: advocating protection of gitls’ rights in a life
cycle approach to gender issues in 2004; emphasizing that
financing for girls’ equality and for the empowerment of
girls is a basic and sound strategy for the implementation
of all human rights in 2008. The League also joined the
United Nation’s Campaign UNITE to End Violence
against Women, 2008-2015, whose overall objective is
raising public awareness and increasing political will and
resources for preventing and responding to all forms of vi-
olence against women and girls worldwide.

In 2002, the League urged President George W. Bush to
work with the UN to develop clear policy goals and ac-
tions with regard to the U.S.’s possible intervention in
Irag. On inidation of combat operations, the League’s
Board issued a statement saying that continued diplomatic
efforts through the UN would have better served interna-
tional unity, and military force should have been used as a
tool of last resort.

Leagues nationwide work to realize the United Nations'
Millennium Goals outlined by UN Secretary General Kofi
Annan at the September 2000 Millennium Summit and
adopted by 191 states. In 2005, the League urged the



Administration to support the goals of the UN’s 2005
World Summit Outcome Document, an historic effort to
end global poverty, promote peace and strengthen the
UN, and urged Congress to reject the United Nations
Reform Act.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on the United Nations, as An-
nounced by National Board, June 1977 and Updated,
June 2002:

The League of Women Voters of the United States
supports a strong, effective United Nations and en-
dorses the full and active participation of the United
States in the UN system. The League supports UN ef-
forts to:

e promote international peace and security;

e advance the social and economic well-being
of the world’s people;

e ensure respect for human rights and funda-
mental freedoms;

e foster trust and cooperation among nations
by encouraging adherence to conventions,
treaties, and other international agreements;

e protect the integrity of the world environ-
ment;

e achieve the full and equal participation of
women in all aspects of civil and political life.

The United Nations should be an important compo-
nent of U.S. foreign policy. The League supports U.S.
policies that strengthen the UN’s capacity to solve
global problems and promote prosperity throughout
the world. The United States should work actively and
constructively within the UN system, exercising dip-
lomatic leadership in advance of decision-making. The
United States should not place conditions on its par-
ticipation in the United Nations, except in the most
extreme cases, such as flagrant violations of the Char-
ter.

The League supports UN leadership in a comprehen-
sive, multi-faceted approach to promoting world
peace and security that includes ongoing efforts to
eliminate the underlying causes of conflict. UN peace
operations should include such strategies as

e an increased emphasis on preventive diplo-
macy and the use of such techniques as an
early warning system to identify possible
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threats to peace and mediation to help re-
solve disputes;

e preventive deployment of UN peacekeepers
to forestall the outbreak of hostilities;

e enhanced capacity to respond rapidly and ef-
fectively to contain conflict and establish a
just and stable peace;

¢ UN peacekeeping operations that have strong
political and financial support from the world
community and the consent of the local par-
ties;

e military intervention, as a last resort, to halt
genocide and other crimes against humanity
and to prevent the spread of conflict;

e protection of civilian populations, including
protection of displaced persons;

¢ long-term commitment, both pre- and post-
conflict, to establishing the institutions and
conditions needed for real economic and so-
cial development;

e enhanced capacity at UN headquarters to
plan, manage and support UN peace opera-
tions.

The United States should support all aspects of UN
peace operations. Non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) have an important role to play in peace opera-
tions, including participating in behind-the-scenes dip-
lomatic efforts and providing humanitarian aid.

The League strongly supports the central role of the
United Nations in addressing the social, economic and
humanitarian needs of all people. The advancement
and empowerment of women is fundamental to
achieving peace and prosperity and should be a high
priority for UN programs. Other areas for emphasis
include

e eradicating poverty and hunger;
e improving basic living standards worldwide;

e promoting the well-being and potential of
children, with special attention to the girl
child;

e promoting human and political rights;
e ensuring access to a basic education for all;
e ensuring a basic level of health care for all;

e protecting the environment and the world’s
natural resources.



The League supports efforts to strengthen the devel-
opment and humanitarian work of the United Nations
through greater coordination among agencies, more
efficient use of resources, additional funding as re-
quired, and more partnerships with NGOs and other
non-state actors. UN-sponsored world conferences
are valuable forums for building international consen-
sus and developing practical plans of action to solve
global problems.

The United States should provide strong leadership
and financial support to the UN specialized agencies,
participate constructively in international confe-
rences, and fulfill all agreed-upon commitments.

The League believes that world peace and progress
rest in part on a body of international law developed
through conventions, covenants, and treaties and on
the judgments of international courts. Disputes be-
tween nations should be considered and settled in the
International Court of Justice, and its judicial decisions
should be honored.

The League supports the creation of a permanent in-
ternational tribunal, such as the International Crimi-
nal Court, to try individuals charged with crimes of
genocide, war crimes, and other systematic crimes
against humanity.

All court procedures must meet the highest judicial
standards, including guarantees of due process pro-
tections and the integrity and impartiality of the
courts’ officials.

The League supports full U.S. participation in the in-
ternational judicial system and U.S. ratification and
observance of international treaties and conventions
consistent with LWVUS principles and positions.

The League supports the basic principles of the UN
Charter. The League supports one-nation, one-vote in
the General Assembly, the veto power in the Security
Council, and a strong, effective office of the Secretary-
General. The League supports measures to make the
Security Council a more representative body that bet-
ter reflects the diverse interests of UN member na-
tions and the world's people. The United States
should work to encourage member nations to consid-
er the needs of the world as a whole and avoid divi-
sive politicization of issues.

Member nations have the collective responsibility to
provide the resources necessary for the UN to carry
out its mandates, with each providing financial con-
tributions commensurate with its ability to pay. The
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United States should meet its financial obligations to
the UN on time, in full, and without conditions.

Trade

The League’s History

The League’s long-standing interest in world trade has its
origins in a 1920 study of high postwar prices. This study
and another on the economic causes of war convinced the
League that high tariffs and restrictive trade practices add
to consumer prices, reduce competition in the market-
place and cause friction among nations. The Depression
accentuated the impact of high tariffs and moved the
League to take action for the first time on trade matters.
Since then, the League has been involved with every major
piece of trade legislation, always strongly supporting
measures that expand rather than restrict trade.

After an extensive reappraisal in the early 1960s, the
League urged that the United States systematically reduce
trade barriers, delegate long-term, flexible negotiating au-
thority to the executive and use trade adjustment assis-
tance as a positive alternative to import restrictions. In
1965, the League added another dimension — support for
measures to relax restrictions on trade with Eastern Eu-
rope and the Soviet Union. The 1972 Convention, during
a time of dollar devaluation and balance-of-trade deficits,
asked Leagues to reexamine trade policies to find new
ways to help the economy adjust to changing trade pat-
terns, especially measures to counter rising protectionist
sentiment. The revised 1973 position in support of liberal
trade policies placed a new emphasis on expanding and
improving adjustment assistance programs.

The League vigorously supported the Trade Act of 1974,
which led to U.S. participation in the Tokyo Round of ta-
riff negotiations under the auspices of the General Agree-
ment on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). In 1979, the League
mounted a major lobbying effort to assure implementa-
tion of the Tokyo Round of multilateral trade negotia-
tions (MTN) agreements designed to establish a fair, open
and disciplined trading structure for the next decade.
Throughout the five years of negotiations, the League
worked to deflect protectionist efforts in Congress to
block the negotiations. Through its efforts, the League
helped assure overwhelming passage of the Trade Agree-
ments Act of 1979, the largest single trade bill in U.S. his-
tory. Attempts to undermine the trade agreements have
been vigorously opposed by the League.



The League also has been instrumental in promoting
measures to improve trade opportunities for developing
countries and in defeating protectionist amendments to
foreign assistance appropriation bills. The League strongly
supported the Trade and International Economic Policy
Reform Act of 1987 and worked to defeat restrictive
amendments.

In 2002, the League voiced its opposition to providing the
President with new negotiating authority for trade agree-
ments because the proposed authority did not adequately
provide for protecting environmental, labor and political
values as part of trade agreements.

The League’s Positions

Statement of Position on Liberal Trade Policies, as An-
nounced by National Board, June 1973 and Updated,
April 2002:

The League of Women Voters of the United States
supports a liberal U.S. trade policy aimed at reducing
trade barriers and expanding international trade. Such
a policy helps foster international cooperation, demo-
cratic values, and economic prosperity at home and
abroad as well as benefiting consumers through lo-
wered prices, expanded choice and improved prod-
ucts and services. The League believes that U.S. trade
policy should be based on the long-term public inter-
est, not on special interests, and should advance the
achievement of other important policy goals, includ-
ing

e improvement of basic living standards
worldwide; reduction of inequalities within
and among nations;

e protection of the environment and global
natural resources;

e respect for human, labor, religious and politi-
cal rights;

e improvement of labor conditions around the
world.

The League endorses the worldwide systematic reduc-
tion of tariffs, subsidies and quotas. The League also
supports the reduction of non-tariff barriers to trade
consistent with the goals and strategies set forth in
this position statement. Administrative and customs
procedures should be efficient and flexible.

The League supports U.S. participation in an interna-
tional trade organization aimed at promoting world-
wide economic growth via an open trading system.
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This organization should have the power to hold na-
tions accountable for commitments made in multila-
teral trade treaties and should recognize the
legitimacy of international agreements in the areas of
the environment, labor, and human rights. Its pro-
ceedings should be open to scrutiny by the public, the
press, and non-governmental organizations. The pub-
lic should have timely access to a wide range of its
documents, and its dispute settlement process should
allow friend-of-the-court briefs.

The organization should recognize the legitimacy of a
country’s measures in the areas of the environment,
health, labor and human rights that are more strin-
gent than international standards or than those of its
trading partners. These measures should not discrimi-
nate between domestic products and imports and
should not be used as a pretext for restricting the flow
of trade. The League believes that trade agreements
should be negotiated multilaterally in the broadest
possible international forum. Regional and bilateral
trade agreements can be useful steppingstones to
broader trade liberalization but should not be allowed
to block progress in multilateral negotiations nor to
marginalize poor countries.

The League believes that the U.S. trade policy-making
process should be open, transparent, and efficient
and should advance League trade policy goals. The
President should be given the authority to negotiate
trade agreements within prior guidelines and condi-
tions set by Congress. Congress should have an ade-
quate but limited time period to debate and accept or
reject the resulting proposed agreements, without
amendment. Congress should take an active part in
the policy-making process, establishing trade priori-
ties and negotiating objectives and observing and
monitoring trade negotiations. Congress should have
the resources and staff expertise necessary to fulfill its
trade responsibilities. The trade policy-making
processes of both Congress and the executive branch
should include meaningful opportunities for input
from a broad range of public interest perspectives, as
well as from business interests, and should include
timely assessment of the impact of proposed trade
agreements.

The League supports a variety of trade-related strate-
gies to protect the environment and promote labor,
political, religious and human rights, including



e trade negotiations and trade agreements that
lead to progress on environmental and social
objectives;

e monitoring and reporting of countries’ prac-
tices and performance in these areas;

e recognition of the legitimacy of multilateral
environmental agreements;

e strengthening the International Labor Organi-
zation and promoting ratification of ILO core
labor rights;

e promoting ratification of the Universal Decla-
ration of Human Rights and similar interna-
tional agreements;

¢ international sanctions aimed at ending egre-
gious violations of human rights;

e legitimate labeling and certification programs
(e.g., eco-labeling);

e protection of endangered species;

¢ elimination of environmentally and economi-
cally harmful subsidies and incentives (e.g.,
for fishing, timber, agriculture);

e codes of conduct to encourage responsible
business practices in these areas (e.g., guard-
ing against abusive child labor);

e domestic regulations and practices that ad-
vance environmental and social goals and
that are not a pretext for restricting trade;
and

e aid to developing countries to improve their
ability to create and enforce national laws
protecting the environment and human and
labor rights.

The League supports trade and related policies that
address the special needs of developing countries,
with emphasis on economic growth and improving in-
come distribution. The League supports such meas-
ures as:

e priority elimination of tariffs and quotas on
exports of developing countries;

¢ longer adjustment periods and financial and
technical assistance for implementation of
trade commitments;

e special measures to ensure access to essential
medicines;

e financial and technical assistance to enable
developing countries to participate effectively
in the world trading system;

¢ financial aid for infrastructure improvements;
and

e policies that recognize the special circum-
stances of developing countries in the areas
of food security and transition to the world
trading system.

The League supports strong U.S. leadership in, and fi-
nancial support of, international institutions and pro-
grams that reduce poverty and address the special
needs of developing countries in the areas of the envi-
ronment and human and labor rights.

The League supports measures to address the adverse
impact of international trade on domestic workers,
firms and industries. Training, education and safety
net programs, such as cash assistance, relocation as-
sistance, and health care, should be enhanced and
made easily available to dislocated workers, whether
or not a trade connection can be made. Portability of
health care coverage, pension rights and other fringe
benefits should also be assured. The League supports
temporary trade barriers consistent with international
trade rules to permit firms seriously injured by surging
import competition to adjust to changed conditions.

U.S. Relations with

Developing Countries
The League’s History

The League’s work on development issues began in the
1920s, when members studied the economic and social
work of various international organizations. In 1940, the
League studied proposals for closer economic and cultural
relations between the United States and other American
republics, including possible financial and technical coop-
eration. After World War II, the League supported the
implementation of the Marshall Plan and President Tru-
man’s Point Four technical assistance program as part of
its commitment to international efforts to support the
poor and emerging nations of Asia, Africa, the Middle
East and Latin America.

The League’s position on Development Assistance evolved
through two restudies in 1964 and 1970. The lacter reite-
rated the need for separating development from military
aid. The League supported the “basic needs” approach



mandated by Congress in 1973 and adopted by the Agen-
cy for International Development (AID).

In the 1980s, the League’s Development Assistance posi-
tion was revised to reflect the results of the study of U.S.
Relations with Developing Countries. Members reviewed
current trends in trade, development assistance and the
United Nations. They also examined U.S. commitments
to developing countries, criteria for evaluating develop-
ment and military assistance and the role of U.S.-Soviet
relations in determining U.S. policies toward developing
countries.

The resulting 1986 position emphasizes development as-
sistance over military assistance as the most effective
means of meeting the long-term social and economic
needs of developing countries and downplays the role of
international competition in determining U.S. policies
toward developing countries. In 1986, the League urged
Congress to reject aid that included military assistance to
Nicaraguan counter-revolutionaries (“contras”) and ad-
dress the region’s long-term social and economic needs. In
1987, the League pressured Congress to increase devel-
opment and humanitarian aid in the foreign aid budget.

In the 1990s, the LWVEF began a series of global out-
reach projects which led to the current Global Democracy
Program. “Thinking Globally” was designed to educate
Americans about the links between their communities and
the developing world.

Outreach in Europe in the 1990s led to the “Global
Community Dialogue” program in 1992 with the “Build-
ing Political Participation in Poland” initiative and subse-
quent citizen exchange projects to share grassroots skills

with citizens in Hungary, Russia, Ukraine, the American
Republics and Africa.

In 1996, the LWVEF opened a U.S. coordination office
for absentee voting in the post-war elections in Bosnia and
Herzegovina. In an unprecedented effort to enfranchise
Bosnian refugees and displaced persons residing in 55
countries for elections in 1996, 1997 and 1998, the
League worked with the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe on the “Bosnian Citizen Get-Out-
the-Vote Campaign.” The LWVEF formed a partnership
with the League of Women Voters in Bosnia and Herze-
govina to help women take an effective role in the post-
war reconstruction process.

Since 2005, the League has participated in The Open
World Leadership Center’s Civic Hosting Program, first
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introducing Russian leaders to U.S. democracy and subse-
quently hosting visitors from Ukraine and Central Asia.

Outreach in Africa started in the late 1990s when the
LWVEF joined Civitas Africa to share methodologies,
tools and experiences with civic education groups. A citi-
zen exchange program in Sub-Saharan Africa with gras-
sroots organizations and activists, “Woman Power in
Politics: Building Grassroots Democracy in Africa,” was
initiated with League members traveling to Africa as co-
trainers in democracy-building skills until 2002. The
League also worked with four nongovernmental organiza-
tions in Malawi to train thousands of poll monitors as civ-
il society observers on Election Day 2004. It joined with
the National Council of Women of Kenya to sponsor
“Kenyans Working Together for Good Governance: Civil
Society, Government and Members of Parliament” in
2000, including an exchange program between Kenyan
citizens and League staff

Outreach in the Americas began with “Making Democ-
racy Work in the Americas,” at the Vital Voices of the
Americas conference in 1998, followed by the League
hosting women civic leaders and officials from Latin

America in 1999.

In the 2000s, the League completed a successful program
in Brazil, “Women in Political Leadership,” was invited by
the International Foundation for Election Systems (IFES)
to join a team of International Election Observers for Pa-
raguayan elections, sponsored “Women in the Americas:
Paths to Political Power,” and participated in a State De-
partment sponsored exchange “Connecting Civil Society
and Future Legislators from Colombia and Brazil.”

The League’s Positions

Statement of Position on U.S. Relations with Developing
Countries, as Announced by National Board, April 1986:

The League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves that U.S. interests in developing countries
should reflect the reality of global interdependence.
Paramount among these interests are reducing the
risk of military conflict, promoting the sound man-
agement of global resources, protecting human rights,
stimulating economic growth and improving the quali-
ty of life in developing countries. U.S. policies toward
developing countries should not be based on main-
taining U.S. preeminence.

The LWVUS strongly believes that development assis-
tance, which is designed to meet the long-term social



and economic needs of developing countries, is the
most effective means of promoting legitimate U.S. in-
terests. Military assistance and the direct military in-
volvement of U.S. forces are not appropriate means
to further the League’s stated paramount interests in
developing countries.

Developing countries should not be the pawns or the
playing fields for geopolitical competition. The rela-
tionship between the superpowers should not be an
important factor in determining U.S. policies toward
developing countries. The LWVUS supports efforts to
reduce international competition in developing coun-
tries, including:

¢ enhancing the role of the United Nations and
other multilateral organizations;

e supporting regional approaches to conflict
resolution;

e encouraging cooperative efforts to promote
the sound management of global resources
and improve the quality of life;

e promoting measures to reduce tensions and
increase communication, including scientific
and cultural exchanges and other cooperative
programs.

Statement of Position on International Development
Assistance, as Announced by National Board, April 1970
and Revised, April 1986:

The League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves that long-term requirements for world peace,
humanitarian obligations and long-range national in-
terests demand U.S. policies that help developing
countries reach self-sustaining economic growth.

League members understand that the development
process encompasses more than economic growth
and urge that the focus be on the human concerns of
development and on an improved quality of life for
the people of developing countries. U.S. development
assistance policies should enhance human dignity and
fulfill basic human needs. The policies should be coor-
dinated with other development efforts, and they
should respect cultural differences. The League favors
greater participation by the recipient nations in the
planning and execution of development programs.
The development effort should be one of a partner-
ship between developed and developing countries.
Development programs should be long-range, ade-
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quately financed, effectively coordinated and admi-
nistered.

League members recognize that population pressures
affect all other aspects of the development process.
The League supports U.S. efforts to assist other na-
tions in their population planning programs, in accor-
dance with the culture and mores of each country.
The League also emphasizes strongly the importance
of programs for nutrition, health, employment and
education.

The League advocates that the proportion of U.S. as-
sistance given through multilateral channels should
be substantially increased, with concurrent efforts be-
ing made to strengthen the multilateral agencies
where necessary.

The League deems it essential that the trend of re-
duced aid be reversed and that U.S. contributions for
development assistance be increased.

League members believe that aid alone is not enough
to meet the needs of developing countries. Measures
other than direct grants and loans must be utilized.
The League advocates such measures as reduced tied
aid, prevention and relief of debt burdens, and
changed patterns of trade. The U.S. government must
ensure that its trade, monetary, political and military
policies do not subvert the goals of its development
policies. The League also urges active participation in
the development process by the private sector.

The League recognizes the gross disparity in trading
positions between developed and developing coun-
tries. The exports of developing countries must be ex-
panded if they are to broaden their economic base
and improve their people’s standard of living. Because
of their need for greater access to U.S. and other in-
dustrialized countries’ markets, the League favors ge-
neralized, temporary preferential tariff treatment and
certain commodity arrangements for developing
countries. The principle of reciprocity in trade agree-
ments, which the League supports, should be waived
in order to make special trade concessions to develop-
ing countries.

Statement of Position on Private Investment and Com-
modity Arrangements, as Announced by National
Board, April 1964 and Revised, April 1970:

The League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves that private investment of U.S. capital in devel-
oping countries can be an important supplemental
means of helping these countries reach self-sustaining



economic growth. In order to facilitate the flow of
private capital to those developing countries that
most need it and that can use it most advantageously,
appropriate safeguards are necessary against risks for
both the investor and the developing countries. In or-
der to protect outside investors against risks, the
League favors continuation of governmental assis-
tance, such as preinvestment surveys, investment
guarantees and investment loans.

The League believes that tax credits on funds invested
in developing countries could provide additional en-
couragement. In order to guard against risks for the
developing country, the League believes that inves-
tors should be encouraged to engage in joint-venture
type investments with local businesses, to seek
matching investment funds within the country, to
employ and train as high a proportion of local person-
nel as possible for responsible positions, and to send
to these countries carefully chosen and well-briefed
U.S. representatives. The League welcomes continued
efforts by developing countries to encourage their cit-
izens to invest more in their own countries’ develop-
ment efforts and to create a more favorable climate
for public and private investment through appropriate
internal reforms.

International commodity arrangements serve as a
short-term supplement to long-run efforts to promote
self-sustaining growth in developing countries.

Insofar as commodity arrangements can help mod-
erate sharp fluctuations in the price of primary prod-
ucts and help stabilize the export income of
developing countries, they can serve a useful, though
necessarily short-term, purpose.

Each commodity arrangement should be evaluated on
its own merit. Such arrangements should be flexible
and open to renegotiation within a reasonable period
of time.

Each arrangement needs careful supervision and regu-
lar review in order not to inhibit diversification within
these countries of land, labor and capital or to distort
international patterns of trade. These arrangements
might include such compensatory financing efforts as
those initiated under the International Monetary
Fund.

If any commodity arrangement is to bear fruit, prima-
ry-product countries should be encouraged through
technical and financial assistance to diversify both
their primary-product and industrial position. If diver-
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sification efforts are not to be frustrated, the devel-
oped countries, including the United States, need to
open their export doors wider to a broader range of
imports, whether raw materials, semiprocessed or fi-
nished goods. In order to help the United States meet
new competition, greater use might be made of trade
adjustment assistance to affected U.S. industries and
workers.

The League recognizes that continuation of freer trade
policies and reduction of various trade barriers are es-
sential to improve the terms of trade of developing
countries.

Arms Control

The League’s History

The League’s 1982-84 national security study was in-
tended to add focus and direction to existing support for
“efforts to reduce the risk of war, including negotiations
on disarmament and arms control” under the UN posi-
tion. Once the 1983 position was reached, League action
in support of arms control measures was immediate and
effective, particularly on the issues of the Strategic Defense
Initiative (SDI)—a missile defense plan that undermines
the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty—and anti-
satellite weapons. The League has continued to play a key
role in legislative efforts to limit funding for unworkable
and destabilizing missile defense systems and to uphold
the traditional interpretation of the ABM Treaty.

Other arms-control measures supported by the League in-
cluded negotiation of a bilateral, mutually verifiable freeze
on the testing, production and deployment of nuclear
weapons to be followed by reductions; a comprehensive
test ban treaty; and the Chemical Weapons Convention.

In 1988, the League was successful in lobbying for Senate
ratification of the Intermediate Nuclear Forces Treaty
(INF), an unprecedented agreement between the United
States and the Soviet Union to eliminate an entire class of
nuclear weapons. In October 1991, the League urged the
Senate to ratify the Conventional Forces in Europe Trea-
ty.

The League lobbied for ratification of the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) from 1997 until October 1999
when Senate arms control opponents brought the treaty

up without full hearings and the Senate rejected the reso-
lution of ratification.



In 2000, the League again worked in support of the ABM
Treaty and in opposition to deployment of a planned na-
tional missile defense (NMD) system.

After extensive review by a Board-appointed task force,
the League’s position was updated at Convention 2010 by
concurrence of League delegates. In 2010, the LWVUS
successfully lobbied for the new START Treaty between
the United States and Russia. In 2011, the Treaty, which
includes new verification requirements for deployed stra-
tegic warheads as well as delivery vehicles, was ratified and

signed.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Arms Control, as Announced
by National Board, December 1983 and Updated by the
2010 Convention:

The League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves that arms control measures are essential to re-
duce the risk of war and increase global stability.

Toward that end, the U.S. government should give the
highest level of importance to arms control efforts
that:

Limit or reduce the quantity of weapons;

Limit proliferation and prohibit first use of nuclear
weapons;

Prohibit first use and possession of chemical, biologi-
cal and radiological weapons;

Prohibit explosive testing of nuclear weapons;

Reduce tensions in order to prevent situations in
which weapons might be used.

While these objectives should receive the highest lev-
el of attention, the U.S. government also should nego-
tiate measures that inhibit the development and
improvement of weapons, particularly nuclear wea-
pons that increase incentives to attack first in a period
of crisis.

As a goal of international negotiations, the League
supports the worldwide elimination of nuclear wea-
pons.

The League of Women Voters recognizes that peace in
an interdependent world is a product of cooperation
among nations and therefore strongly favors multila-
teral negotiations. Leadership by the United States in
advancing arms control measures through negotia-
tions and periodic review is encouraged.
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Given the potential for worldwide proliferation of
nuclear technology, efforts involving all countries are
essential to limit the spread of nuclear weapons and
to protect commonly held nuclear weapons-free re-
gions such as the seabed and outer space. Multilateral
efforts are appropriate as well to achieve bans on the
possession of chemical, biological and radiological
weapons; and to achieve limitations on the transfer or
trade of all weapons.

The League of Women Voters also supports bilateral
arms control efforts which may be especially appro-
priate in negotiations to limit, safeguard and reduce
quantities of weapons. The League believes that un-
ilateral initiatives are not the most appropriate means
to achieve arms control.

The League does not support tying progress in arms
control to other issues. The League believes that arms
control is too important in and of itself and too crucial
to all nations to be linked to other foreign and military
policy goals.

The League of Women Voters believes that arms con-
trol measures should be evaluated in terms of the
following factors:

EQUITY. The terms should be mutually beneficial, and
each nation’s security and interests should be ade-
quately protected, as should the security of all na-
tions. Equity does not necessarily require equality in
numbers of weapons but may be achieved through a
relative balance in capabilities.

VERIFIABILITY. Each party should be able to ensure
that other parties comply with the terms of the
agreement, whether using national technical means
(such as satellites, seismic sensors and electronic
monitors) or on-site inspection. The League recognizes
the role that multilateral and international institu-
tions can play in assisting verification efforts and be-
lieves it is extremely important to ensure compliance,
acknowledging that absolute certainty is unattainable.

Equity and verifiability are critical in efforts to limit
and reduce quantities of weapons and to prohibit the
possession and spread of nuclear weapons.

CONFIDENCE-BUILDING. Each party should be assured
of the political or military intentions of other parties.
Fostering confidence is vital in efforts to stem the de-
velopment and proliferation of weapons and prohibit
their first use; and to reduce tensions.



WIDESPREAD AGREEMENT. All appropriate parties
should participate in and approve the results of the
negotiating process. However, the League recognizes
that, in specific cases, progress can be achieved even
though some key parties do not participate.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION. The quality of the
earth’s environment should be protected from the ef-
fects of weapons testing or use. Environmental pro-
tection has special significance in negotiations
regarding all weapons of mass destruction as well as
conventional weapons that have residual effects.

CONTINUITY. Negotiations should build on past
agreements and should be directed toward future ne-
gotiations whenever feasible. Innovative thinking and
new approaches should, however, be encouraged
when appropriate.

FURTHER GUIDELINES

League support of arms control measures includes ac-
tions on proposals, negotiations and agreements.

The League supports efforts to achieve quantitative
limits or reductions that focus on nuclear warheads,
non-nuclear weapons of mass destruction, missiles
and other delivery systems, antiballistic missiles, con-
ventional weapons or troop levels.

The League advocates limits on the spread or prolife-
ration of weapons, nuclear technology, and fissile ma-
terials. The League opposes the proliferation of
weapons, nuclear technology and fissile materials to
non-state actors or to commonly held areas such as
the seabed or outer space. The League supports es-
tablishing effective international monitoring, account-
ing and control of such transfers.

The League’s pursuit of bans on the possession or use
of weapons may apply to existing weapons or those
not yet developed.

The League seeks to reduce tensions through better
means of communication, exchange of information or
prior notification of military tests and maneuvers in
order to avoid the risks of miscalculation or accident.
Other League-supported measures to reduce tensions
and create a climate of trust among nations include
scientific and cultural exchanges, conflict resolution
training, and strengthening the United Nations and its
supporting agencies. Efforts are encouraged to me-
diate regional issues and arrive at negotiated settle-
ments to minimize arms build-ups and avoid conflicts.
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The United States should keep lines of communication
open.

The League supports efforts to inhibit the develop-
ment and improvement of weapons through qualita-
tive limits, including limits on testing of weapons.
These constraints may be selective or comprehensive
in their application.

Efforts to improve the arms control regime of interna-
tional laws, oversight bodies and verification modali-
ties are also supported, and U.S. engagement and
leadership in this regard is encouraged. The League
supports diligence by the United States in meeting the
terms of ratified arms control agreements and in re-
viewing their effectiveness over time.

Military Policy and
Defense Spending

The League’s History

The second part of the League’s 1982-84 national security
study focused on military policy objectives and defense
spending, including spending priorities and links between
defense and domestic spending in the federal budget.
League members first evaluated U.S. military missions,
then scrutinized military forces and defense budget priori-
ties. This comprehensive approach stemmed from the
principle that weapons systems should reflect a nation’s
military policy, which in turn should be developed from
basic military purposes or missions. The resulting April
1984 statement related military policy and defense spend-
ing.

League action focused on congressional efforts to limit
deployment of the MX missile and to oppose funding for
a rail-garrison basing system. The League also has strongly
opposed funding for the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)
since 1985 and has been part of successful efforts to limit
spending increases for the SDI program. Since the mid-
1980s the League has called on Congress and the Presi-
dent to focus on defense spending when making budget
cuts for deficit reduction.

As a result of the 1984-86 study of U.S. Relations with
Developing Countries, the Military Policy and Defense
Spending position was revised to emphasize that “Military
assistance and the direct military involvement of U.S.
forces are not appropriate means to further the League’s
stated paramount interests in developing countries.”



The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Military Policy and Defense
Spending, as Announced by National Board, April 1984
and Revised, April 1986:

The League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves that the U.S. government should seek to pro-
tect its interests at home and abroad through the use
of nonmilitary measures, including diplomacy, media-
tion and multilateral cooperation. These measures re-
flect the importance that the League attaches to U.S.
efforts to strengthen international organizations, re-
duce tensions among nations and minimize the risk of
conflict worldwide.

The League believes that military force should be
viewed as a tool of last resort. Unquestionably, de-
fense of the homeland is an appropriate military ob-
jective. In this context, conventional weapons are
clearly preferable to nuclear weapons. Any decision to
defend another nation militarily should be in support
of clear foreign policy goals and tailored to specific
circumstances. Military assistance and the direct mili-
tary involvement of U.S. forces are not appropriate
means to further the League’s stated paramount in-
terests in developing countries.

The League believes that nuclear weapons should
serve only a limited and specific function—that of de-
terring nuclear attack on the United States—until such
time as these weapons are eliminated through arms-
control and disarmament agreements. The goal of
U.S. military policy, however, should be to ensure that
nuclear weapons are never used.

Nuclear Deterrence

The League believes that the United States should vi-
gorously pursue arms-control negotiations in order to
ensure that all nations reduce and eventually elimi-
nate their stockpiles of strategic nuclear weapons.
The League does not support unilateral elimination of
any leg of the strategic nuclear triad of intercontinen-
tal ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched bal-
listic missiles (SLBMs) and long-range bombers.
However, the League does not support any moderni-
zation of the land leg that would result in weapons
systems that are vulnerable or increase incentives to
attack first.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization

The League believes that the defense of NATO allies
should continue to be a shared responsibility. The
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League supports the United States’ commitment to
defend NATO allies with conventional forces. The
League urges continued efforts to negotiate mutual
and balanced reductions in conventional forces in Eu-
rope.

The League believes there is no appropriate role for
U.S. nuclear weapons in the defense of NATO allies.
The League strongly opposes the policy of threatening
to introduce nuclear weapons into a conventional
conflict in Europe, a policy commonly referred to as
“first use.” Consistent with these views, the League
opposes the deployment of U.S. nuclear weapons on
European soil.

Other Commitments

The League supports the U.S. commitment to defend
Japan with conventional forces. Conventional forces
also are appropriate for defending other allies. The
League rejects any nuclear role in defending Japan
and other allies, in protecting access to vital resources
or in responding to military conflicts around the
world.

Defense Spending

The League believes that defense spending should be
examined in the same way as spending for other na-
tional needs. Within any given level of defense fund-
ing, the United States should move toward
emphasizing readiness over investment. Preference
should be given to operations and maintenance ex-
penditures and military pay as opposed to research
and development, procurement of new weapons and
construction of military facilities. The League believes
that savings in the defense budget can be achieved
through increased efficiency and improved accounta-
bility.

In summary, the League believes that national securi-
ty has many dimensions and cannot be limited to mili-
tary policy alone. It can be defined as ensuring
domestic tranquility, providing for the common de-
fense and promoting the general welfare. Key ele-
ments include the country’s ability to implement
social and environmental programs and to maintain
cooperative relationships with other nations. Other
important components are effective political leader-
ship and a strong economy. Therefore, in decisions
about the federal budget, political leaders should as-
sess the impact of U.S. military spending on the na-
tion’s economy and on the government’s ability to
meet social and environmental needs.



Natural Resources

Promote an environment beneficial to life through the protection and wise management of

natural resources in the public interest.

League members became concerned about depletion and
conservation of natural resources as far back as the 1920s
and 1930s when the League undertook a study of flood
control, erosion and the creation of the Tennessee Valley
Authority. Water resources were the focus of activities in
the 1950s, and, with the nascent environmental move-
ment in the 1970s, the League built a broad national pro-
gram focused on protecting and managing the interrelated
aspects of air, water, land use, energy and waste manage-
ment. Since then, the League has been in the forefront of
the environmental protection movement, helping to frame
landmark legislation and seeking to preserve and protect
life-supporting ecosystems and public health. Fighting to
improve opportunities for public participation on natural
resource issues has always been a League theme, in addi-
tion to the substantive concerns that the League has

pushed.

The League’s citizen activists helped pass the landmark
Clean Water Act in the early 1970s and worked to pro-
tect, expand and strengthen it through the 1990s. Water
issues, from groundwater protection to agricultural runoff
to the Safe Drinking Water Act, have energized League
leaders, especially at the local level, for decades. Solid and
hazardous waste issues and recycling also have been the
focus of strong state and local action, and the federal legis-
lative fights for the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act and Superfund focused on those issues as well.

The League has been a leader in fighting back efforts to
gut the Clean Air Act from the early 1980s to the present.
It pushed for acid rain and toxics controls as the act was
reauthorized in 1990, building on the successful work of
the previous decade in controlling the worst air pollution
In the 2000s,
the League not only fought to protect the Clean Air Act,

from automobiles and industrial sources.

but also turned attention to combatting global warming.

With its work on energy policy beginning in the late
1970s, the League began a decades-long push for energy
conservation and the use of renewable resources. As global
warming emerged as a key environmental and interna-
tional issue in the late 1990s, energy conservation, renew-
able resources and air pollution controls took on new
significance and the League’s interrelated approach to
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natural resource issues proved farsighted. Understanding
the need for global solutions to many environmental
problems, the LWVUS has urged full U.S. participation
in international efforts.

In the late 2000s, the League lobbied vigorously for com-
prehensive legislation to control global climate change by
setting a cap on greenhouse gas pollution and by encour-
aging conservation and renewable energy. As part of an
education and advocacy project on climate change, six
state Leagues held forums with trips by the League Presi-
dent to speak at public events and meet with key Senators
and staff. In early 2010, President Mary Wilson was hon-
ored with a “Sisters on the Planet Climate Leader Award”
by Oxfam America for the League’s grassroots work on
climate change.

In 1988, the LWVUS adopted a position on the role of
the federal government in U.S. agriculture policy, which
local and state Leagues also have applied to key action in
their jurisdictions.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Natural Resources, as Af-
firmed by the 1986 Convention, Based on Positions
Reached from 1958 Through 1986:

The League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves that natural resources should be managed as in-
terrelated parts of life-supporting ecosystems.
Resources should be conserved and protected to as-
sure their future availability. Pollution of these re-
sources should be controlled in order to preserve the
physical, chemical and biological integrity of ecosys-
tems and to protect public health.

Resource Management
The League’s History

The League’s 1956-1958 water resources study was the
basis for action on a broad range of resource management
issues. By 1958, the League had taken a position that, as
rephrased and expanded in 1960, has formed one of two
foundations for League action on water ever since. The



key concept is a strong federal role in formulating national
policies and procedures.

The issue of water management led the League toward lat-
er interrelated positions on air pollution, solid waste dis-
posal and land use, all focused on management policies to
protect natural resources.

In 1970 the League recognized the need for federal con-
trol of air pollution and adopted a position for control of
air emissions. The 1970 Convention also authorized a
study of solid waste disposal, which focused League atten-
tion on reuse and recycling.

In 1972, Convention delegates voted to “evaluate land-use
policies and procedures and their relationship to human
needs, population trends and ecological and socioeconom-
ic factors.” The three-year land-use study focused on
achieving optimum balance between human needs and
environmental quality. Members agreed in 1975 that land
ownership implies responsibilities of stewardship and con-
sideration of public and private rights. They concluded
that every level of government should share responsibility
for land planning and management, and that federal poli-
cies should enhance the capabilities of other levels.

Although efforts in 1975 to pass comprehensive land-use
legislation failed, the League has successfully supported
more specialized land-use laws—notably, coastal-zone
planning and strip-mining controls.

Since 1982 most action on land use issues has been at the
state and local levels. Many Leagues work on such issues
as floodplain management, coastal-zone management,
wetlands protection, open-space preservation, facility sit-
ing, transportation, wilderness designations and offshore
energy development.

In the 1980s, the LWVUS lobbied for reauthorization
and strengthening of the Coastal Zone Management
(CZM) program, which provides federal funds for plan-
ning at the state level. The League also supports the
Coastal Barrier Resources System, legislation that would
eliminate federal flood insurance subsidies to barrier is-
lands and other coastal areas subject to frequent storm ac-
tion.

In 1990, the League provided testimony before the Sub-
committee on Water and Power of the Senate Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources on Federal Reclamation
Policy in support of legislation to eliminate abuses and
close loopholes in the Reclamation Reform Act of 1982.
Specifically, the League supported action to ensure com-
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pliance with the acreage limitations of the act and to re-
duce water subsidies that are uneconomical and environ-

The the

Reclamation Projects Authorization and Adjustment Act

mentally  destructive. League supported
of 1992, which included measures to promote stewardship
of natural resources without sacrificing the economic via-
bility of agriculture. Also in 1992, the League supported
broad reform of the National Flood Insurance Program to
increase enrollment and encourage risk management prac-

tices to reduce future losses.

League work on energy began in the early 1970s; in 1975
the LWVUS adopted a position supporting energy con-
servation as national policy. In 1976, the LWVUS Board
approved guidelines to implement the position. Since
then, the League has made conservation the crux of its
energy agenda, recognizing that the conservation of energy
guarantees major long-term benefits—environmental,
economic and strategic—to individuals, the country and
the world.

The 1976 Convention authorized a study to “evaluate
sources of energy and the government’s role in meeting
future needs,” which resulted in a broad 1978 position on
energy policies and sources (including conservation) that
is the basis for action on a wide variety of energy issues at
all government levels. The 1979 Council recommended
that the LWVUS Board review application of the Energy
position to nuclear energy; it subsequently determined
that the League would work to minimize reliance on nuc-
lear fission.

The League advocates a national energy policy emphasiz-
ing increased fuel-efficiency standards for automobiles,
opposition to oil drilling in environmentally sensitive
areas including the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
(ANWR) and support for government action in the de-
velopment and use of energy conservation and renewable
energy sources.

Worldwide recognition of the global nature of environ-
mental problems and the need for sustainable develop-
the the United Nations
Conference on Environment and Development in Rio de

ment came to fore with
Janeiro, Brazil in 1992. Leagues across the country hosted
meetings to funnel citizen input into the UNCED agen-
da, and the LWVUS urged the Administration to partici-
pate fully in the conference with the 1992 Convention,
writing the President about League support for the Earth
Summit’s recommendations on global cooperation and its



disappointment that the United States did not take a lea-
dership role in Rio.

The League opposed efforts in the 104th Congress to pass
“takings” legislation designed to seriously undermine envi-
ronmental protections in the name of “private property
rights.” While an extreme takings bill passed the House
early in 1995, there was no Senate action. The League
supported stewardship of critical resources, opposing con-
gressional measures to transfer coastal lands from public to
private hands.

In 2005, the League urged Congress to oppose energy leg-
islation that would have wrongfully used the devastation
of Hurricane Katrina and other disasters as a pretext for
undermining important environmental protections.

Throughout the 2000s, the League continued its opposi-
tion to repeated efforts to drill for oil in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge (ANWR).

The League lobbied against the Energy Bill in the 108
Congress, and continues to lobby against legislation that
undermines existing clean air protections, makes global
warming worse and does not provide for needed energy
conservation measures. In 2006, the League submitted
comments to the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) task force, urging its members to uphold the in-
tegrity of the original landmark legislation.

The League’s Position

Resource management decisions must be based on a
thorough assessment of population growth and of
current and future needs. The inherent characteristics
and carrying capacities of each area’s natural re-
sources must be considered in the planning process.
Policy makers must take into account the ramifica-
tions of their decisions on the nation as a whole as
well as on other nations.

To assure the future availability of essential resources,
government policies must promote stewardship of
natural resources. Policies that promote resource con-
servation are a fundamental part of such stewardship.
Resources such as water and soil should be protected.
Consumption of nonrenewable resources should be
minimized. Beneficiaries should pay the costs for wa-
ter, land and energy development projects. Reclama-
tion and reuse of natural resources should be
encouraged.

The League believes that protection and management
of natural resources are responsibilities shared by all
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levels of government. The federal government should
provide leadership, guidance and financial assistance
to encourage regional planning and decision making
to enhance local and state capabilities for resource
management.

The League supports comprehensive long-range plan-
ning and believes that wise decision-making requires:

e adequate data and a framework within which
alternatives may be weighed and intelligent
decisions made;

e consideration of environmental, public-
health, social and economic impacts of pro-
posed plans and actions;

e protection of private property rights com-
mensurate with overall consideration of pub-
lic health and environmental protection;

e coordination of the federal government's re-
sponsibilities and activities;

e resolution of inconsistencies and conflicts in
basic policy among governmental agencies at
all levels;

e regional, interregional and/or international
cooperation when appropriate;

e mechanisms appropriate to each region that
will provide coordinated planning and admin-

istration among units of government,
governmental agencies and the private sec-
tor;

e procedures for resolving disputes;
e procedures for mitigation of adverse impacts;

e special responsibility by each level of gov-
ernment for those lands and resources en-
trusted to them;

e special consideration for the protection of
areas of critical environmental concern, natu-
ral hazards, historical importance and aes-
thetic value;

e special attention to maintaining and improv-
ing the environmental quality of urban com-
munities.



Environmental
Protection and

Pollution Control
The League’s History

Since the 1960s, the League has been at the forefront of
efforts to protect air, land and water resources. Since
enactment of the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, the
Safe Drinking Water Act, and the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA), the League has worked for ef-
fective regulatory programs.

The League’s pioneering focus on the interrelationships
among air and water management issues forms the basis of
efforts to ensure that government decision-making recog-
nizes that environmental protection must be a seamless
web. The evolution continues as the League’s efforts go
beyond fighting for pollution control and waste manage-
ment strategies to demanding pollution prevention and
waste reduction.

During the 1980s, the League fought hard to thwart at-
tempts to weaken environmental programs through legis-
lative and regulatory channels and severe federal budget
cuts. LWV members pushed for strong environmental sa-
feguards in the reauthorization of the Clean Air Act and
the Clean Water Act. A League-endorsed reauthorization
of the Superfund program proved a major step toward
continuing the clean-up of the nation’s hazardous waste
sites. The 1990s and 2000s brought continued pressure to
weaken environmental legislation and underfund pro-
grams. The League has continued to push for strong laws
and full program funding for the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, as well as for the defeat of across-the-
Board “regulatory reform” proposals that would weaken
environmental protection.

Air Quality

After beginning its study of air pollution in 1970, the
League reached its 1971 position in support of federal air
pollution controls on industrial production, government
installations, fuels and vehicles, notwithstanding the high-
er prices and taxes that might result. The position opened
the way for League action at the federal, state, regional
and local levels.

Ever since, the League has pressed for full implementation
of the Clean Air Act of 1970 and for strengthening
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amendments, while fighting against attempts to weaken it.
Early on, the League opposed the continued extension of
deadlines for meeting ambient air quality standards and
auto-emission standards and supported visibility protec-
tion for national parks and the prevention of significant
deterioration program to protect air in relatively clean-air
areas.

In the 1980s, the Clean Air Act came under strong attack,
and the League helped lead the effort to protect and
strengthen it. Finally in 1990, League environmentalists
were rewarded with passage of the 1990 Clean Air Act,
which included major improvements to combat acid rain
and smog and to cut emissions of toxics. The legislation
mandated major reductions in sulfur and nitrogen oxide
emissions through the use of best available technology and
energy efficiency. It attacked both stationary and mobile
sources of pollutants. The Act set national standards and
helped cities and states deal with local problems. The
League at all levels worked to ensure full implementation
of the revised Act.

The League also has worked for tighter fuel efficiency
standards (Corporate Average Fuel Economy or “CAFE”
standards) for automobiles to improve energy efficiency
and reduce pollution.

In the 1990s, antiregulatory legislation gave Congress un-
precedented authority to reject new regulations issued by
federal agencies by passing a “resolution of disapproval.”
League members strenuously urged their members of
Congress to oppose efforts to reject strengthened stan-
dards and the LWVUS strongly supported the EPA’s is-
suance of new National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) for ground-level ozone and fine particulate
matter to protect public health. The League worked suc-
cessfully to defeat amendments to the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) that would have
allowed designated air quality funds to be spent on high-
way programs.

Following December 1997 treaty negotiations in Kyorto,
Japan, on the Framework Convention on Climate
Change, the League applauded President Clinton’s initia-
tive to make the United States a world leader in combat-
ing global warming and to seck negotiated, fair reductions
and meaningful participation from developing countries
in reducing greenhouse gases. League members reacted to
Senate passage of a resolution to oppose the “Kyoto Pro-
tocol” call for nations to reduce their greenhouse gases and



lobbied their senators to reject such actions that under-
mine international negotiations to stop global warming.

EPA took major new initiatives to clean up the air during
1998-2000, and the League worked to see them promul-
gated. The League commented on EPA’s proposed new
emissions standards for SUVs (sport utility vehicles) and
heavy vehicles, arguing for the importance of controlling
the mobile sources of air pollution that had largely gone
unregulated.

In 1999-2000, while Congtess fought to a standstill over
clean air issues, the League produced a Q&A on Global
Warming, a valuable resource for citizens on this key is-
sue. The LWVUS believes that global warming is a serious
problem that requires immediate action and supports the
goals of the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change and the Kyoto Protocol. The League be-
lieves the U.S. government should move ahead imme-
diately, without waiting for Senate ratification of the
Kyoto agreement, on initiatives to reduce emissions of
heat-trapping gases; such actions will reduce the threat of
global warming, combat air pollution, increase energy se-
curity and create new jobs.

In the 2000s, energy legislation became the primary ve-
hicle for attempts to weaken the Clean Air Act. The
League worked throughout the 2000s to block these ef-
forts. The LWVUS encouraged grassroots activity and
lobbied Congress in opposition to the so-called Clear
Skies Act, which would weaken public health and envi-
ronmental protections. The League also lobbied in sup-
port of the Climate Stewardship Act, to help reduce global
warming, and though the legislation was defeated in a test
vote, the LWVUS support continues.

In the later 2000s, the LWVUS significantly increased its
advocacy concerning global climate change legislation. In
2006, the League and other concerned organizations sub-
mitted a statement to the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency urging strengthened air quality standards consis-
tent with the Clean Air Act. Later in the same year, the
League joined other groups in issuing a statement of prin-
ciples on the importance of reducing global warming. The
League also created a Climate Change Task force.

In 2008, the League called on Congress to enact legisla-
tion to significantly cut the greenhouse gas emissions
which cause global warming, and supported increased
energy efficiency and a shift to a clean, renewable energy.
The League called for a moratorium on the building of
new coal-fired electric power plants and supported re-
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quirements for utilities to produce a significant percentage
of electricity from renewable resources.

The League supported the Climate Security Act of 2008
as well as amendments to strengthen the bill. This legisla-
tion provided for a cap and trade system, which would
have cut greenhouse gas emission from electric power,
transportation and manufacturing sources. The emissions
cap would be reduced over time to meet pollution reduc-
tion goals based on the best-available scientific informa-
tion. These emissions reductions could be traded on a
market, set up by the legislation, allowing polluters to
buy, sell, borrow and trade emission allowances to ensure
economic efficiency in the program. The League also
urged elected officials to extend clean energy tax incen-
tives.

In December 2009, the League was thrilled to participate
on the international stage, sending an official non-
governmental organization delegation to Copenhagen,
Denmark, for the U.N. Framework Convention on Cli-
mate Change. In March 2010, nineteen League leaders
from as many states were brought to Washington to lobby
congressional leaders on what is truly needed in strong
In addition, the Climate
Change Task Force developed and promoted a “Toolkit

climate change legislation.

for Climate Action” to assist Leagues and League mem-
bers throughout the country in the fight to combat global
climate change.

‘Water Resources

Passage of an expanded Safe Drinking Water Act in 1986
and the Clean Water Act of 1987 marked important mi-
lestones in the League’s effort to ensure safe drinking wa-
ter for all Americans and safeguards against nonpoint
pollution.

Groundwater, virtually unprotected by national legisla-
tion, became the focus of state and local League efforts in
1990, when the LWVEF undertook a project to increase
citizen awareness of the importance of protecting
groundwater supplies, the source of 50 percent of the na-
tion’s drinking water. Leagues in 17 states sponsored pub-
lic forums, conferences, action guides and educational
videos, “water-watcher” teams and media outreach. The
local efforts were documented in a citizen handbook: Pro-
tect Your Groundwater: Educating for Action. In 1994, the
LWVEF
groundwater protection with more than 140 downlink

sponsored a national videoconference on

sites nationwide. The education efforts were comple-



mented with LWVUS lobbying to address groundwater
concerns in the renewal of the Clean Water Act of 1994.

Leagues across the country conducted surveys of local

drinking water officials and held educational forums un-
der the LWVEF Safe Drinking Water Project.

The project’s publications, Safery on Tap and Crosscur-
rents, were used widely by Leagues and other citizen
groups. In 1994 and 1995, the League opposed amend-
ments to the Safe Drinking Water Act that would require
EPA to conduct formal cost-benefit analyses with compar-
ative risk analyses for every regulatory action and urged
Congress to restore funding and adopt improvements to
the act.

In 1997, the LWVEF sponsored a second, award-winning
videoconference, “Tools for Drinking Water Protection,”
featuring protection strategies and mechanisms at work in
diverse communities around the United States. It was
downlinked to more than 750 sites in the United States,
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Canada and Brazil, and
allowed citizens, officials, business leaders and nongov-
ernmental organizations to share information, winning
the 1997 award for “Most Outstanding Broadcast for the
Public Good” from the teleconferencing industry. In
1998, the LWVEF published Strategies for Effective Public
Involvement in Drinking Water Source Assessment and Pro-
tection, a handbook to facilitate the public involvement
required by the Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments of
1996.

The League also focused education efforts on wetlands
protection. In 1996, the LWVEF held a Wetlands Protec-
tion Workshop, bringing together members from 23
states, national environmental specialists and local leaders
to explore the value of coastal and freshwater wetlands,
highlight measures and programs geared toward wetlands
protection and examine methods for effective communica-
tion of wetlands information in local communities. In
1997-98, the LWVEF provided pass-through grants to 11
Leagues to educate their communities on wetlands.

The LWVUS supported President Clinton’s February
1998 proposed action plan to crack down on polluted ru-
noff and to restore and protect wetlands. In related action,
the League submitted comments to the Army Corps of
Engineers urging revocation of Nationwide Permit 26
(NWP 26), which sanctions the loss of thousands of acres
of wetlands every year.
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In May 2000, the LWVEF sponsored “The Ech,O Work-
shop: An Introduction to the Watershed Approach,”
where League activists learned how to take leadership in
protecting their local watersheds and educating the public
about watershed protection.

In February 2003, the LWVUS submitted comments to
the EPA on attempts to redefine and limit the jurisdic-
tional focus of the Clean Water Act, noting that the Clean
Water Act covers all waters. “Whether large or small, they
function as an interconnected system; excision of parts of
the system [from regulation] will impair health and op-
timal functioning of the whole.” The threat to streams
and rivers from mountaintop removal, a coal-mining
technique that can bury those water bodies was fought by
the League.

In 2005, the League urged Senators to protect women and
children from toxic mercury by supporting a bipartisan
resolution to reject the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy’s (EPA) rule to delay reductions in mercury emissions
from power plants.

Convention 2010 agreed that “fracking,” where high pres-
sure water is pumped underground to fracture geologic
formations in order to release natural gas, poses a threat to
drinking water and other water resources. State Leagues
took the lead in working to block these mining processes
that release contaminated and polluted waters.

Solid Waste

Work on solid waste began in 1971, when Leagues stu-
died solid waste disposal in their home communities and
then turned their attention to national policies on reuse,
reclamation and recycling. By April 1973, members had
reached agreement that solid waste should be regarded as a
resource and that although the major responsibility should
be at the state and local levels, the federal government
should play a greater role in managing solid waste. Dimi-
nishing landfill capacity and a growing awareness of the
pollution hazards of incineration brought a flurry of activ-
ity on interstate commerce in waste and renewed enthu-
siasm for recycling in the late 1980s. Leagues continue to
support national and state recycling efforts, waste reduc-
tion measures and houschold hazardous waste collection
programs.

By the late 1970s, League attention to hazardous waste re-
sulted in two major victories at the federal level. The Re-
source Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA)
provided for hazardous waste management programs,
grants to states and localities for solid waste planning and



implementation programs, and the Toxic Substance Con-
trol Act of 1976 (TSCA) regulated products that pose an
unreasonable risk to human health or the environment.
During the 1980s the League continued to support reau-
thorization of RCRA and the Toxic Substances Control
Act.

The League closely monitored RCRA implementation,
commenting on proposed regulations and working for ef-
fective state programs. The League was a leader in efforts
to pass legislation prohibiting the injection of toxic wastes
into and above underground sources of drinking water, set
location standards for siting waste-treatment, storage and
disposal facilities, and permit land disposal of untreated
hazardous waste only as a last resort for selected sub-
stances.

In the 1991-94 battle over reauthorization of RCRA, the
League strongly supported the “reduce, reuse, recycle” hie-
rarchy. The League pushed for mandatory recycling meas-
ures including minimum recycled-content standards, a
national bottle bill and a pause in the construction of mu-
nicipal incinerators. The League urged the Administration
to issue executive orders to promote recycling.

In 1992 the LWVEF published Recycling Is More Than
Collections, a grassroots investigation of recycling con-
ducted by League volunteers across the country. The
LWVEF continued its educational work with publication
of The Garbage Primer and The Plastic Waste Primer in
1993 and with citizen training programs.

The League also supported pollution prevention and
community access to information on emissions, as well as
measures to enable state and EPA regulators to compel
federal facilities to comply with RCRA standards.

One popular 1996 LWVEF resource was Your Waste Pre-
vention Computer Tool Kit, a papetless, computer-based
guide for municipal leaders, businesses, schools and civic
organizations with tools for planning and implementing
programs to reduce a community’s solid waste flow.

In 1980 the League supported the Comprehensive Envi-
ronmental Response, Compensation and Liabilicy Act
(CERCLA), known as Superfund. The act authorized
$1.6 billion over five years for the clean-up of the nation’s
toxic waste sites. Over the years, the League repeatedly has
gone to Congress to ensure that a reauthorized Superfund
contains adequate funding and safeguards to continue the

job.
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Nuclear Waste

The League pushed for congressional passage of the Low-
Level Waste Policy Act in 1980 and the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act in 1982 to ensure a national policy that incor-
porates adequate environmental safeguards with a strong
role for public participation in nuclear-waste repository
siting decisions. Leagues across the country have used
League positions to support their involvement in the sit-
ing of low-level nuclear waste sites, high-level waste sites
and nuclear plant sitings. The LWVEF has published a
wide range of materials, including the acclaimed Nuclear
Waste Primer. Following passage of the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act of 1985, the LWVEF sponsored a public policy
training program and published The Nuclear Waste Digest.

In 1992, the LWVEF signed a five-year cooperative
agreement with the Department of Energy (DOE) to pub-
lish a third edition of The Nuclear Waste Primer (1993)
and to conduct citizen education programs on nuclear
waste. In 1995, the LWVEF launched a second five-year
cooperative agreement with DOE to focus educational
and citizen involvement efforts on defense waste manage-
ment issues. In June 1998, the LWVEF held two regional
intersite discussions on nuclear material and waste and is-

sued a report to DOE.

In 1995, the LWVUS opposed congressional efforts to de-
signate Yucca Mountain, NV, as a permanent or tempo-
rary repository for nuclear waste prior to studies verifying
suitability. The League urged Congress to oppose the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1997, mandating an interim
storage site at Yucca Mountain.

In 2002, despite vigorous LWVUS lobbying in opposition
to congressional support of the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Energy’s decision to make Yucca Mountain a
permanent repository site for nuclear waste, Congress
passed resolutions supporting the Secretary.

The League’s Position

The League supports the preservation of the physical,
chemical and biological integrity of the ecosystem and
maximum protection of public health and the envi-
ronment. The League’s approach to environmental
protection and pollution control is one of problem
solving. The interrelationships of air, water and land
resources should be recognized in designing environ-
mental safeguards. The League’s environmental pro-
tection and anti-pollution goals aim to prevent
ecological degradation and to reduce and control pol-



lutants before they go down the sewer, up the chim-
ney or into the landfill.

The League believes that although environmental pro-
tection and pollution control are responsibilities
shared by all levels of government, it is essential that
the federal government provide leadership and tech-
nical and financial assistance.

The federal government should have the major role in
setting standards for environmental protection and
pollution control. Other levels of government should
have the right to set more stringent standards. En-
forcement should be carried out at the lower levels of
government, but the federal government should en-
force standards if other levels of government do not
meet this responsibility. Standards must be enforced
in a timely, consistent and equitable manner for all
violators in all parts of society, including governmen-
tal units, industry, business and individuals.

Environmental protection and pollution control, in-
cluding waste management, should be considered a
cost of providing a product or service. Consumers,
taxpayers and ratepayers must expect to pay some of
the costs. The League supports policies that accelerate
pollution control, including federal financial assis-
tance for state and local programs.

The League supports:

e regulation of pollution sources by control and
penalties;

e inspection and monitoring;
e full disclosure of pollution data;
e incentives to accelerate pollution control;

e vigorous enforcement mechanisms, including
sanctions for states and localities that do not
comply with federal standards and substan-
tial fines for noncompliance.

Further Guidelines and Criteria

Air Quality

The League supports:

e measures to reduce vehicular pollution, in-
cluding inspection and maintenance of emis-
sion controls, changes in engine design and
fuel types and development of more energy-
efficient transportation systems;
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e regulation and reduction of pollution from
stationary sources;

e regulation and reduction of ambient toxic-air
pollutants;

e measures to reduce transboundary air pollu-
tants, such as ozone and those that cause acid
deposition.

Energy
The League supports:

e energy goals and policies that acknowledge
the United States as a responsible member of
the world community;

¢ reduction of energy growth rates;

e use of a variety of energy sources, with em-
phasis on conserving energy and using ener-
gy-efficient technologies;

e the environmentally sound use of energy re-
sources, with consideration of the entire cycle
of energy production;

e predominant reliance on renewable

sources;

re-

e policies that limit reliance on nuclear fission;

e action by appropriate levels of government to
encourage the use of renewable resources
and energy conservation through funding for
research and development, financial incen-
tives, rate-setting policies and mandatory
standards;

e mandatory energy-conservation measures,
including thermal standards for building effi-
ciency, new appliance standards and stan-
dards for new automobiles with no relaxation
of auto-emission control requirements;

e policies to reduce energy demand and minim-
ize the need for new generating capacity
through techniques such as marginal cost or
peak-load pricing or demand-management
programs;

e maintaining deregulation of oil and natural
gas prices;

e assistance for low-income individuals when
energy policies bear unduly on the poor.



Land Use

The League supports:

management of land as a finite resource not
as a commodity, since land ownership,
whether public or private, carries responsibili-
ty for stewardship;

land-use planning that reflects conservation
and wise management of resources;

identification and regulation of areas of criti-
cal concern:

> fragile or historical lands, where devel-
opment could result in irreversible dam-
age (such as shore-lands of rivers, lakes
and streams, estuaries and bays; rare or
valuable ecosystems and geological for-
mations; significant wildlife habitats;
unique scenic or historic areas; wetlands;
deserts);

> renewable resource lands, where devel-
opment could result in the loss of produc-
tivity (such as watersheds, aquifers and
aquifer-recharge areas, significant agri-
cultural and grazing lands, forest lands);

» natural hazard lands, where development
could endanger life and property (such as
floodplains, areas with high seismic or
volcanic activity, areas of unstable geo-
logic, ice or snow formations);

reclamation of lands damaged by surface min-
ing, waste disposal, overgrazing, timber har-
vesting, farming and other activities;

acquisition of land for public use;

identification and regulation of areas im-
pacted by public or private investment where
siting results in secondary environmental and
socioeconomic impacts;

review of environmental, social and economic
impacts of major public and private develop-
ments;

review of federally funded projects by all
government levels;

conformance of federal land resource activi-
ties with approved state programs, particular-
ly where state standards are more stringent
than federal standards.
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Water Resources
The League supports:

e water resource programs and policies that re-
flect the interrelationships of water quality,
water quantity, ground-water and surface
water and that address the potential deple-
tion or pollution of water supplies;

e measures to reduce water pollution from di-
rect point-source discharges and from indirect
nonpoint sources;

e policies to achieve water quality essential for
maintaining species populations and diversi-
ty, including measures to protect lakes, estu-
aries, wetlands and in-stream flows;

e stringent controls to protect the quality of
current and potential drinking-water supplies,
including protection of watersheds for surface
supplies and of recharge areas for groundwa-
ter.

Proposed Interbasin Water Transfers

Interstate and interbasin transfers are not new or un-
usual. Water transfers have served municipal sup-
plies, industry, energy development and agriculture.

Construction costs of large-scale water transfers are
high, and economic losses in the basin of origin also
may be high. Environmental costs of water transfers
may include quantitative and qualitative changes in
wetlands and related fisheries and wildlife, dimi-
nished aquifer recharge and reduced stream flows.
Lowered water tables also may affect groundwater
quality and cause land subsidence.

As we look to the future, water transfer decisions will
need to incorporate the high costs of moving water,
the limited availability of unallocated water and our
still limited knowledge of impacts on the affected
ecosystems.

In order to develop member understanding and
agreement on proposals for large-scale water transfer
projects, state and local Leagues need to work to-
gether. The following guidelines are designed to help
Leagues jointly evaluate new proposals for large-scale
water transfers.

The process for evaluating the suitability of new pro-
posed interbasin water transfers should include:



ample and effective opportunities for in-
formed public participation in the formulation
and analysis of proposed projects;

evaluation of economic, social and environ-
mental impacts in the basin of origin, the re-
ceiving area and any area through which the
diversion must pass, so that decision makers
and the public have adequate information on
which to base a decision;

examination of all short- and long-term eco-
nomic costs including, but not limited to, con-
struction, delivery, operation, maintenance
and market interest rate;

examination of alternative supply options,
such as water conservation, water pricing and
reclamation;

participation and review by all affected gov-
ernments;

procedures for resolution of inter-
governmental conflicts;

accord with international treaties;

provisions to ensure that responsibility for
funding is borne primarily by the user with no
federal subsidy, loan guarantees or use of the
borrowing authority of the federal govern-
ment, unless the proposal is determined by
all affected levels of the League to be in the
national interest.

Waste Management

The League supports:

policies to reduce the generation and pro-
mote the reuse and recycling of solid and ha-
zardous wastes;

policies to ensure safe treatment, transporta-
tion, storage and disposal of solid and ha-
zardous wastes in order to protect public
health and air, water and land resources;

planning and decision making processes that
recognize suitable solid and hazardous wastes
as potential resources;

policies for the management of civilian and
military high- and low-level radioactive
wastes to protect public health, and air, wa-
ter and land resources;

o the establishment of processes for effective
involvement of state and local governments
and citizens in siting proposals for treatment,
storage, disposal and transportation of ra-
dioactive wastes;

e full environmental review of treatment, sto-
rage and disposal facilities for radioactive
wastes;

o safe transport, storage and disposal of ra-
dioactive wastes.

Criteria for Siting Waste Disposal Facilities

The following criteria are derived from the League’s
Natural Resources positions. They were developed to
assist state and local Leagues in reviewing specific
waste disposal sites and to help state and local Lea-
gues evaluate both the process employed in site se-
lection and the suitability of a proposed site or
hazardous and radioactive waste treatment, storage
and disposal facilities. This decision-making process
should provide for:

e ample and effective opportunities for public
participation, including funding to conduct
such participation;

e evaluation of economic, social and environ-
mental impacts so that decision makers and
the public have adequate information on
which to base a decision. In addition to the
actual site, secondary land use impacts—such
as buffer areas, adequacy of roads, sewers,
water, etc.—should be considered;

e an examination of alternative sites and me-
thods of treatment and disposal. Comparison
of costs must include short- and long-term
costs, such as liability insurance, postclosure
maintenance, monitoring of ground and sur-
face waters and air before and after closure,
and potential loss of land or water resources
due to contamination;

e participation and review by all government
levels to assure conformance with all adopted
comprehensive plans at each level of gov-
ernment;

e procedures for resolution of inter-
governmental conflicts.

Hazardous and radioactive waste treatment, storage
or disposal facilities should be sited in areas that pose
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the least amount of risk to the public and to sensitive
environmental areas. They should be located away
from areas of critical concern such as:

e natural hazard areas subject to flooding,
earthquakes, volcanoes, hurricanes or subsi-
dence;

e drinking water supply sources, such as reser-
voirs, lakes and rivers and their watersheds,
and aquifers and their recharge areas;

o fragile land areas, such as shorelines of rivers,
lakes, streams, oceans and estuaries, bays or
wetlands;

e rare or valuable ecosystems or geologic for-
mations, significant wildlife habitat or unique
scenic or historic areas;

e areas with significant renewable resource
value, such as prime agricultural lands or
grazing and forest lands that would be de-
stroyed as a result of the siting of hazardous
waste facilities;

e residential areas, parks and schools.

Nuclear Issues

The League’s approach to nuclear issues is one of
problem solving. The League’s aim is to work con-
structively for the maximum protection of public
health and safety and the environment and for citizen
participation in the decision-making process at all le-
vels of government.

The League opposes “increased reliance on nuclear
fission” but recognizes its place in the nation’s energy
mix. To achieve this objective:

e State and local Leagues may oppose licensing
for construction of nuclear power plants on
the basis of the national position.

e State and local Leagues may oppose licensing
for operation of these plants now under con-
struction on a case-by-case basis, after careful
consideration of the need for power and of
available alternatives and after notifying the
national Board.

e State and local Leagues may support licensing
for construction and operation of nuclear
power plants only in special cases and only
with prior permission from the national
Board.
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e State and local Leagues may call for the clos-
ing of operating nuclear power plants be-
cause of specific nongeneric health and safety
problems, but only with prior permission
from the LWVUS.

Siting/Storage of High-Level Wastes (HLWSs)

The disposal of HLWs is a national concern, and na-
tional policy should govern selection of any facilities
constructed, whether an Away-From-Reactor (AFR) in-
terim storage facility, a Monitored Retrievable System
(MRS) facility or a permanent geological repository.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 sets forth a pro-
gram for selection, authorization and licensing of
permanent repository sites and outlines programs for
possible MRS and AFR facilities. In taking any action
on this issue, the LWVUS will work to ensure that
HLWs are disposed of in a manner that protects public
health and safety and the environment.

During the 1981-82 congressional debate over dispos-
al of nuclear wastes, the LWVUS made several state-
ments regarding storage and disposal. The League
testified that the storage of HLWs from commercial
reactors should be maximized at reactor sites; the
League would support a utility-financed AFR facility if
one were needed to prevent nuclear power plants
from being forced to cease operations because of
spent-fuel buildup. In addition, the League supports
an active state role in the HLWs decision making
process. These concerns, in addition to LWVUS posi-
tions on the process and criteria for siting and storage
of HLWs, provide the foundation for LWVUS action.

While only a limited number of facilities will probably
be built, the LWVUS recognizes that Leagues located
in states or communities under consideration as po-
tential sites for such facilities may wish to take action
based on national positions. In that event, the state
League, or a local League working in concert with the
state League, must consult with the LWVUS before
taking any action. In making any action determina-
tions on HLWs, the LWVUS will consider three ques-
tions: 1) Is the proposed facility needed at this time?
2) Is the site suitable? and 3) Did the selection process
provide ample and effective opportunities for public
participation? Leagues requesting LWVUS clearance
for action should address these questions, particularly
the assessment of the suitability of a specific site.

State Leagues also should be alert to action opportun-
ities relating to the process of state consultation and
concurrence in the proposed sites.



Siting/Storage of Low-Level Wastes (LLWSs)

The Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act of 1980
makes states responsible for the disposal of LLWs
generated at commercial facilities within their bor-
ders. The act authorizes states to form regional com-
pacts to establish disposal sites, and it allows states to
refuse wastes from other states outside their compact
region after January 1, 1986. State legislatures must
approve a state’s membership in a regional compact,
but a compact does not become operational and le-
gally binding until Congress consents to the agree-
ment.

Appropriate State League Action

Some state Leagues are participating in state-level or
regional-level discussions/negotiations over regional
compacts and are seeking agreement on the com-
pacts. The LWVUS believes it is important for all state
Leagues within a proposed compact region to work
together to resolve any differences and establish
agreement. Clearly, that agreement must be in accord
with national positions. Because this is a national con-
cern, the LWVUS must review and approve any
agreement reached among state Leagues in a compact
region before state Leagues can take any action.

A state League in the proposed compact region that
does not support the League agreement cannot act in
opposition to that agreement. For example, if a state
League disagrees with the approved League agree-
ment, that state League can only lobby its state legis-
lature either to withdraw from the proposed regional
compact, i.e., “go it alone,” or to join another com-
pact region. A state League also may request LWVUS
permission to contact its U.S. senators and represent-
atives at the time Congress considers ratification of
the regional compact to lobby them to withdraw the
state from the proposed compact. Some individual
state Leagues have undertaken studies of proposed
compacts for their regions and have reached consen-
sus on a proposed regional compact. Again, that con-
sensus must be in accord with national positions. In
addition, before taking any action, the state League
must obtain clearance from other state League Boards
in the proposed compact region because any action
would involve government jurisdictions beyond that
League. The state League also should consult the
LWVUS before taking action.

A state League or a local League working with the
state League can take action on a proposed LLW dis-
posal site based on the public participation process if
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it concludes the process was inadequate or based on a
study of the environmental safety/suitability of the
proposed disposal site (see siting criteria). If potential
environmental impacts of a proposed site affect more
than one League, clearance must be obtained from
the relevant League Boards before any action can be
taken. If any unresolved differences develop among
Leagues, the LWVUS will decide the appropriate
course of action.

Transportation of Nuclear Wastes

The League recognizes that transporting nuclear
wastes increases the likelihood of accidents that could
endanger public health. The League also recognizes
that transportation is less risky than allowing these
wastes to accumulate at an environmentally unsafe
facility.

State and local Leagues can work to improve the regu-
lation of transportation of nuclear wastes, but they
cannot support “blanket bans” on transporting nuc-
lear wastes through a region or city. There may be in-
stances, however, in which a carefully thought-out
ban, based on extensive League study, would be ap-
propriate for a specific area. Such a study should in-
clude the overall subject of transporting and
managing nuclear wastes, including regulation of
types of wastes, packaging, escort, notification of
routes to local and state authorities, effective emer-
gency response, and the designating of routes that
minimize health, safety and environmental risks. The
study should not be confined to one aspect of the
transportation issue, such as routes.

If after a study of the wide-ranging issues involved, a
League concludes that wastes should not be trans-
ported through an area, that League must discuss the
results of the study and obtain clearance for any con-
templated action from all appropriate levels of the
League.

Defense Wastes

In managing high-level nuclear wastes, the League
supports equivalent treatment of civilian and military
wastes. The League supports the state consultation
and concurrence process, consideration of environ-
mental impacts of proposed sites and NRC licensing
for defense waste facilities, as well as for civilian
waste facilities. The League’s position on equivalent
treatment of all wastes includes transportation of de-
fense wastes. Low-level defense wastes include
wastes from military medical programs, naval ship-



yards that maintain nuclear-powered naval vessels
and research facilities. The treatment of low-level de-
fense wastes, however, is not spelled out in the Low-
level Waste Policy Act of 1980. Most low-level de-
fense wastes are disposed of in special federal facili-
ties; however, some are disposed of in existing
commercial sites.

Leagues may take the same action on transporting,
siting and storing defense wastes as on civilian
wastes. Action on defense wastes should be in accor-
dance with any relevant future National Security posi-
tion(s) developed by the League.

Inter-League Cooperation

Leagues contemplating action on nuclear waste issues
should keep in mind that any action almost invariably
will affect areas beyond their jurisdiction. Thus, in all
cases, local Leagues should clear action with the state
League and the League Boards at the appropriate ju-
risdictional levels.

One example of necessary inter-League action on a
regional level is the low-level radioactive waste com-
pacting process. The League believes this is an impor-
tant national, state and local concern aimed at
responsible management and disposal of low-level
wastes. Many state Leagues are actively participating
in their regional processes, and some are taking con-
sensus on the issue.

Public Participation
The League’s History

While fighting for a broad range of environmental legisla-
tion, the League has stressed citizen participation as a ne-
cessary component of decision-making at all levels of
government.

In pressing for full implementation of the Clean Air Act
of 1970, the League fought for greater citizen access to
state plans for achieving national ambient air-quality stan-
dards. League efforts to educate and involve the public in
waste management issues at the state and local levels have
included support for mandatory beverage container depo-
sit legislation, known as “bottle bills,” to promote recy-
cling and reuse. In supporting the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act of 1982, Leagues pushed for adequate state consulta-
tion and concurrence in nuclear-waste repository siting
decisions. In statements to the nuclear regulatory com-
munity, state LWVs emphasized the need for citizen par-
ticipation in nuclear power decisions.
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League efforts to promote household-hazardous-waste col-
lection across the country, to ensure safe drinking water
for all and to protect groundwater also are part of a con-
tinuing focus on heightening citizen awareness and partic-
ipation in decision making.

Passage of the Emergency Planning and Community
Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (SARA Title III) gave Lea-
gues a new tool to combat pollution. This act gives com-
munities access to information from chemical facilities on
releases and spills, allows “regulation by information” and
encourages the development of emergency response plans
and strong pollution prevention measures by industry.
During the 1990s, the League continued the fight, advo-
cating expansion of community right-to-know provisions
in the renewal of the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA). It was also successful in defeating congres-
sional efforts to pass “regulatory reform” legislation aimed
at crippling the adoption and enforcement of environ-
mental protection regulations.

In 1996, the League joined 24 public-interest organiza-
tions in supporting President Clinton’s move to phase out
the use of methyl bromide, an extremely toxic pesticide.
Also, the LWVUS and 84 national, international and local
organizations jointly urged Congress to cosponsor the
Children’s of 1997
(CEPA), which sought to ensure a citizen’s right to know

Environmental Protection Act

if there are harmful toxins in the environment.

In 1996, the Department of Energy asked the LWVEF to
help develop a National Dialogue on Nuclear Materials
and Waste Management. Pilot field workshops were held
in 1997, but the Dialogue was opposed by some environ-
mentalists and state officials. The LWVEF held two inter-
site discussions in San Diego and Chicago on nuclear
material and waste in 1998 and issued a report.

The League’s Position

The League believes that public understanding and
cooperation are essential to the responsible and res-
ponsive management of our nation’s natural re-
sources. The public has a right to know about
pollution levels, dangers to health and the environ-
ment, and proposed resource management policies
and options. The public has a right to participate in
decision-making at each phase in the process and at
each level of government involvement. Officials
should make a special effort to develop readily un-
derstandable procedures for public involvement and
to ensure that the public has adequate information to



participate effectively. Public records should be readi-
ly accessible at all governmental levels. Adequate
funding is needed to ensure opportunities for public
education and effective public participation in all as-
pects of the decision-making process.

The appropriate level of government should publicize,
in an extensive and timely manner and in readily
available sources, information about pollution levels,
pollution-abatement programs, and resource man-
agement policies and options. Hearings should be
held in easily accessible locations, at convenient times
and, when possible, in the area concerned. The hear-
ing procedures and other opportunities for public
comment should actively encourage citizen participa-
tion in decision-making.

The League supports public education that provides a
basic understanding of the environment and the so-
cial, economic and environmental costs and benefits
of environmental protection, pollution control and
conservation.

Mechanisms for citizen appeal must be guaranteed,
including access to the courts. Due process rights for
the affected public and private parties must be as-
sured.

Agriculture Policy
The League’s History

In 1986, the League undertook a two-year study and
member agreement process on the role of the federal gov-
ernment in U.S. agriculture policy, examining elements of
federal farm policy, its contemporary setting and policy al-
ternatives. The resulting 1988 position on agriculture pol-
icy supports policies for sustainable agriculture and action
to reduce the use of toxic chemicals on the farm. The
League also supports targeting research programs and
technological assistance to mid-sized farms and to sustain-
able agriculture. While many of the programs the League
supports—farm credit at reasonable terms and conditions
and programs to enable farmers to use sustainable agricul-
ture—may benefit family or mid-sized farms, the League
supports these programs for all farms, regardless of size.

The position supports “decoupling” (moving away from
direct payments based on production) as consistent with
the strong League consensus in favor of greater reliance on
the free market to determine prices. Reliance on the free
market for price determination also can support a gradual
reduction in loan rates. The League does not envision to-
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tal reliance on the free market to determine agriculture
prices. In assessing programs that move agriculture toward
greater reliance on the free market, consideration would
include problems peculiar to agriculture, such as severe
climate or natural disasters.

The League supports federally-provided farm credit, but
believes the federal government should be the lender of
last resort. The League position does not address supply
controls, capping payments to farmers, protecting farm
income or any particular commodity program. It supports
the conservation reserve program and opposes the removal
of lands prematurely from the conservation reserve.

In 1989, the League opposed legislation that would have
preempted stricter state laws on the regulation of pesti-
cides. In 1990, it urged the House to pass a farm bill that
would protect land and water resources, reduce the use of
toxic chemicals, and target research and technical assis-
tance to developing environmentally sound agriculture
practices. The League called for measures to strengthen
conservation provisions, continue the conservation re-
serve, and permit retention of base payments and defi-
ciency payments when farmers file and implement an
approved plan for farming with environmentally beneficial
practices. The League also called for national standards of
organic production and opposed the export of pesticides
that are illegal in the United States. In 1988-1991, the
LWVEF worked with Public Voice for Food and Health
Policy and state and local Leagues on a citizen education
project on agricultural issues, including pesticide residues
in food and water, sustainable agriculture, and research

and technology.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Federal Agriculture Policy, as
Announced by National Board, October 1988:

The LWVUS believes that federal agriculture policies
should promote adequate supplies of food and fiber
at reasonable prices to consumers, farms that are
economically viable, farm practices that are environ-
mentally sound and increased reliance on the free
market to determine prices.

SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE. Federal policy should
encourage a system of sustainable, regenerative agri-
cultural production that moves toward an environ-
mentally sound agricultural sector. This includes
promoting stewardship to preserve and protect the
country’s human and natural agricultural resources.



RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT. Agricultural research,
development and technical assistance should contin-
ue to be a major federal function. Resources should
be targeted to developing sustainable agricultural
practices and addressing the needs of mid-size farms.

AGRICULTURAL PRICES. The LWVUS supports an in-
creasing reliance on the free market to determine the
price of agricultural commodities and the production
decisions of farmers, in preference to traditional price
support mechanisms.

AGRICULTURE AND TRADE. U.S. efforts should be di-
rected toward expanding export markets for our agri-
cultural products while minimizing negative effects on
developing nations’ economies. Consistent with the
League’s trade position, multilateral trade negotia-
tions should be used to reduce other countries’ bar-
riers and/or subsidies protecting their agricultural
products.

FARM CREDIT. Farmers should have access to credit
with reasonable terms and conditions. Federally pro-
vided farm credit is essential to maintaining the viabil-
ity of farm operations when the private sector is
unable or unwilling to provide the credit farmers
need.

Of these policies, the League believes the most essen-
tial for the future of agriculture are: encouraging sus-
tainable agriculture; providing research, information
and technical assistance to agricultural producers; and
increasing reliance on the free market to determine
prices.
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Social Policy

Secure equal rights and equal opportunity for all. Promote social and economic justice, and

the health and safety of all Americans.

From its inception, the League has worked for equal rights
and social reforms. In the early years, the League was one
of the first organizations to address such issues as child
welfare, maternal and child health programs, child labor
protection and laws that discriminated against women.

In the 1960s, with the nation’s unrest over civil rights, the
League began building a foundation of support for equal
access to education, employment and housing. The fight
against discrimination broadened in the 1970s and 1980s,
and the League supported the Equal Rights Amendment
(ERA) in 1972, fighting hard for ratification by the states.
As that effort fell short, support for the ERA undergirded
action on issues from pay equity to Title IX, which re-
quired equal educational opportunity for women.

Based on 1970s work to combat poverty and discrimina-
tion, a two-year study evaluating public and private re-
sponsibilities for providing food, shelter and a basic in-
come level ended in1988 and culminated in a position on
Meeting Basic Human Needs. Programs to increase the
availability and quality of child care and protect children
at risk remained a concern.

In the 1980s, fiscal issues, from tax reform to entitlement
programs and deficit reduction, were at the forefront of
the League Program. The League was a major force in the
tax-reform effort to cut loopholes and promote fairness. It
sought deficit reduction while protecting federal old-age,
survivors, disability and health insurance.

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, the League worked to
increase the availability of quality child care and adopted a
position in favor of community and government programs
to help children reach their full potential, including early
childhood education.

Leagues, nationwide, also work hard on transportation
issues, focusing on environmental protection and ensuring
the availability of public transportation for access to em-
ployment and housing,.

In the 1990s, concern for violence prevention spurred a
new League position and brought strong support for
commonsense measures to control gun violence. The
League supported the Brady bill, and sought to close loo-
pholes that undermine consumer safety.
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The 2006 Convention voted to undertake a study on im-
migration. After study and consensus, the new position
was finalized in 2008 and sent to Capitol Hill.

Given the growing crisis in health care delivery and fi-
nancing in the 1990s, the League developed a comprehen-
sive position supporting a health care system that provides
access to affordable, quality health care for all Americans
and protects patients’ rights. In 2010, the League’s efforts
saw success — the Affordable Care Act was signed into law.
The League continues vigilance in light of current efforts
to repeal or diminish the law in Congress and the Courts.

Equality of Opportunity

The League’s History

By 1966, the League had reached its first position on
combatting poverty and discrimination: support of poli-
cies and programs to provide equal opportunity for all in
education and employment. The position described gen-
eral criteria and specific kinds of programs to further these
goals.

“An evaluation of equality of opportunity for housing”
was in the proposed program slated for 1968 Convention
consideration. Two events that spring caused delegates to
alter the normal sequence of study/consensus/ position:
the shock waves in cities following the assassination of Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr., and passage of a new civil rights
bill that included fair housing.

Convinced that League members knew where they stood
on fair housing, delegates amended the existing position at
Convention, adding support for equality of opportunity
for housing, and they redirected the study from an evalua-
tion of the concept to an evaluation of the means to
achieve the goal. By December 1969, members had en-
dorsed criteria for ensuring fair housing and adequate
housing supply.

The League has consistently supported federal programs
aimed at combating poverty and discrimination and has
worked at the community level for successful implementa-
tion. The list is long — starting with programs initiated
under the long-defunct Office of Economic Opportunity



(OEO), legal services, community action agencies, Job
Corps, urban renewal, Model Cities and others designed
to provide equal access to housing, employment and edu-
cation.

When the federal government combined many categorical
grant programs into block grants, the League found new
ways to work for the goals and policies it supports. In
1973, the League began monitoring the impact of the
General Revenue Sharing (GRS) program on poverty and
discrimination. This resulted in reforms incorporated into
the 1976 GRS amendments that tightened weak antidi-
scrimination provisions and expanded citizen participation
and accountability requirements, but efforts to direct
more funds to jurisdictions in greatest need failed.

Since the late 1970s, threats to League goals and policies
have taken the form of frequent legislative and executive
attempts to drastically reduce federal funding of League-
supported programs, as well as persistent moves to dilute
existing civil rights laws and policies. The League has ac-
tively opposed tuition tax credits, budget cuts in social
welfare programs and large, untargeted block grants, while
supporting strengthened fair-housing legislation and civil
rights legislation to reaffirm congressional intent in pass-
ing Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 that
the law be broadly interpreted and applied.

The League’s Social Policy positions were revised in 1989.
The Equal Access to Education, Employment, and Hous-
ing position was combined with Equal Rights into one
Equality of Opportunity position.

The 1992 Convention added language to the Equality of
Opportunity position, stating that it referred to “all per-
sons, regardless of their race, color, gender, religion, na-
tional origin, age, sexual orientation or disability.” In July
1992, the LWVUS joined the National Endorsement
Campaign in calling for the extension of existing civil
rights laws by local, state and federal legislation to prohi-
bit discrimination against lesbians and gay men in jobs,
housing and public accommodations. In the 106th Con-
gress, the LWVUS supported federal legislation targeting
hate crimes. Convention 2010 added language to the
Equality of Opportunity position to equalize the rights of
same-gender couples to those of heterosexual couples.

Education

Integration

The League is committed to racial integration of schools
as a necessary condition for equal access to education.
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When busing became one means of achieving school dese-
gregation, Leagues worked to ensure that laws were ob-
eyed peacefully — building coalitions, running rumor-
control centers, sometimes going to court to get com-
pliance. At the national level, the League worked to op-
pose antibusing/anti-desegregation initiatives in Congress.

The League served as an amicus in Supreme Court chal-
lenges to the desegregation process. The LWVEF main-
tained a desegregation clearinghouse and assembled
League leaders and national policy experts for a workshop
on metropolitan school desegregation in 1982-84.

Quality Education

The 1974-76 LWVUS Program included the phrase
“equal access to...quality education,” reflecting League
recognition that “equality” and “quality” are inseparable.
However, the LWVUS has never undertaken a process for
determining a common League definition of quality edu-
cation that could serve as a basis for action nationwide.
Therefore, when the definition of quality is a key factor in
a state or local community, a local or state League must
conduct its own study rather than relying on the LWVUS
position to take action. Many Leagues that have member
agreement on quality education in specific terms use their
positions to support an array of local and state educational
reforms. A number of Leagues have used this position to
oppose private school vouchers. The LWVUS is a member
of the National Coalition for Public Education, which
opposes vouchers.

Tuition Tax Credits

The 1978 Convention directed the national board to op-
pose tax credits for families of children attending private
elementary and secondary schools. Convention action was
based on League support for equal access to education and
support for desegregation as a means of promoting equal
access. The League is concerned about the negative impact
that tuition tax credits would have on the public schools
by encouraging flight, particularly from desegregated
schools. The League also supports federal efforts, through
Internal Revenue Service (IRS) regulation, to deny tax-
exempt status to racially discriminatory “segregation acad-
emies.”

Federal Programs

The League supports many federal education programs,
some designed to meet the special educational needs of the
poor and minorities and others to give women and minor-
ities equal education opportunities.



The League worked for passage of Title IX of the Educa-
tion Amendments of 1972, which prohibits sex discrimi-
nation in educational institutions that receive federal aid.
Subsequently, the League has focused on thwarting con-
gressional attempts to dilute Title IX, as well as on ad-
vancing federal enforcement efforts. At the national level,
the League was active in major court challenges to Title
IX, defending key provisions and urging a broad interpre-
tation of Title IX’s scope. In 1983, the League filed an
amicus brief in Grove City College v. Bell, a major Supreme
Court case that narrowed considerably the prohibitions of
Title IX. In1984, after the Court’s decision, the League
supported efforts in Congress for new legislation clarifying
congressional intent on the scope of coverage of Title IX
and similar civil rights statutes.

In 2003, the League responded to a Department of Edu-
cation effort to scale back Title IX. The LWVUS urged
opposition to attempts to weaken the law and lobbied in
support of congressional resolutions affirming that Tite
IX had made great progress in establishing equal opportu-
nity for girls and women in education and in school ath-
letics. In July 2003, the Department of Education af-
firmed its support for Tide IX without change. In Sep-
tember 2004, the LWVUS signed on to an amicus brief in
Jackson v. Birmingham Board of Education, supporting
Tide IX’s original intent of broad and effective protection
against gender discrimination by ensuring that individuals
who bring discriminatory practices to light are protected
from retaliation and reprisal.

Under an LWVEF project to monitor sex equity in voca-
tional education programs in 1981-82, several state Lea-
gues evaluated progress toward meeting federal sex-equity
mandates. Vocational education programs have significant
impact on employment, particularly for women who have
difficulty gaining access to training programs for higher
paying jobs. Linkages between the League’s Education and
Employment positions promoted increasing the enroll-
ment of girls and young women in math and science
courses, to prepare them for the jobs of the future.

Education Financing

Many state and local Leagues have identified inequities in
education financing during the course of their own pro-
gram studies and have worked for reforms. Action on
school financing equity takes place predominantly at the
state level, where school financing laws are made. With
financial and technical support from an LWVEF grant, a
number of state Leagues stepped up efforts to educate
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citizens about inequities and inadequacies of state funding
systems.

Employment

The League has supported federal job training programs
and is on record in favor of a full employment policy, i.e.,
the concept of assuring a job for all those able and seeking
to work. In 1978, the League supported passage of the
Humphrey-Hawkins bill to promote full employment.

The League supported the public service employment
(PSE) component of the Comprehensive Employment
and Training Program (CETA) during the 1970s and
worked for the passage of emergency jobs legislation in
1983, spearheading a “Call to Action for Jobs for Wom-
en” that resulted in more funding for the types of public-
service jobs that women traditionally perform. In 1994,
the League unsuccessfully supported passage of the Infra-
structure Jobs Act and the Full Employment Opportunity
Act, both targeted especially to urban areas.

Nondiscrimination & Affirmative Action
Through legislative and regulatory approaches, as well as
litigation, the League advocates affirmative action pro-
grams for minorities and women. Action has included a
lawsuit to compel the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL)
to issue goals and timetables governing the employment of
women in nontraditional jobs and apprenticeship pro-
grams and prodding to ensure enforcement. The League
has worked to combat administrative initiatives to restrict
the enforcement authority of DOL’s Office of Federal
Contract Compliance Programs (OFCCP) and the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC). Since
1977, the League has supported measures to combat em-
ployment discrimination in Congress itself.

The League has been outspoken in supporting affirmative
action programs and policies. That support has included
filing amicus briefs in key affirmative action lawsuits, in-
cluding Kaiser Aluminum and Chemical Corp. v. Weber in
1979, Boston Firefighters Union, Local 718 v. Boston Chap-
ter NAACP in 1983, Firefighters Local Union No. 1784 v.
Stotts in 1984 and Williams v. City of New Orleans in
1983. The League has actively opposed attempts by
OFCCP to weaken regulations that govern the federal
contract compliance program. During the 1985-86 Su-
preme Court term, the League filed amicus briefs in three
key affirmative action cases: Local 28 Sheet Metal Workers
v. EEOC, Local 93 International Association of Firefighters
v. City of Cleveland, and Wygant v. Jackson Board of Educa-



tion. The Court reaffirmed the validity of voluntary race-
based affirmative action in these cases.

In 1986, the LWVUS signed onto another amicus brief
filed in the U.S. Supreme Court, Johnson v. Transportation
Agency. In 1987, the Court held that public employers
may adopt voluntary affirmative action plans to attain
work force balances in traditionally segregated job catego-
ries—the first instance in which the Supreme Court
upheld a gender-based affirmative action plan.

In 1988, the League participated in a Supreme Court ami-
cus brief in Patterson v. McLean Credit Union. In its 1989
decision, the Court reaffirmed that Section 1981 of the
Civil Rights Act of 1986, which prohibits racial discrimi-
nation in contracts, applies to private acts of discrimina-
tion. However, the Court also held that Section 1981 does
not apply to racial harassment or other discriminatory
working conditions that arise after an employment con-
tract has been entered into.

Between 1984 and 1988, the League was an active player
in successfully urging Congress to pass the Civil Rights
Restoration Act, which restored four anti-discrimination
laws that were narrowed by the Supreme Court’s 1984
Grove City v. Bell decision. Subsequently, the League en-
dorsed the Civil Rights Act, which reversed a series of
1989 Supreme Court decisions that seriously weakened
federal employment discrimination laws, and strengthened
protections under federal civil rights laws. In 1990, the
bill passed both Houses of Congress but was vetoed by the
President. In 1991 a compromise bill was passed by Con-
gress and signed by the President. The League did not
actively support this bill, in part because it placed a mone-
tary limit on damages for sex discrimination, including
sexual harassment. In 1992, the League joined other
groups in supporting the Equal Remedies Act, which
would remove the monetary limit on damages in civil
rights laws.

In response to continued congressional attacks, the League
joined other concerned organizations in the Leadership
Conference on Civil Rights (LCCR) to reaffirm strong
support for affirmative action programs.

In 2004 and 2006, the League opposed the “Federal Mar-
riage Amendment,” which would permanently write dis-
crimination into the United States Constitution by limit-
ing fundamental protections such as health care benefits
for same-sex partners.

59

In 2008, the League joined other organizations in support
of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Amend-
ments Act of 2008 (ADAAA), designed to restore the
ADA to its original intent and ensure coverage for dis-
abled Americans in all aspects of society. The bill was
passed and signed into law.

Pay Equity

League work on pay equity (equal pay for jobs of compa-
rable worth) stemmed from member concern over the
feminization of poverty. The League played a key role at
the national level through its work with the broad-based
National Committee on Pay Equity in the 1980s. In
1986, the LWVEF participated in an amicus brief before
the U.S. Supreme Court in the pay equity case, Bazemore
v. Friday. The Court ruled a state agency may be held
liable for disparities in salaries between blacks and whites,
even if the disparities were caused by racial discrimination

that occurred before the 1964 Civil Rights Act.

State and local Leagues also have endorsed legislative ef-
forts to undertake job evaluation studies or to implement
pay equity for public employees.

Fair Housing

The League made passage of the Fair Housing Amend-
ments a priority in 1980. The legislation passed the House
but was filibustered in the Senate. Another attempt in
1983-84 was put on hold in light of more pressing civil
rights issues. The League also supported reauthorization of
the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) in 1982.

LWVEF participation in a Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD)-funded project in 1979-81
enabled local Leagues to promote the entry of women into
the mortgage credit market and sparked interest in the
problems of single-headed households, displaced home-

makers and discrimination against families with children.

In 1989-90, the League endorsed recommendations to
Congress by the Women and Housing Task Force of the
National Low Income Housing Coalition, which included
enforcing the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988.
The act, for the first time, prohibited housing discrimina-
tion against families with children.

In 2005, the League urged support in Congress for crea-
tion of the Affordable Housing Fund, a long overdue step
toward addressing the housing crisis that confronts very
low- and extremely low-income families. It also urged
House members to protect activities of the nonprofit



groups providing the bulk of housing services for our
poorest communities.

Equal Rights

In 1972, shortly after congressional passage of the Equal
Rights Amendment, the national Convention overwhel-
mingly approved support of “equal rights for all regardless
of sex” as a necessary extension of the League’s long-term
support for equal opportunity for all. Delegates also voted
to support the ERA. With this decisive action, the League
came full circle, to give priority support again to equal
rights for women and men.

The foremothers of the women’s movement, in their 1848
Conventions at Seneca Falls and Rochester, New York,
rooted the movement in a demand for women’s equality
before the law. The right to vote came to be seen as the
key that would unlock the door to the others. This vision
sustained the National American Woman Suffrage Associ-
ation, forerunner of the League.

When the 19th Amendment was passed in 1920, suffrage
leaders divided on strategy. Some founded the National
Woman’s Party, which sponsored the first ERA, intro-
duced in Congress in 1923. Others—the founders of the
League among them—decided not to push for an ERA.
It’s hard for League members now to imagine the time in
which the League actually opposed the ERA. It wasn’t for
lack of concern for women’s rights. The League’s record
on that point speaks for itself. Rather, it was a problem in
priorities. At the League’s 1921 Convention delegates
decided that an ERA might adversely affect new and hard-
won state labor legislation, which offered some protection
to tens of thousands of women working in nonunionized,

unskilled jobs.

Moreover, though it was an organization of women, the
early LWV wanted to affirm strongly that its interests and
lobbying activities were not confined to women’s issues.
The League in the 1920s and 1930s set the stage for fu-
ture program development by focusing on a broad range
of social issues. Many were, of course, of obvious concern
for women: the Sheppard-Towner Act, which provided
for federally funded infant and maternity care; the remov-
al of discrimination against women in immigration and
naturalization laws; equality for women in the Civil Ser-
vice Classification Act; equal pay for equal work. During
the same period, local and state Leagues worked to elimi-
nate sex discrimination affecting jury duty, property
rights, the treatment of women offenders and a number of
other issues.
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Through the 1940s, the national League program in-
cluded “removal of legal and administrative discrimina-
tions against women,” but retained the statement in oppo-
sition to an ERA until 1954 when the national program
was restructured and it disappeared.

As the League became active in the civil rights struggle of
the 1960s, members grew acutely aware of the parallels
between the status of women and minorities. Many state
and local Leagues pursued women’s issues with new vigor,
and a strong push for women’s issues developed at the
national level, culminating in the 1972 Convention ac-
tion.

Subsequent Conventions have reaffirmed the League’s
commitment to the ERA. The 1980 Convention took the
League’s commitment a step further, voting to use the
existing ERA position as a basis not only for ratification
efforts, but also to work on gender-based discrimination

through action to bring laws into compliance with the
goals of the ERA.

In 1972, lobbying for ratification—and against rescis-
sion—on a state-by-state basis became a top LWV priority
at the national and state levels.

In 1979, the LWVUS organized the National Business
Council (NBC) for ERA, the first formal structure to
bring major business leaders into the fight for ratification.
In 1981 under an LWVUS/NBC partnership, a volunteer
task force of advertising executives developed and pro-
duced radio ads designed to “sell” the ERA in seven unra-
tified states. Throughout the media campaign, the
LWVUS provided extensive technical and financial assis-
tance to state Leagues and ERA coalitions, and worked to
organize business efforts in the states.

The ratification process was not completed by the June
30, 1982, deadline, but the League’s support of a consti-
tutional guarantee of equal protection under the law re-
mains strong. The League supported reintroduction of the
ERA in Congress in 1982 and helped lead a lobbying ef-
fort that culminated in a narrow November 1983 defeat
in the House.

In July 1993, the League signed on to an amicus brief in
the Supreme Court case, J.E.B. v. T.B, which argued that
sex discrimination in jury selection is prohibited by the
Equal Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment. League
participation was based on support for actions to bring
laws into compliance with the ERA. In 1994, the Su-



preme Court agreed, ruling that state laws allowing jury
challenges based solely on sex are unconstitutional.

The League will continue to work to achieve the goals of
the expanded ERA position. Issues cover action for pay
equity and support for the Economic Equity Act, which
includes provisions to eliminate sex discrimination in
pensions and insurance. In 1996, the League endorsed the
Women’s Pension Equity Act, legislation designed to
make pension law simpler and more even-handed. Mean-
while, the League continues to lay the groundwork for
passage and ratification of the ERA.

On the international front, the League of Women Voters
supports the United Nations Convention for the Elimina-
tion of All Forms of Discrimination against Women
(CEDAW) and is on the Steering Committee of the
NGO UNICEF Working Group on Girls at the UN,
which formed an International Network for Gitls, a global
advocacy network.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Equality of Opportunity, as
Revised by the National Board in January 1989, based
on Positions Announced by the National Board in Janu-
ary 1969, Adopted by the 1972 Convention, Expanded
by the 1980 Convention and the 2010 Convention.

The League of Women Voters of the United States
believes that the federal government shares with oth-
er levels of government the responsibility to provide
equality of opportunity for education, employment
and housing for all persons in the United States re-
gardless of their race, color, gender, religion, national
origin, age, sexual orientation or disability. Employ-
ment opportunities in modern, technological societies
are closely related to education; therefore, the League
supports federal programs to increase the education
and training of disadvantaged people. The League
supports federal efforts to prevent and/or remove
discrimination in education, employment and housing
and to help communities bring about racial integra-
tion of their school systems.

The League of Women Voters of the United States
supports equal rights for all regardless of sex. The
League supports action to bring laws into compliance
with the ERA: a) to eliminate or amend those laws
that have the effect of discriminating on the basis of
sex; b) to promote laws that support the goals of the
ERA; c) to strengthen the enforcement of such existing
laws.
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The League of Women Voters of the United States
supports equal rights for all under state and federal
law. LWVUS supports legislation to equalize the legal
rights, obligations, and benefits available to same-
gender couples with those available to heterosexual
couples. LWVUS supports legislation to permit same-
gender couples to marry under civil law. The League
believes that the civil status of marriage is already
clearly distinguished from the religious institution of
marriage and that religious rights will be preserved.

Further Guidelines and Criteria

In more specific terms, the kinds of programs the
League supports include:

¢ Programs in basic education, occupational education
and retraining when needed at any point of an indi-
vidual’s working career.

e Expanded opportunities in apprenticeship and on-
the-job training programs.

e Child-care centers for preschool children to give
parents the opportunity for employment.

e Greatly increased educational opportunity through
compensatory programs for disadvantaged groups
beginning at the preschool level and extending
through secondary education.

e Federal financial aid to help needy students remain
in high school and to take advantage of post-high
school training and education.

e A regional approach to problems of economically
depressed areas that cuts across state lines. This ap-
proach can be handled administratively by such
means as interstate cooperation or more formal inter-
state compacts or commissions made up of repre-
sentatives of state and federal governments. Devel-
opment programs should reflect the needs of the par-
ticular area and can include such measures as provi-
sion of education and training for available jobs, en-
couragement of new industry in the area, develop-
ment and conservation of natural resources and the
building of public facilities.

® Programs that would inform individuals of their civil
rights in education, employment and housing, and of
the opportunities open to them.

e Full use of mediation and conciliation in efforts to
bring about integration of minority groups into full
participation in community life.



e A federal clearinghouse for the exchange of infor-
mation on solutions communities have found to prob-
lems of integration in employment, education and
housing.

e Programs to bring about effective integration of
schools through federal technical assistance such as
training programs and institutes for teachers and
school administrators.

e Withholding federal funds from school districts that
fail to meet realistic and effective guidelines and
standards for school integration.

e Withholding government contracts from businesses
and industries that discriminate in employment.

e An effective federal fair employment practices
agency.

Education and Employment Criteria

In evaluating federal programs that have been, or will
be, established to provide equality of opportunity for
education and employment, the League will support
those programs that largely fulfill the following crite-
ria:

¢ The nationwide effort to achieve equality of oppor-
tunity in education and employment should include
participation of government at all levels and encour-
age the participation of private institutions.

¢ Programs should be carefully tailored to the educa-
tional or employment needs of the people they are
intended to reach.

¢ People for whom community action programs are
designed should be involved in the planning and im-
plementation of those programs.

e The programs should be carried out by personnel
competent to meet the specific requirements of their
jobs.

e Programs should assist people to become self-
supporting, contributing members of society.

e The programs should be nondiscriminatory with
provisions for enforcement.

e Research, pilot projects and continuing evaluation
should be encouraged and, where feasible, built into
programs.

e Programs may be closely related but should avoid
unnecessary duplication.
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e State and local governments should contribute to
the extent their resources permit; at the same time,
adequate federal funds for the establishment and
continuation of programs should be available if neces-
sary.

Fair Housing Criteria

The following criteria should be applied to programs
and policies to provide equal opportunity for access to
housing without discrimination:

e Opportunities for purchase or renting of homes and
for borrowing money for housing should not be re-
stricted because of discriminatory reasons such as
race, color, sex, religion or national origin.

* Responsibility in the nationwide effort to achieve
equality of opportunity for access to housing resides
with government at all levels and with the private
sector—builders, lending institutions, realtors, labor
unions, business and industry, news media, civic or-
ganizations, educational institutions, churches and
private citizens.

¢ The continued existence of patterns of discrimina-
tion depends on the covert support of community
leaders, institutions and residents. Award or with-
drawal of federal contracts and placement of federal
installations should be used as levers to change this
covert support.

e After positive steps such as mediation and concilia-
tion have been exhausted, the federal government
should have the option for selective withholding of
federal funds where patterns of discrimination in
access to housing occur. In applying the option to
withhold funds, the federal government should weigh
the effects of its actions on the welfare of lower-
income and minority groups.

¢ Federal programs should include provisions to guar-
antee equal opportunity for access to housing. Federal
funds should not be used to perpetuate discrimina-
tion.

¢ In the enforcement of fair-housing laws, speedy res-
olution should be ensured. Administrative procedures
and responsibilities should be clearly defined and
widely publicized.

¢ Mediation and legal redress should be readily avail-
able. The process should ensure every possible pro-
tection for both complainant and persons or institu-
tions against whom complaints are lodged. Avenues



for mediation and legal redress should be widely pub-
licized and should be easily accessible.

¢ Funding should be adequate to provide trained and
competent staff for public education to inform citi-
zens of the provisions of fair-housing legislation, of
their fair-housing rights and of procedures to be fol-
lowed in securing them. Adequate funding should also
be available for mediation and for all aspects of spee-
dy enforcement.

® There should be continued evaluation to provide a
basis for revision and strengthening of all procedures
so that equality of opportunity for access to housing
can be accomplished.

Fiscal Policy

The League’s History

The 1984 Convention adopted criteria for evaluating fed-
eral tax policies as a League position and a two-year study
of U.S. fiscal policy. The three-part study focused on tax
policy, deficit issues and entitlement funding. League
members completed the tax policy portion of the study in
time to position the League as a major force in the tax
reform movement of 1985-86. As Congress debated major
legislation to broaden the income tax base, the League
became a recognized leader in pushing for passage of
reform legislation. Mobilizing League activists to press
members of Congress to pass broad-based, fair and pro-
gressive legislation, the LWVUS achieved a major victory.
As part of its strong legislative campaign, the League op-
posed a value-added tax as regressive. The League sup-
ported taxing capital gains as ordinary income and urged
the removal of loopholes in the tax law.

The final two stages of the study, concluded in 1986, gave
the League new tools for responding to federal deficit and
budget issues. Under the deficit position, the League has
supported selective cuts in defense spending that target
military investment rather than readiness, in accord with
the LWVUS Military Policy and Defense Spending posi-

tion.

In determining what national security crises might call for
deficit spending, the League is guided by its International
Relations positions, including U.S. Relations with Devel-
oping Countries. The League also can, if necessary, sup-
port selective cuts in nondefense discretionary spending,.
In determining its stance, the LWVUS will be guided by
its Social Policy, Natural Resources, Representative Gov-
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ernment and International Relations positions and priori-
ties.

As Congress continued in 1986 to grapple with extraordi-
nary federal deficits and budget dilemmas, the League
took a comprehensive approach to the budget battle that
combined support for increased funding for human needs,
for selective cuts in defense spending and for necessary
revenue increases. The deficit position enabled the League
to oppose a balanced budget constitutional amendment in
March 1986.

The deficit position, like the tax policy position, applies
only at the federal level. Thus, LWVUS opposition to the
line-item veto and to a constitutionally mandated ba-
lanced budget applies only to the federal government.
Under the LWVUS deficit position, state Leagues will be
expected to oppose state legislative resolutions and other
actions calling for a constitutional amendment requiring a

balanced budget.

Since the state budgeting process occurs under different
constitutional arrangements and laws, the conclusions of
the federal deficit study do not overrule any current state
League positions on state budgeting processes, nor can
they be used at the state level without separate state
League study and member agreement on the subjects.

The Funding of Entitlements position enables the
LWVUS to support efforts to expand participation in the
Social Security system (including participation by state
and local government employees and other excluded
groups). The League is opposed to measures that allow
individuals to opt out of the system or measures to substi-
tute private programs. The League opposes reducing So-
cial Security benefits to achieve deficit reduction.

In 1990, the LWVUS urged the President and Congress
to produce actual deficit reductions rather than masking
the problem, and prodded them to rely primarily on re-
ductions in defense spending and increased revenues
through progressive taxes. In 1992, the LWVUS urged the
President and Congress to address the recession and pro-
mote economic development. The League called for tax
and budget reform and for rebuilding the nation’s infra-
structure.

As the federal deficit grew, the “balanced-budget”
amendment to the Constitution was introduced in Con-
gress as a political expedient to control the federal budget.
The League successfully fought against passage in the
House in 1992 and both houses in 1994. The League



argued it would dangerously upset the federal balance of
powers and hurt the economy.

In 1995, the federal deficit began to shrink, but the push
for a constitutional amendment to require a balanced
budget grew. The League lobbied and brought grassroots
pressure to oppose this dangerous and misleading propos-
al, arguing that it would hamstring the government’s abili-
ty to stimulate the economy in time of recession and to
respond to natural disasters. Amendment opponents pre-
vailed then and in 1996-97. League grassroots pressure
was key in defeating balanced budget Constitutional
amendment efforts.

In December 1998, the League and others signed a letter
urging President Clinton to use the budget surplus to in-
vest in programs that benefit the American people, includ-
ing education, health care, human needs and the envi-
ronment.

In 1999, when debate over Social Security’s future heated
up with various proposals to “privatize” the Social Security
system, the LWVUS endorsed the principles of the New
Century Alliance for Social Security, emphasizing Social
Security’s central role in family income protection. The
League’s stance is based on support for a federal role in
providing mandatory, universal, old-age, survivors, disa-
bility and health insurance.

In the 108" Congress, the League joined with several
hundred other organizations, lobbying against tax cut leg-
islation because it was fundamentally unfair and jeopar-
dized the nation’s ability to meet its domestic and foreign
responsibilities.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Fiscal Policy, as Adopted by
1984 Convention and as Announced by National Board,
March 1985, January 1986 and June 1986:

The League of Women Voters of the United States
believes that federal fiscal policy should provide for:
adequate and flexible funding of federal government
programs through an equitable tax system that is pro-
gressive overall and that relies primarily on a broad-
based income tax; responsible deficit policies; and a
federal role in providing mandatory, universal, old-
age, survivors, disability and health insurance.

Tax Policy

The LWVUS believes that the federal tax system
should: be fair and equitable; provide adequate re-

64

sources for government programs while allowing flex-
ibility for financing future program changes; be un-
derstandable to the taxpayer and encourage com-
pliance; accomplish its objectives without creating
undue administrative problems.

The League of Women Voters of the United States
believes that the federal tax system, taken as a whole,
should be progressive, not proportional.

The League: supports income as the major tax base
for federal revenues; believes that the federal income
tax should be broad-based with minimal tax prefe-
rences and a progressive rate structure; opposes a
value-added tax or a national sales tax in the federal
revenue system.

Further Guidelines

Under this position, the League of Women Voters
would support tax measures that broaden the base
and improve the equity of the income tax while work-
ing to incorporate progressivity into the tax system,
taken as a whole. In evaluating specific tax prefe-
rences, the League will use the following criteria:
whether the tax preference promotes equity and pro-
gressivity; whether the tax preference effectively
furthers League of Women Voters program goals;
whether the tax preference is the most efficient
means of achieving its purpose; whether the revenue
loss from the tax preference is justifiable.

Federal Deficit

The League of Women Voters of the United States
believes that the current federal deficit should be re-
duced. In order to reduce the deficit, the government
should rely primarily on reductions in defense spend-
ing through selective cuts and on increased revenue
through a tax system that is broad-based with pro-
gressive rates. The government also should achieve
whatever savings possible through improved efficien-
cy and management. The League opposes across-the-
board federal spending cuts.

The League recognizes that deficit spending is some-
times appropriate and therefore opposes a constitu-
tionally mandated balanced budget for the federal
government. The League could support deficit spend-
ing, if necessary, for stimulating the economy during
recession and depression, meeting social needs in
times of high unemployment and meeting defense
needs in times of national security crises. The League
opposes a federal budget line-item veto.



Funding of Entitlements

The League of Women Voters of the United States
believes that the federal government has a role in
funding and providing for old-age, survivors, disability
and health insurance. For such insurance programs,
participation should be mandatory and coverage
should be universal. Federal deficit reduction should
not be achieved by reducing Social Security benefits.

Health Care

The League’s History

In 1990, the LWVUS undertook a two-year study of the
funding and delivery of health care in the United States.
Phase 1 studied the delivery and policy goals of the U.S.
health care system; Phase 2 focused on health care financ-
ing and administration. The LWVUS announced its ini-
tial health care position in April 1992 and the final posi-
tion in April 1993.

The health care position outlines the goals the LWVUS
believes are fundamental for U.S. health care policy. These
include policies that promote access to a basic level of
quality care at an affordable cost for all U.S. residents and
strong cost-control mechanisms to ensure the efficient and
economical delivery of care. The Meeting Basic Human
Needs position also addresses access to health care.

The health care position enumerates services League
members believe are of highest priority for a basic level of
quality care: the prevention of disease, health promotion
and education, primary care (including prenatal and re-
productive health care), acute care, long-term care and
mental health care. Dental, vision and hearing care are
recognized as important services but of lower priority
when measured against the added cost involved. Com-
ments from numerous state and local Leagues, however,
emphasized that these services are essential for children.

To achieve more equitable distribution of services, the
League endorses increasing the availability of resources in
medically underserved areas, training providers in needed
fields of care, standardizing the services provided under
publicly funded health care programs and insurance re-
forms.

The LWVUS health care position includes support for
strong mechanisms to contain rising health care costs.
Particular methods to promote the efficient and economi-
cal delivery of care in the United States include regional
planning for the allocation of resources, reducing adminis-
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trative costs, reforming the malpractice system, copay-
ments and deductibles, and managed care. In accordance
with the position’s call for health care at an affordable
cost, copayments and deductibles are acceptable cost con-
tainment mechanisms only if they are based on an indi-
vidual’s ability to pay. In addition, cost containment me-
chanisms should not interfere with the delivery of quality
health care.

The position calls for a national health insurance plan
financed through general taxes, commonly known as the
“single-payer” approach. The position also supports an
employer-based system that provides universal access to
health care as an important step toward a national health
insurance plan. The League opposes a strictly private mar-
ket-based model of financing the health care system. With
regard to administration of the U.S. health care system,
the League supports a combination of private and public
sectors or a combination of federal, state and/or regional
agencies. The League supports a general income tax in-
crease to finance national health care reform.

The LWVUS strongly believes that should the allocation
of resources become necessary to reform the U.S. health
care system, the ability of a patient to pay for services
should not be a consideration. In determining how health
care resources should be allocated, the League emphasizes
the consideration of the following factors, taken together:
the urgency of the medical condition, the life expectancy
of the patient, the expected outcome of the treatment, the
cost of the procedure, the duration of care, the quality of
life of the patient after the treatment, and the wishes of
the patient and the family.

As the LWVUS was completing Phase 2 of the study, the
issue of health care reform was rising to the top of the
country’s legislative agenda. In April 1993, as soon as the
study results were announced, the LWVUS met with
White House Health Care officials to present the results
of the League’s position. Since then, the League has ac-
tively participated in the health care debate.

The LWVUS testified in fall 1993 before the House Ways
and Means Subcommittee on Health, the Energy and
Commerce Committee and the Education and Labor
Committee, calling for comprehensive health care reform
based on the League position. The League joined two coa-
litions—one comprised of consumer, business, labor, pro-
vider and senior groups working for comprehensive health
care reform, and the other comprised of groups support-
ing the single-payer approach to health care reform.



Throughout 1994, the League actively lobbied in support
of comprehensive reform, including universal coverage,
cost containment, single-payer or employer mandate and a
strong benefits package. The League emphasized LWVUS
support for the inclusion of reproductive health care, in-
cluding abortion, in any health benefits package.

When congressional sponsors could not reach accord and
comprehensive reform was declared dead for the 104th
Congress, focus shifted to the states, where Leagues
worked in support of health care reform and fought at-
tempts to cut existing health care.

The LWVEEF initiated community education efforts on
health care issues with the “Understanding Health Care
Policy Project” in the early 1990s. The project provided
training and resources for Leagues to conduct broad-based
community outreach and education on health care policy
issues with the goal of expanding community participa-
tion in the debate.

In spring 1994, the LWVEF and the Kaiser Family Foun-
dation (KFF) undertook a major citizen education effort,
“Citizen’s Voice for Citizen’s Choice: A Campaign for a
Public Voice on Health Care Reform.” The project deli-
vered objective information on health care reform to mil-
lions of Americans across the country through local and
state Leagues sponsored town meetings in major media
markets nationwide, involving members of Congress and
other leading policy makers and analysts in health care
discussions with citizens. In September 1994, the LWVEF
and KFF held a National Satellite Town Meeting on
Health Care Reform, with 200+ downlink sites across the
country. They also undertook a major television advertis-
ing promotion of public participation in the health care

debate.

In 1997, the LWVUS joined 100 national, state and local
organizations in successfully urging Congress to pass
strong bipartisan child health care legislation. In 1998, the
LWVUS began working for a Patients’ Bill of Rights,
aimed at giving Americans participating in managed care
health plans greater access to specialists without going
through a gatekeeper, the right to emergency room care
using the “reasonably prudent person” standard, a speedy
appeals process when there is a dispute with insurers and
other rights.

In 1998, the LWVEF again partnered with KFF and state
and local Leagues on a citizen education project, this time
focused on Medicare reform, patients’ bill of rights and
other health care issues. In the first phase, more than
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6,500 citizens participated in focus groups, community
dialogues and public meetings. Their views were reflected
in How Americans Talk Aboutr Medicare Reform: The Pub-
lic Voice, presented to the National Bipartisan Commis-
sion on the Future of Medicare in March 1999. The re-
port emphasized that people value Medicare but recognize
its flaws. Fairness, responsibility, efficiency and access
were identified as important values for any reforms of the
Medicare system.

In spring 2000, the LWVEF and KFF developed and dis-
tributed two guides, Join the Debate: Your Guide to Health
Issues in the 2000 Election and A Leader’s Handbook for
Holding Community Dialogues. The project focused on
five issues under debate in the election: the uninsured,
managed care and patients’ rights, Medicare reform, pre-
scription drug coverage and long-term care.

In the late 90s, the LWVUS lobbied in support of a
strong Patients’ Bill of Rights. Despite close votes in
2000, Senate opponents continued to block passage. At
Convention 2000, League delegates lobbied their mem-
bers of Congtess to pass a strong, comprehensive Patients’
Bill of Rights, but it was shelved as Election 2000 drew

near.

The LWVUS lobbied federal lawmakers in support of the
Bipartisan Patient Protection Act of 2001, legislation that
would provide patients with administrative and legal re-
course in dealing with insurers and Health Maintenance
Organizations (HMOs), which died in conference.

In the 108" Congress, the League lobbied in support of
the Health Care Access Resolution. In 2003, the League
opposed the Medicare Prescription Drug bill the President
signed into law because of provisions that undermined
universal coverage in Medicare.

In May 2006, the League urged Senators to oppose the
Health Insurance Marketplace Modernization and Affor-
dability Act (HIMMA), which purported to expand
healthcare coverage, while actually limiting critical con-
sumer protections provided in many states.

From 2007-2009, the League urged reauthorization of the
State Children’s Health Insurance Program (SCHIP),
which provided health care coverage in 2007 to six million
low-income children; the efforts were rewarded with reau-
thorization in early 2009.

In 2010, two decades of League work to ensure access to
affordable, quality health care for all Americans and pro-
tect patients’ rights celebrated success when the Affordable



Care Act was signed into law. The League remains vigilant
in light of current efforts to repeal or diminish the law in
Congress and the Courts.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Health Care, as Announced by
National Board, April 1993:

GOALS: The League of Women Voters of the United
States believes that a basic level of quality health care
at an affordable cost should be available to all U.S.
residents. Other U.S. health care policy goals should
include the equitable distribution of services, efficient
and economical delivery of care, advancement of
medical research and technology, and a reasonable
total national expenditure level for health care.

BASIC LEVEL OF QUALITY CARE: Every U.S. resident
should have access to a basic level of care that in-
cludes the prevention of disease, health promotion
and education, primary care (including prenatal and
reproductive health), acute care, long-term care and
mental health care. Dental, vision and hearing care
also are important but lower in priority. The League
believes that under any system of health care reform,
consumers/ patients should be permitted to purchase
services or insurance coverage beyond the basic level.

FINANCING AND ADMINISTRATION: The League favors
a national health insurance plan financed through
general taxes in place of individual insurance pre-
miums. As the United States moves toward a national
health insurance plan, an employer-based system of
health care reform that provides universal access is
acceptable to the League. The League supports admin-
istration of the U.S. health care system either by a
combination of the private and public sectors or by a
combination of federal, state and/or regional gov-
ernment agencies.

The League is opposed to a strictly private market-
based model of financing the health care system. The
League also is opposed to the administration of the
health care system solely by the private sector or the
states.

TAXES: The League supports increased taxes to
finance a basic level of health care for all U.S. resi-
dents, provided health care reforms contain effective
cost control strategies.

COST CONTROL: The League believes that efficient
and economical delivery of care can be enhanced by
such cost control methods as:
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o the reduction of administrative costs,

¢ regional planning for the allocation of personnel,
facilities and equipment,

e the establishment of maximum levels of public
reimbursement to providers,

¢ malpractice reform,
¢ the use of managed care,
o utilization review of treatment,

e mandatory second opinions before surgery or ex-
tensive treatment,

econsumer accountability through deductibles and
copayments.

EQUITY ISSUES: The League believes that health care
services could be more equitably distributed by:

¢ allocating medical resources to underserved areas,

e providing for training health care professionals in
needed fields of care,

e standardizing basic levels of service for publicly
funded health care programs,

® requiring insurance plans to use community rating
instead of experience rating,

e establishing insurance pools for small businesses
and organizations.

ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES TO INDIVIDUALS: The
League believes that the ability of a patient to pay for
services should not be a consideration in the alloca-
tion of health care resources. Limited resources
should be allocated based on the following criteria
considered together: the urgency of the medical con-
dition, the life expectancy of the patient, the expected
outcome of the treatment, the cost of the procedure,
the duration of care, the quality of life of the patient
after treatment, and the wishes of the patient and the
family.

Immigration

The League’s History

In the 111" Congress, the League lobbied in support of
the DREAM (Development, Relief and Education for
Alien Minors) Act that would provide a path to citizen-
ship for young immigrants who complete a college degree
or serve in the military, thereby enabling them to be a
fully productive part of American society. The legislation



passed the House, but lacked enough votes to overcome a
filibuster in the Senate.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Immigration, as Announced by
National Board, April 2008:

The League of Women Voters believes that immigra-
tion policies should promote reunification of imme-
diate families; meet the economic, business and em-
ployment needs of the United States; and be respon-
sive to those facing political persecution or humanita-
rian crises. Provision should also be made for qualified
persons to enter the United States on student visas.
All persons should receive fair treatment under the
law.

The League supports federal immigration law that
provides an efficient, expeditious system (with mi-
nimal or no backlogs) for legal entry of immigrants
into the United States.

To complement these goals the League supports fed-
eral policies to improve economies, education, job
opportunities and living conditions in nations with
large emigrating populations.

In transition to a reformed system, the League sup-
ports provisions for unauthorized immigrants already
in the country to earn legal status

The League supports federal payments to impacted
communities to address the financial costs borne by
states and local governments with large immigrant
populations.

Criteria for Legal Admission to the United
States

The League supports the following criteria for legal
admission of persons into the United States:

e Family reunification of spouses or minor children
with authorized immigrants or citizens;

o  Flight from persecution or response to humanita-
rian crises in home countries;

o Economic, business and employment needs in the
Unites States;

e Education and training needs of the United States;
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e Educational program opportunities; and

e Lack of a history of serious criminal activity.

Administration and Enforcement

The League supports due process for all persons, in-
cluding the right to a fair hearing, right to counsel,
right of appeal and right to humane treatment.

The League supports:

o Improved technology to facilitate employer verifi-
cation of employee status;

e Verification documents, such as status cards and
work permits, with secure identifiers;

o Significant fines and penalties for employers who
hire unauthorized workers;

o Improved technology for sharing information
among federal agencies;

o More effective tracking of individuals who enter
the United States; and

e Increased personnel at borders.

The League also supports programs allowing foreign
workers to enter and leave the United States to meet
seasonal or sporadic labor needs.

Unauthorized Immigrants Already in the
United States

In achieving overall policy goals, the League supports
a system for unauthorized immigrants already in the
country to earn legal status, including citizenship, by
paying taxes, learning English, studying civics and
meeting other relevant criteria. While policy reforms,
including a path to legal status, remain unachieved,
the League does not support deporting unauthorized
immigrants who have no history of criminal activity.



Meeting Basic Human
Needs

The League’s History

After adopting the Meeting Basic Human Needs position
in 1988, the League reorganized the Social Policy program
in 1990. This reorganization combined several existing
positions to address the basic needs of all people for food,
shelter, and access to health care and transportation. The
Meeting Basic Human Needs position encompasses pre-
vious positions on income assistance and transportation.
The issue of housing supply was separated from the fair
housing position, still under Equality of Opportunity, and
put under the Meeting Basic Human Needs position.

Income Assistance

The 1970 Convention adopted a study of alternatives to
welfare. As a result of the study, members agreed to sup-
port a system of federalized income assistance. The posi-
tion, adopted in 1971, suggests criteria for such a system
and for minimum uniform standards of eligibility for both
cash benefits and supportive services (in-kind benefits).
The position is closely linked with the Employment posi-
tion in encouraging work and in emphasizing the respon-
sibility of the federal government to help those who can’t
find work, those whose earnings are insufficient to meet
basic needs or those who are unable to work.

Adoption of the position coincided with a congressional
effort to make major changes in the welfare system in
1971-72. The League mounted an all-out lobbying effort,
despite recognized shortcomings in the legislation. In the
late 1970s, the League attempted unsuccessfully to streng-
then a number of federal welfare reform proposals. The
League has supported a variety of specific programs for
income assistance and in-kind benefits—food stamps,
low-income energy assistance, child-care legislation,
reform of unemployment compensation and Aid to Fami-
lies with Dependent Children programs, and housing sub-
sidies. Comprehensive child care remains an elusive but
critically needed support service for women secking em-
ployment. In each case the League has pressed for: uni-
form minimum federal standards of eligibility; uniform
standards for benefits based on need; standards for quality

of services.

The League has opposed cutoffs of Medicaid funding for
abortion, on the basis of the supportive services provisions
of the Income Assistance position and because such ac-
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tions clearly discriminate against economically disadvan-
taged women.

In the 1980s, national League action on income assistance
focused primarily on opposition to funding cutbacks, di-
lution of the federal role, and changes in eligibility re-
quirements for income maintenance programs and sup-
port services.

In 1986-88, the League worked in support of welfare
reform legislation in Congress, culminating in passage of
the Family Support Act of 1988. The League had sup-
ported the House version, the Family Welfare Reform
Act, which included provisions for education, training and
employment of welfare recipients. The final bill followed
the Senate version, the Family Security Act, which the
League opposed. The League joined the national Coali-
tion on Human Needs in opposing the final bill, citing
inadequate funding and mandatory participation quotas.
Since passage of the Act, states continue to face imple-
mentation decisions.

The League lobbied successfully in support of the Family
and Medical Leave Act, designed to guarantee workers
unpaid leave for illness or the birth or adoption of a child.
Through the years, the League has supported the Earned
Income Tax Credit as a necessary form of income assis-
tance.

Other recent League efforts include lobbying Congress in
1991 and 1992 to pass the Mickey Leland Hunger Relief
Act and the Freedom From Want Act, bills designed to
alleviate hunger in the United States. In 1988-90, the
LWVEF coordinated an 18-month Hunger Advocacy
Project designed to help state and local Leagues develop
and carry out model, targeted activities to document or
alleviate hunger. A guide, Fighting Hunger in Your Com-
munity, provided information on replicating such activi-
ties.

In 1989-90, the LWVEF promoted discussion of a Ford
Foundation report on social welfare, The Common Good.
Three regional workshops were held on issues raised in the
report, and local Leagues conducted related community
education activities.

The League actively opposed welfare reform legislation
proposed in the 104th Congress. During summer 1996,
the White House and Congress agreed on legislation to
essentially hand over welfare to the states. Despite the
League’s strong lobbying effort with a particular focus on
the President, the bill was passed and signed into law in



August 1996. State Leagues across the country monitored
the implementation and effects of “reform” efforts at the
state level to ensure that the benefits were provided where
needed and that recipients’ civil rights were protected.

In 1997, the League opposed congressional budget and
appropriations provisions attempting to transfer responsi-
bility for public assistance programs such as Medicaid and
Food Stamps from state governments to private for-profit
corporations.

In fall 2005, the League responded to the Hurricane Ka-
trina disaster, urging Congress to protect basic human
needs of those affected by securing the basics —jobs, in-
come when work is not available, health care, food, educa-
tion, child care, and housing—while also protecting and
expanding the capacity of the federal government to re-
spond by preserving and increasing funding for vital ser-
vices and not sapping revenues through misdirected tax
cuts.

Housing Supply

During the late 1960s and early 1970s, the League worked
for a number of federal housing programs. In 1974,
League support was channeled into aspects of the Housing
and Community Development Act, which consolidated
federal assistance under a block grant approach. The
League fought against congressional action to weaken the
Community Development Block Grant program through
drastic cuts in the full range of authorized low- and mod-
erate-income subsidies for both rehabilitation and new
housing.

Throughout the 1980s, the League continued to support
increased funding to add to and maintain the existing
stock of federally assisted housing for very low-income
persons. LWVUS efforts included working as a member
of the National Low Income Housing Coalition to urge
passage of 1987 legislation authorizing HUD’s low-
income housing and community development programs,
as well as endorsing the 1989 “Housing Now” march on
Washington.

As a member of the Low Income Housing Coalition’s
Women and Housing Task Force, the LWVUS endorsed
a 1988 memorandum to the incoming Administration
highlighting the housing problems facing women and
making specific recommendations. In March 1990, the
League endorsed a similar set of recommendations to
Congress by the Women and Housing Task Force, predi-
cated on the conviction that every person and family
should have decent, safe and affordable housing. State and
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local Leagues have worked to increase the supply of low-
and moderate-income housing through efforts to change
zoning laws and to set up shared housing services.

In 2002, the LWVUS formally endorsed legislation to
establish the National Housing Trust Fund, using surplus
funds from the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) to

create new housing for low-income families.

Transportation

LWVUS concern about public transportation grew out of
efforts on behalf of equal opportunity for employment
and housing. The 1971 Air Quality position added anoth-
er dimension to this concern by urging “measures to re-
duce vehicular pollution...and development of alternate
transportation systems.” In 1972, the LWVUS Board re-
sponded to questions of interpretation by synthesizing the
two positions into a unified Transportation position. In
1976, following League concurrence on the Energy Con-
servation position, the LWVUS Board reaffirmed the na-
tional League’s Transportation position. In 1979, the Ur-
ban Policy position reinforced the theme that federal aid
for highway construction should be reduced; the Trans-
portation position language was revised to make that
point clear.

The League first put the position to work by backing a
national coalition’s efforts to amend the Federal Aid
Highway Act of 1972 to permit financing part of the costs
of urban mass transit from highway trust funds. The
League also supported the National Mass Transportation
Assistance Act of 1974. Later the focus shifted to prevent
stalling or cutting of federal assistance to mass transit sys-
tems.

In response to the urgency to improve and promote public
transportation systems, the 1980 Convention voted to
give greater emphasis to the Transportation position. In
1988, it was incorporated into the Meeting Basic Human
Needs position. Leagues continue to use the Transporta-
tion position with their own local or ILO positions to
back local and regional moves to improve mass transit and
support other alternatives, such as express lanes for buses
and carpools.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Meeting Basic Human Needs,
as Revised by the National Board, January 1989, based
on positions reached from 1971 through 1988.

The League of Women Voters of the United States
believes that one of the goals of social policy in the



United States should be to promote self-sufficiency
for individuals and families and that the most effec-
tive social programs are those designed to prevent or
reduce poverty.

Persons who are unable to work, whose earnings are
inadequate or for whom jobs are not available have
the right to an income and/or services sufficient to
meet their basic needs for food, shelter and access to
health care.

The federal government should set minimum, uniform
standards and guidelines for social welfare programs
and should bear primary responsibility for financing
programs designed to help meet the basic needs of
individuals and families. State and local governments,
as well as the private sector, should have a secondary
role in financing food, housing and health care pro-
grams. Income assistance programs should be fi-
nanced primarily by the federal government with
state governments assuming secondary responsibility.

Preventing and Reducing Poverty

In order to prevent or reduce poverty, the LWVUS
supports policies and programs designed to: increase
job opportunities; increase access to health insurance;
provide support services such as child care and trans-
portation; provide opportunities and/or incentives for
basic or remedial education and job training; decrease
teen pregnancy; ensure that noncustodial parents
contribute to the support of their children.

Access to Health Care

The LWVUS believes that access to health care in-
cludes the following: preventive care, primary care,
maternal and child health care, emergency care, cata-
strophic care, nursing home care and mental health
care as well as access to substance abuse programs,
health and sex education programs, and nutrition
programs.

Access to Transportation

The LWVUS believes that energy-efficient and envi-
ronmentally sound transportation systems should
afford better access to housing and jobs and will con-
tinue to examine transportation policies in light of
these goals.
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Further Guidelines and Criteria

Criteria for Income Assistance

¢ Eligibility of all low-income individuals for assistance
should be based on need. Eligibility should be estab-
lished through simplified procedures such as a decla-
ration of need, spot-checked in a manner similar to
that used in checking the validity of income tax re-
turns.

¢ Benefit levels should be sufficient to provide decent,
adequate standards for food, clothing and shelter.
Minimum income standards should be adjusted for
regional differences in the cost of living and should be
revised periodically to take into account changes in
the purchasing value of the dollar. Until a federal wel-
fare program achieves an adequate level of benefits,
some states will need to supplement federal pay-
ments.

¢ There should be increasing emphasis on cash assis-
tance, but in-kind assistance (e.g., food stamps, hous-
ing subsidies, medical aid) should be continued to
help assure that these needs are met.

e Under a revised program participants should not
have their benefits reduced.

¢ Privacy of participants should be protected. All ad-
ministrative procedures should be conducted with
respect for the rights and dignity of the individuals.

e Work should be encouraged: participants’ total in-
come should increase as earnings increase. Counsel-
ing, realistic training for actual jobs and financial in-
centives should be the links between job programs
and income assistance.

Criteria for Supportive Services

e Supportive services should be available—but not
compulsory—for participants in income assistance
programs. Most important among these are child
care, counseling, transportation, and family planning,
health care and legal services.

¢ Fees for supportive services should be based on abil-
ity to pay and be free where necessary.

eFacilities and services for participants should be the
same as for the general public.

¢ The federal government should exert leadership in
setting standards for eligibility, for the quality of ser-
vices and for adequate funding.



e Participants in the programs should be included in
program development and implementation, and the
administration of social services programs should be
responsive to the needs of the people being served.

e Wherever possible, these services should be conve-
niently located in the neighborhood.

¢ Transportation systems should afford better access
to housing and jobs and should also provide energy-
efficient and environmentally sound transportation.

e Government programs that require recipients of
assistance to engage in work-related programs would
be acceptable only if the following protections are
guaranteed to the participants:

a. job training;
b. basic education;
c. exemptions for primary care givers;

d. supplemental support services such as child care
and transportation;

e. equitable compensation to ensure that program
participants earn the same wages and benefits as
other employees performing similar work;

f. a disregard of some earned income for purposes of
calculating benefit levels.

Criteria for Housing Supply

The following considerations can be applied to pro-
grams and policies to provide a decent home and a
suitable living environment for every American family:

e The responsibility for achieving national housing
goals rests primarily with the federal government,
which should:

a. assure that our economic system is functioning to
produce and maintain sufficient decent housing for
citizens at all income levels;

b. compensate for any failure or inadequacy of the
system by building, financing, renting and selling
homes to those citizens whose housing needs are not
being met;

c. give a variety of incentives to local jurisdictions to
encourage them to provide within their boundaries an
adequate supply of decent housing for low- and mod-
erate-income groups;

d. withhold federal funds from communities that fail
to encourage such housing.
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e State and local governments should assist by estab-
lishing effective agencies to aid, promote, coordinate
and supplement the housing programs of the federal
government and the private sector.

e Government at all levels must make available suffi-
cient funds for housing-assistance programs.

e When families or individuals cannot afford decent
housing, government should provide assistance in the
form of income and/or subsidized housing.

e Government programs providing subsidies to the
building, financing and insuring industries for housing
for lower-income families should be evaluated in
terms of units produced rather than in terms of bene-
fits accruing to these industries.

e Government at all levels should develop policies
that will assure sufficient land at reasonable cost on
which to develop housing and that will assure fulfill-
ment of other goals such as access to employment,
preservation of open space, environmental cleanli-
ness and beauty, and other aspects of a suitable living
environment.

e Regional and metropolitan planning should be pro-
moted to prevent haphazard urban growth, and hous-
ing for low- and moderate-income families should be
provided as a part of all planned neighborhoods or
communities.

¢ Lower-income families should not be segregated in
large developments or neighborhoods. As their eco-
nomic status improves, lower-income families should
be enabled to continue to live in the same units as
private tenants or as homeowners, if they are so in-
clined.

® Housing should be designed to meet human needs
and should be built with amenities that will encour-
age economic integration within apartment buildings
as well as within neighborhoods.

¢ Publicly assisted housing should be included in via-
ble, balanced communities, with provision for quality
public services and facilities, including schools, trans-
portation, recreation, etc., that will encourage inte-
gration and stability.

® Zoning practices and procedures that will counteract
racial and economic isolation should be promoted.

e State and local governments should adopt and en-
force:



a. uniform building codes with standards based on
performance;

b. housing codes to protect the health and safety of
all citizens.

e State and local tax structures should be examined
and revised to:

a. benefit communities that build housing for lower-
income families;

b. encourage private owners to improve their homes;
c. reduce speculative land costs.

e Government, industry and labor should encourage
innovative building techniques to reduce the cost of
housing production.

¢ Rights of tenants to negotiate for proper mainten-
ance, management of facilities and services should be
protected.

¢ Housing programs should be administered by indi-
viduals trained for the jobs and sympathetic with the
needs of their clientele.

e Citizen groups should participate in the develop-
ment of publicly assisted housing programs by:

a. evaluating performance;
b. activating nonprofit sponsorships;
c. supporting legislation;

d. developing public awareness of housing discrimina-
tion and need.

Child Care

The League’s History
The League has long recognized that child-care programs
are a key supportive service for poor families.

The 1988 LWVUS Convention adopted child care as a
priority and separated the child-care position within the
Social Policy position. The League supported a compro-
mise child-care bill, signed by the President in 1990. The
legislation included three basic provisions endorsed by the
League. It provided financial assistance to low-income
families for child care; increased the availability of child
care through resource and referral programs and training
for child-care workers; and required states to establish
health and safety standards for day care. Following passage
of the bill, Leagues across the country monitored and
commented on the regulatory process as the Department
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of Health and Human Services wrote regulations to im-
plement the legislation.

LWVEF activities included a1990-91 School-Age Child
Care Project. The goal was to help local Leagues serve as
catalysts in targeted communities to increase the availabili-
ty of affordable, quality school-age child care for low- and
moderate-income families. In 1992, the LWVEF pub-
lished a community action guide using the model League
projects, to help other communities implement similar
programs.

In summer 1998, the LWVUS and other groups urged
congressional action on child care and the passage of a
substantial increase in guaranteed funds for the Child
Care Development Block Grant.

In early 2002, the League joined other groups in support
of legislation to reauthorize the Temporary Assistance to
Needy Families program (TANF) and provide for com-
prehensive reforms to help those on welfare become self-
sufficient. It was not adopted.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Child Care, as Adopted by the
1988 Convention, based on positions reached from
1969 through 1988:

Support programs, services and policies at all levels of
government to expand the supply of affordable, quali-
ty child care for all who need it, in order to increase
access to employment and to prevent and reduce po-
verty.

Early Intervention for

Children at Risk

The League’s History

The position on Early Intervention for Children at Risk
was adopted by concurrence at Convention 1994; it was
based on state and local League work.

In 1995, the LWVEF published a comprehensive kit, de-
signed to help Leagues and other groups advocate and
work for children in their communities. In June 1996, the
League endorsed the Stand for Children, a national day of
commitment to improving the lives of children through-
out the country.



The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Early Intervention for Children
at Risk, as Adopted by the 1994 Convention:

The League of Women Voters of the United States
believes that early intervention and prevention meas-
ures are effective in helping children reach their full
potential. The League supports policies and programs
at all levels of the community and government that
promote the well being, encourage the full develop-
ment and ensure the safety of all children. These in-
clude:

¢ child abuse/neglect prevention;
e teen pregnancy prevention;

¢ quality health care, including nutrition and prenatal
care;

e early childhood education;

¢ developmental services, emphasizing children ages
0-3;

e family support services;

¢ violence prevention.

Violence Prevention
The League’s History

The 1994 Convention adopted by concurrence a position
on Violence Prevention, based on state and local League
work. The League subsequently endorsed the Violence
Against Women Act, which Congress passed and the Pres-
ident signed in 1994 as part of a comprehensive crime bill.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Violence Prevention, as
Adopted by the 1994 Convention:

The League of Women Voters of the United States
supports violence prevention programs in all com-
munities and action to support:

¢ public and private development and coordination of
programs that emphasize the primary prevention of
violence.

¢ the active role of government and social institutions
in preventing violent behavior.

¢ the allocation of public monies in government pro-
grams to prevent violence.
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Gun Control
The League’s History

The 1990 Convention took the then rare step of adopting
the gun control position by concurrence. Proponents had
sent two informational mailings to all Leagues before
Convention. Spirited debate on the Convention floor per-

suaded the Convention to concur with the statement pro-
posed by the LWV of Illinois.

Following the Convention action, the LWVUS wrote to
all members of Congress, announcing the League’s new
position on gun control and urging passage of federal leg-
islation to control the proliferation of handguns and semi-
automatic assault weapons in the United States. In 1991,
the League joined with other organizations to support
legislation banning semi-automatic assault weapons. In
1992 and 1993, the League supported congressional pas-
sage of the Brady bill, to institute a five-day waiting period
and background check for the purchase of handguns. Fol-
lowing enactment of the Brady bill in November 1993,
the League stepped up its efforts in a successful 1994
House campaign to force inclusion of the assault weapons
ban in the final conference report on omnibus crime legis-
lation.

Addressing constitutional arguments affecting gun con-
trol, the 1994 Convention voted to amend the position
on gun control based on federal court decisions limiting
the meaning of the Second Amendment’s “right to keep
and bear arms.” This section of the position was nullified
by the Supreme Court decisions in District of Columbia v.
Heller, 2008 and McDonald v. Chicago, 2010.

Throughout 1995-1996, opponents of the assault wea-
pons ban and Brady bill pushed for repeal, but the League

and others convinced Congress otherwise.

The 1998 Convention again amended the position with:
“The League supports regulating firearms for consumer
safety.”

In the 106th Congress, the LWVUS worked for gun con-
trol measures to close major loopholes in current law. Al-
though the Senate passed legislation mandating back-
ground checks for all gun show purchases, the House de-
railed this and other attempts to control gun violence,
including child safety locks on guns.

The LWVUS endorsed and League members joined the
Mother’s Day 2000 Million Mom March that demon-



strated citizens’ call for common-sense gun control meas-
ures.

In 2004, the League voiced strong concern over the Pro-
tection of Lawful Commerce in Arms Act, which would
grant special protection for the gun industry by barring
city, county or individual lawsuits against gun manufac-
turers and dismiss pending cases

The League supported legislation to extend the Assault
Weapons Ban, which expired in September 2004. The
LWVUS also supported language to close the Gun Show
Loophole to require all dealers to run criminal back-
ground checks at gun shows.

In the 2000s, the League opposed congressional attempts
to repeal District of Columbia gun safety laws because
such action interfered with the right of self-government
for DC citizens.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Gun Control, as Adopted by
1990 Convention and amended by the 1994 and 1998
Conventions:

The League of Women Voters of the United States
believes that the proliferation of handguns and semi-
automatic assault weapons in the United States is a
major health and safety threat to its citizens. The
League supports strong federal measures to limit the
accessibility and regulate the ownership of these
weapons by private citizens. The League supports re-
gulating firearms for consumer safety.

The League supports licensing procedures for gun
ownership by private citizens to include a waiting pe-
riod for background check, personal identity verifica-
tion, gun safety education and annual license renew-
al. The license fee should be adequate to bear the cost
of education and verification.

The League supports a ban on “Saturday night spe-
cials,” enforcement of strict penalties for the impro-
per possession of and crimes committed with hand-
guns and assault weapons, and allocation of resources
to better regulate and monitor gun dealers.

Urban Policy

The League’s History

Recognizing that the League’s program already had many
urban implications, the 1976 Convention added Ci-
ties/Urban Cirisis to the national program as a “specific
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focus for information and action on urban problems.”
Members examined urban connections among existing
League positions in order to open up new action oppot-
tunities to address the desperate plight of many urban
areas.

The 1978 Convention reaffirmed the League’s interest in
the urban problem by adopting an “evaluation of urban
policy options, with emphasis on fiscal policy.” Leagues
drew on their preliminary explorations of urban problems
for a more structured study of the appropriate federal role
in the intergovernmental responsibility for cities. In June
1979, the national board announced a new position,
enabling the League to take a strong stand on targeting
federal assistance to distressed cities, especially through
urban economic development assistance programs to en-
courage private reinvestment in cities. It also supports
general and targeted direct financial assistance to cities.

During the consensus process, it was made clear that res-
toring economic health to the nation’s cities requires the
combined state, local and federal government efforts. State
Leagues have used the position to work for targeted state
aid to distressed areas, and local Leagues have pushed for
improved city management to make better use of dimi-
nishing resources.

The League’s first national action campaign under the
position involved the 1980 reauthorization of General
Revenue Sharing. Building upon the previous monitoring
and action to strengthen GRS (see Equal Access position),
the Urban Policy position reaffirmed support for strong
civil rights and citizen participation requirements and
auditing standards, and for a more equitable distribution
of funds. The League worked with a coalition toward
these ends, and was successful on all but the last issue.

Under the Urban Policy position, the League has sup-
ported expansion of Economic Development programs
and the reauthorization of Urban Development Action
Grants (UDAG). In efforts to bring more jobs to urban
areas, the League also has supported the location of federal
facilities in distressed cities.

Local and state Leagues implemented the position on the
home front, fighting to save downtown businesses from
extinction, commenting on local UDAG applications,
working for public/private cooperation in the revitaliza-
tion of city neighborhoods, undertaking citizen education
activities to spur interest in improving the quality of ur-

ban life.



In 1979, under a grant from the National Endowment for
the Humanities, the LWVEF and a number of local Lea-
gues worked to increase public awareness of urban prob-
lems and solutions. Another grant enabled the LWVEF to
sponsor an exchange between Leagues in the industrial
heartland and the Sunbelt.

The 1980 Convention changed Urban Cirisis to Urban
Policy. A new focus on urban transportation united the
League’s long-time concerns about access to jobs, air qual-
ity, land use and energy with newer concerns about urban
economic development and municipal finances. In Wash-
ington, the LWVUS opposed crippling cuts in mass tran-
sit operating assistance and unsuccessfully pushed for leg-
islation to increase federal aid for capital and operating
expenses.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Urban Policy, as Announced
by National Board, June 1979 and revised by the Na-
tional Board in 1989:

The League of Women Voters of the United States
believes that it is in the national interest to promote
the well being of America’s cities.

Sharply targeted federal assistance to distressed cities
should be central to this policy. The federal govern-
ment should give highest priority in urban policy to
measures that enhance the economic base of cities.
The League also favors supplementary federal aid for
cities in distressed fiscal condition and grants for par-
ticular program areas as strategies to counter the
problems of hardship cities.

The fiscal health of cities depends on the active coop-
eration of all levels of government. The federal gov-
ernment should provide incentives to encourage
states to take an active role in promoting the fiscal
viability of their cities.

The League is committed to an urban environment
beneficial to life and to resource management in the
public interest.

Further Guidelines

Economic Development Assistance

The cornerstone of a national urban policy is a com-
mitment to helping cities achieve economic strength.
Federal programs to encourage private reinvestment
in central cities should counter an eroding tax base
and provide jobs for the inner-city unemployed.
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Therefore, the League supports the following federal
strategies:

e Target community development programs to cities
most in need.

e Encourage businesses to locate or expand in dis-
tressed cities through such financial incentives as in-
vestment tax credits, loan guarantees, subsidies for
hiring the long-term unemployed and interest subsi-
dies.

¢ Expand middle-income housing while not diminish-
ing attention to low-income housing needs.

e Target federal purchasing and location of federal
facilities in distressed cities.

General Financial Assistance

The League supports a variety of federal strategies,
including direct general assistance, targeted to dis-
tressed cities. Such a program should include aid to
counter recession. In providing federal aid for particu-
lar program areas, grants offer city governments the
best opportunities to meet local needs.

¢ In order to increase the availability of funds to city
governments for capital expenditures, the federal
government should use mechanisms to lower the cost
of borrowing.

e Aid to cities should include technical assistance to
improve management capacity.

Death Penalty

The League’s History

At Convention 2006, delegates voted to adopt a position
supporting abolition of the death penalty. This decision
was made in concurrence with a position adopted by the
LWV of Illinois. Since that time, state Leagues have used
the position to support initiatives to abolish the death
penalty in their states.

The League’s Position

Statement of Position on Abolition of the Death Penal-
ty, as Adopted by the 2006 Convention:

The League of Women Voters of the United States
supports the abolition of the death penalty.



Principles

The League of Women Voters believes in representa-
tive government and in the individual liberties estab-
lished in the Constitution of the United States. The
League of Women Voters of the United States be-
lieves that all powers of the U.S. government should
be exercised within the constitutional framework of a
balance among the three branches of government:
legislative, executive, and judicial.

The League of Women Voters believes that democrat-
ic government depends upon informed and active
participation in government and requires that go-
vernmental bodies protect the citizen’s right to know
by giving adequate notice of proposed actions, hold-
ing open meetings and making public records accessi-
ble.

The League of Women Voters believes that every citi-
zen should be protected in the right to vote; that
every person should have access to free public educa-
tion that provides equal opportunity for all; and that
no person or group should suffer legal, economic or
administrative discrimination.

The League of Women Voters believes that efficient
and economical government requires competent per-
sonnel, the clear assignment of responsibility, ade-
quate financing, and coordination among the
different agencies and levels of government.

The League of Women Voters believes that responsi-
ble government should be responsive to the will of
the people; that government should maintain an
equitable and flexible system of taxation, promote
the conservation and development of natural re-
sources in the public interest, share in the solution of
economic and social problems that affect the general
welfare, promote a sound economy and adopt do-
mestic policies that facilitate the solution of interna-
tional problems.

The League of Women Voters believes that coopera-
tion with other nations is essential in the search for
solutions to world problems and that development of
international organization and international law is
imperative in the promotion of world peace.

Where Do the Principles
Come From?

The Principles are “concepts of government” to which
the League subscribes. They are a descendant of the
Platform, which served from 1942 to 1956 as the na-
tional repository for “principles supported and posi-
tions taken by the League as a whole in fields of
government to which it has given sustained attention.”
Since then, the Principles have served two functions,
according to the LWVUS Bylaws: 1) authorization for
adoption of national, state and local program (Article
XII), and 2) a basis for taking action at the national,
state and local levels (Article XII).

The appropriate board authorizes action to implement
the Principles once it determines that member under-
standing and agreement do exist and that action is ap-
propriate. As with other action, when there are
ramifications beyond a League’s own government juris-
diction, that League should consult other Leagues af-

fected.

The National Board suggests that any action on the
Principles be taken in conjunction with current League
positions to which they apply and on which member
agreement and understanding are known to exist. The
Principles are rather broad when standing alone, so it is
necessary to exercise caution when considering using
them as a basis for action. Furthermore, since 1974
most of the Principles have been an integral part of the
national program, most notably in the criteria for eva-
luating government that appear at the end of the sum-
mary of public policy positions (page 4).
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