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targeted precincts, the tactic was an overwhelming success.

To keep the momentum going, the state Fed faxed regular editions
of its Campaign Alert to 125 local unions across the state. The Alert
contained information on events, activities, and ideas to energize local
efforts. The updates kept the locals plugged into the campaign and
were widely circulated and posted. Many locals duplicated the mes-
sages and passed them out in workplaces upon receipt. The AFL-CIO
estimates that the locals distributed 480,000 fliers to labor council and
local union members.

A phone bank organized by the national AFL-CIO made over 150,000
phone calls to union members during the campaign and coordinated
specific follow-up mailings based on caller responses. The campaign
reached a fever pitch when Richard Trumka, the recently elected sec-
retary-treasurer of the national AFL-CIO, attended several rallies the
weekend before the election. In a report summarizing the various activ-
ities, AFL-CIO officials said that, “In this election we had more union
volunteers than in any campaign that we have ever worked. Most of the
credit must be given to Paul Patton, because he did not run from us.
He publicly stated he was our candidate. This helped us more than we
could ever say.”

THE VICTORY

The mobilization in Jefferson County and across the state by the
AFL-CIO paid off. After a surprisingly easy primary victory, Patton car-
ried Jefferson County by less than 25,000 votes in the November elec-
tion. The statewide margin of victory was less than 22,000 votes. In a
post-election interview the unsuccessful Republican candidate Forgy
said, “I think the unions beat me and I'm not too proud to say it. They
had every reason to fear me. . . They feared me; they came after me;
and there is no question that they cost me more than 20,000 votes. . .
I carried Kentucky and they carried Jefferson County.”

According to Vincent, the coalition represented the first time unions
had gotten together since 1957. McCarty attributes this to the effect
of campaign reform laws. He believes the law forced a “separation of
the labor movement from the state Democratic Party.” Rather than
contribute funds to the party, the labor movement spent its money
internally. McCarty notes that “the money did not go to road pavers,”
but was used instead to educate and mobilize the membership. The cam-
paign itself was not about brilliant strategizing but rather the result of
basic organizing skills and hard work. In Vincent’s words, in the begin-
ning of the campaign “we felt like a blind hog rooting for an acorn, but
in retrospect it was a good campaign.”
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LESSONS FROM THE CAMPAIGN

A few important lessons can be gained from the 1995 governor’s race.
First, while the changes in campaign finance law forced unions to take
a fresh look at how they participate in elections, the upset victory clearly
shows that the labor movement still possesses significant political power.
And, in Kentucky, this power may be more effectively used when mobi-
lized independent of the Democratic Party. Second, union members
can be more effective communicators than party operatives on the
bread-and-butter labor issues that were the primary focus of the cam-
paign. Finally, the results of the election may also send a message to
aspiring candidates: If you present a clear alternative to the anti-labor
attacks of conservatives and have the courage to stick to your position,
you can attract working class votes. ]

~ On the heels of the Democmhc victory in the !995 Kenfucky Govemor‘s race,
the Kentucky Republican Party filed a complaint with the state Registry of Elec-

tion Finance. The complaint alleges collusion between the Democra ~
the Patton campaign, various unions, and the A. Philip Randolph Insti

a Black voter education group based in Louisville, Kentucky. The Lexi
old-Leader reported that “outside groups with ties to the Democrats, including
unions and the A. Philip Randolph Institute. . . spent at least $300,000
election. Most of the spending was in Jefferson County,” which Patton

by a large margin. The GOP has made unsubstantiated claims that

enabled the Patton campa«gn to skirt the election reform spending lim

The 1995 campaign was the first conducted under the new regulation

imposed spending limits and lower maximum coni‘nbuisons-—changes’ which

the Republicans opposed. The effort of unions and other organizations o e
cate and turn out voters were paramount in the Patton victory. A primary tar

of the Republican charges are the activities of the A. Philip Randolph Ins

On election day, close to 600 mainly Black youths were paid by the state

cratic Party and APRI fo hand out leaflets and offer voters rides to the pol
predominately Black neighborhoods. APRI reports that it paid between 200 to
400 teenagers $20 fo $35 a day fo pass out fliers and encourage voter turnout

on and before election day. On election day it also provided 26 vans equipped

with loudspeakers to transport voters fo and from polling sites. APRl insisted that
it engaged in non-partisan efforts fo increase the vote in Black precincts. The
Lexington Herald-Leader reports that so far “the registry has turned up no smok-
ing gun—such as an incriminating letter or telephone record—io indicate that
Patton’s campaign colluded with anyone.” "




