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In today’s Wisconsin, even history is no longer safe from right-wing spin.  Hoping to peel off a small but potentially 
decisive slice of voters, Governor Scott Walker and his well-funded conservative backers have sought to rewrite history 
to discredit the concept of recall itself.  They even have the audacity to cite “Fighting Bob” La Follette, the father of the 
progressive movement in Wisconsin, as an authority against the recall of Scott Walker.  This is the “say anything” 
school of public relations taken to a shocking extreme. 
 
The Wisconsin Public Policy Research Institute (WPRI), the Bradley Foundation funded right-wing advocacy group, is 
seeking to give intellectual legitimacy to this counterfactual position, dedicating an entire edition of its monthly 
magazine to a history of the recall in Wisconsin, and placing an OPED in leading newspapers.  In the introduction to the 
magazine issue the organization’s president, George Lightbourn, explains that WPRI decided to send “our resident 
history buff,” Christian Schneider, to spend a few “days digging through the archives.” 
 
As a trained scholar myself who spent 5 years in a cubicle at the Wisconsin State Historical Society Library researching 
my own book on the Progressive Era, I am stunned that WPRI thinks that one can deeply understand the historical 
context of anything by spending a couple of days in the library.  In many ways, this is the difference between 
conservatives and progressives. Conservative “think tanks” grab anything they can use to promote their preconceived 
ideology, where progressives believe that the acquisition of knowledge can deepen our understanding of a complex 
world. 
 
Given the high stakes of getting the history right before voters participate in the historic recall of Governor Walker, I 
asked one of the leading historians of Progressive Era Wisconsin, Professor John Buenker, to analyze the WPRI’s 
supposed history of the recall.  Buenker is the author of a definitive history of the period, The History of Wisconsin: 
The Progressive Era, 1893-1914  and the 1911-1912 Wisconsin Blue Book feature article “Progressivism Triumphant: 
The 1911 Wisconsin Legislature.”  Professor Buenker spent 15 years researching his book on the Wisconsin 
Progressive Era, and therefore has a deep understanding of the historical context which produced the recall amendment. 
 
In his essay Professor Buenker explains that the recall was one of a series of reforms Wisconsin progressives proposed 
to break the stranglehold of corporate special interests on state government and to establish direct power for average 
people. 
 
Buenker debunks the WPRI history of the recall, concluding that it suffers from the historical fallacy of “presentism,” 
working backwards from one’s own biases and using historical documents to reconfirm a predetermined worldview.  
What emerges in the WPRI documents is a tortured Alice in Wonderland history where La Follette era progressives 
have a view of elections and government compatible with the conservative supporters of Scott Walker. 
 
One major distortion of the historical record in the WPRI history of the recall is what Buenker calls “a strange appeal to 
authority,” the claim the La Follette era progressives would have opposed the way the recall is being used in 2012.  The 
key to the argument is a complete misunderstanding (or misrepresentation) of what the La Follette progressive meant by 
“special interests” and “moneyed interests.”  It is true that progressives saw the recall as a way to reduce the grip of 
special interests and big money.  The WPRI argues, from its own worldview, that as organized labor is spending 
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significant resources on the recalls, the recall of Scott Walker is strengthening the special interests that the La Follette 
progressives were attempting to dethrone.   
 
This is absurd, and as Professor Buenker concludes “a historical.”   The term “special interests” in the political lexicon 
of the La Follette progressives meant large corporate interests and the robber barons of the era which had a stranglehold 
on state government, and certainly not organized labor.  The recall was specifically designed to provided a popular 
check on the domination of the early 20th Century predecessors of Walker’s wealthiest supporters, the Koch Brothers, 
the Texas billionaire behind the swift boat ads, the Beloit billionaire to who he revealed his “divide and conquer” 
strategy, ALEC, and the WMC. 
 
Another major distortion identified by Professor Buenker exemplifies just how atrociously bad the WPRI history really 
is.  The WPRI argues that modern communication technology, especially social media, has frustrated the original 
intentions of the recall, which was to be an unusual mechanism used only in exceptional circumstances, by making it as 
easy as “pressing a button.”  In the La Follette era, the WPRI contends, “few people would likely even know a recall 
effort was underway unless they heard about it from a neighbor.” 
 
As Professor Buenker points out in his essay, this interpretation betrays a shocking ignorance of (or willingness to 
distort) the progressive era and the way the La Follette era progressives wrested governing power from entrenched 
corporate interests.  As any serious student of the era knows, the early 20th Century saw the highest development of the 
advanced print age which featured hundreds of daily and weekly newspapers which kept the electorate arguably better 
informed than modern electronic communications.  In addition, the La Follette progressives were masters of new 
communications and organizing techniques, mobilizing average Wisconsinites on a scale that was not seen again until 
the Madison uprising of 2011.  While social media offers a new and important way to “by pass the power structure,” as 
Buenker puts it, this capacity was also at the heart of the progressive insurgency 100 years ago which did so much to 
shape modern Wisconsin and inspire a national movement that led to the major reforms of the century. 
 
As Professor Buenker’s essay makes clear, despite the WPRI’s attempt to distort and torture the historical record, the 
recall was created by its original framers for the kind of situation we face in 2012.  In fact, Walker’s support by large 
corporate interests and his open conspiracy with a handful of billionaires to undermine the rights and livelihoods of 
working people is exactly the kind of abuse that La Follette and his allies crusaded against so effectively.  There is little 
doubt that “Fighting Bob” La Follette himself, where he alive today, would have been an outspoken advocate for 
recalling Scott Walker. 
 
Because we are progressive reformers who challenged the status quo, Citizen Action of Wisconsin does not have the 
money and access to the power structure that the WPRI has to propagate their distortions of history. We need concerned 
citizens to get the word out.  Please circulate Professor Buenker’s essay as widely as you can.  Although social media is 
not as all-powerful as the WPRI claims, it is a great  21st Century tool to go around the moneyed interests and take 
control of our own democracy.  We need to make the most of it. 
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The history of recall in Wisconsin fairly closely parallels that in the United States as a whole. Its modern history 
originated in the 1890s as part of a widespread movement to make state governments more responsive to the wishes of 
the majority of citizens, instead of to wealthy and powerful “special interests.“  As such, it was closely related to a 
variety of measures, such as primary elections, the direct election of Senators, the registration of lobbyists, and the 
regulation of campaign contributions. More specifically, recall was typically linked together with initiative and 
referendum as part of a drive for “direct legislation.” It was designed to provide voters with a means to remove public 
officials from office that was more accessible than impeachment, but with procedures stringent enough, and the number 
of signatures high enough, to prevent it’s being used frequently or frivolously.     
 
Recall was first adopted in Oregon in 1908, followed by California in 1911, and Arizona, Colorado, Nevada, and 
Washington in 1912. By 1933, twelve states, including Wisconsin, had adopted recall. Alaska joined their ranks in 
1959, while Montana and Georgia followed suit during the 1970s.  The majority of states permit recall elections in local 
jurisdictions, but only eighteen states allow them for state officials, while Illinois prescribes them for governors only. In 
Alaska, Georgia, Kansas, Minnesota, Montana, Rhode Island, and Washington, specific grounds involving malfeasance 
or misconduct in office are required. The targeted official may dispute the validity of the grounds in court, and a judge 
must decide whether the allegations in the petition rise to the level where a recall is necessary. In the other eleven states 
that permit state-wide recall, grounds are not required and recall petitions may be circulated for any reason. Although 
most of the recalls to date have been filed against local officials, there have been two successful recalls against 
governors: North Dakota in 1921 and California in 2003, and one in Arizona in 1988, which was rendered moot when 
Evan Mecham was impeached. There have been two successful recalls of state assemblymen in California in 1995, and 
seven against state senators: two in Michigan in 1983, one in Arizona in 2011, and four in Wisconsin  
(George Petak in 1996, Gary George in 2003, and Randy Hopper and Dan Kapanke in 2011.)  Michigan even recalled a 
Congressman in 2011, and set some sort of record last year with more than thirty recall elections, mostly for local 
offices. There were at least 150 recall elections held in seventeen states during 2011, mostly for local officials, but 
eleven for state legislators. Of these, 75 officials were removed and nine resigned. Three new jurisdictions adopted 
recall in 2011. In Wisconsin, there was an unsuccessful attempt to recall State Senator Otto Mueller in 1932 and eight 
senators in 2011. There are six recall elections scheduled for Wisconsin in 2012, involving the governor, lieutenant-
governor, and four Republican state senators.                
 
In Wisconsin, recall was one of the myriad political and governmental reforms enacted by a loose coalition of 
progressive Republicans, like-minded Democrats, and Social Democrats during the first three decades of  These 
included primary elections, civil service, lobbyist regulation, campaign finance reform, simplification of the state 
constitutional amendment process, direct popular election of United States Senators, the abolition of free railroad passes 
to office holders, the curtailment of election fraud, and initiative and referendum. These were all designed to break the 
stranglehold that lumber, railroad, finance, and manufacturing interests held over the state’s politics and government 
during the late nineteenth century, by providing greater access to ordinary citizens. As Robert La Follette, Sr. himself 
famously proclaimed, “the answer to the problems of democracy is more democracy.” According to former Milwaukee 
journalist Rodney E. Elward, who returned to Madison after a decade’s absence in 1910, “the political sanitary 
measures adopted…during the past decade” had replaced men “of limited knowledge of public affairs, often 
astonishingly ignorant” and managed by political bosses and lobbyists“ by “bright, intellectually alive, and apparently 
independent men, largely graduates of the University.”     
 
Initiative, referendum, and recall first rose to prominence during the legislative session of 1907. By the time of the 
crucial 1910 elections, they were included on the platform of all three political parties, and on January 19, 1911, 
Democratic State Senator Paul O. Husting proposed the entire package as a constitutional amendment. All three 
measures were generally anathema to conservative legislators, but recall drew the greatest fire, at least in public. In an 
effort to enhance the chances of initiative and referendum, progressive Republican assemblymen Chauncey W. Yockey 
of Milwaukee and Lewis E. Gettle of Edgerton introduced separate measures providing for those two as constitutional 
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amendments. Despite strong opposition from conservatives in both parties, the measures passed both legislative houses 
and were certified on June 29. Meanwhile Husting’s proposed amendment for recall, which included judges, 
experienced heavy fire from those who feared that the Milwaukee Social Democrats might use recall as a device to 
remove anti-labor judges. After an exchange of mutual recriminations, the senate, on a 15-12 vote, accepted a substitute 
resolution submitted by its judiciary committee exempting judges. The amended resolution then passed 20-7, with five 
Stalwart Republicans and two Democrats voting nay. Husting voted against the substitute resolution but supported the 
final proposal. For good measure, the senate memorialized Congress, asking for national adoption of all three. On May 
16, the revamped recall amendment passed the assembly on a 64-1 vote. That same legislature also mandated separate 
ballots for national, state, and local elections and instituted a presidential preference primary.  
 
Proposed constitutional amendments had to pass two consecutive legislatures to be put on the ballot at the next general 
election, and it is remarkable that all three were again approved in 1913. The legislative session itself was pale shadow 
of its predecessor, mainly because of internecine strife between La Follette progressives and those loyal to Governor 
Francis E. McGovern.  Indeed, the endorsement of the ten constitutional amendments carried over from 1911, including 
initiative, referendum, and recall, (along with the ratification of the Seventeenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution) 
were among the few issues on which the two factions were able to agree. Thus divided, progressives were highly 
vulnerable to the resurgence of stalwart Republicans and conservative Democrats in 1914. Led by Stalwart 
gubernatorial candidate Emanuel Philipp of Milwaukee, they waged an onslaught against fourteen years of 
“undemocratic government by commission” that resulted in “exorbitant spending and oppressive taxation.” For good 
measure, they denounced the University as a nursery for bureaucrats, experts, and socialists, and vowed to abolish the 
“progressive bill factory” that was the Legislative Reference Library. The upshot was that Philipp won the Republican 
primary with only 35 percent of the vote, defeating several warring progressive candidates. He went on to win the first 
of three terms as governor (1915-1921), during which he justified neither the aspirations of reactionaries nor the fears of 
progressives. To quote historian Robert Nesbit, “the promised dismantling of the progressive ark turned into a minor 
shifting of the ballast.” At the same time, Husting defeated McGovern in the race for U.S. Senator by a mere 966 votes, 
effectively ending the career of La Follette’s most powerful rival for leadership of the progressive Republicans. In the 
general chaos, the voters resoundingly rejected all ten proposed constitutional amendment by a margin of more than 
sixty percent, while tens of thousands completely ignored the questions.  Recall was defeated by a vote of 140,344 to 
77,876.   
 
The next official mention of recall came in the State of the State messages to the legislature by Governor and future 
U.S. Senator John J. Blaine (1921-1927.) An erstwhile La Follette protégé, Blaine eventually replaced McGovern as the 
number one progressive rival to “Fighting Bob.” On February 14, 1923, a proposed constitutional amendment for recall 
was introduced by progressive Republican Senator Henry Huber. It passed the senate 17-12 on March 21 and the 
assembly 60-10 on April 9.  Two years later, on January 20, 1925, the same amendment was introduced by progressive 
Republican Senator Max Heck of Racine. It swiftly passed the upper house 22-8, and the lower house 70-22, on 
February 27.  Despite the apparent lack of contention in the legislature, the proposed amendment generated bitter 
controversy during the election campaign of 1926.  As had been the case during the 1911 and 1913 legislative sessions, 
most of the opposition came from those expressing concern over the possible recall of judges who were under attack by 
organized labor and the Social Democrats.  The amendment was ratified by a razor thin margin of 205,868 to 201,125, 
less than one percent. 
   
Adopted as Section 12 of Article XIII of the state constitution, (as revised March 2, 2000),  the recall amendment 
provides that “the qualified electors of the state, judicial, or legislative district or of a county may petition for the recall 
of any incumbent elective officer after the first year of the term for which the incumbent was elected, by filing a petition 
with the filing officer with whom the nominating petition to the office in the primary is filed, demanding the recall of the 
incumbent. The recall petition shall be signed by electors equaling at least twenty-five percent of the vote cast for 
governor at the last preceding election, in the state, county, or district which the incumbent represents. The filing officer 
with whom the recall petition is filed shall call a recall election for the Tuesday of the sixth week after the date of filing 
the petition…The incumbent shall continue to perform the duties of the office until the recall election results are 
officially declared. If the incumbent declines within 10 days after the filing of the petition, the incumbent shall be 
deemed to have filed for the recall election. Other candidates may file for the office in the manner provided by law for 
special elections….The person who receives the highest number of votes in the recall election shall be elected for the 
remainder of the term. After one such petition and recall election, no further recall petition shall be filed against the 
same officer during the term for which he was elected. This section shall be self-executing and mandatory. Laws may be 
enacted to facilitate its operation but no law shall be enacted to hamper, restrict or impair the right of recall.”                 
 
The first use of the new amendment came in 1932, when Republican Senator Otto Mueller of Wausau faced recall, 
because he was one of four Republican senators who voted against a tax bill proposed by Governor Philip La Follette, 
the second son of “Fighting Bob.”  According to the Dictionary of Wisconsin History, “his constituents valued him 
more than his party, however, and he survived easily.” In 1977, five La Crosse school board members and judges from 
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Dane and Juneau counties were recalled. In 1982, two town of Washington (Eau Claire County) officials were recalled, 
as were a town of Onalaska (La Crosse County) supervisor in 1985, the entire board of the town of Lawrence (Rusk 
County) in 1988, and the mayor of Hudson (St. Croix County) in 1989. In 1990, and again in 2011, Democratic 
Assemblyman Jim Holperin of Conover (Oneida and Vilas counties) survived recall attempts. As already noted, there 
have been four state senators successfully recalled: Republican George Petak of Racine (1996), Democrat Gary George 
of Milwaukee (2003), and Republicans Randy Hopper (Winnebago) and Dan Kapanke (La Crosse) in 2011. Six state 
senators: Republicans Robert Cowles, (Green Bay), Alberta Darling (River Hills), Sheila Harsdorf (River Falls) and 
Luther Olson (Ripon), and Democrats Dave Hansen (Green Bay) and Robert Wirch (Kenosha) survived recall attempts 
in 2011. Four Republican senators: Scott Fitzgerald (Juneau), Pam Galloway (Wausau), Terry Moulton (Chippewa 
Falls), and Van Wanggaard (Racine) are facing recall elections in June, 2012.              
 
In a transparent effort to discredit the whole idea of recall, the Wisconsin Policy Research Institute has cobbled together 
a “Report” grandiosely titled 
“The History of the Recall in Wisconsin.” According to its website, the WPRI is a “nonprofit think tank that studies 
free-market growth and public policy in Wisconsin,“ and advances the idea that competitive free markets, limited 
government, private initiative, and personal responsibility are essential to our democratic way of life.” In reality, it is a 
tax-sheltered ultra-conservative Republican propaganda mill, financed by such tax-sheltered anti-progressive 
organizations as the Northwestern Mutual Foundation, the Wausau Paper Foundation, the Lynde and Harry Bradley 
Foundation, the Charlotte and Walter Kohler Charitable Trust, the Lubar Family Foundation, and the Roe Foundation, 
dedicated to abolishing or weakening virtually every institution and program that four generations of Wisconsin 
progressives of all political parties have succeeded in establishing over more than a century of struggle against what 
Robert La Follette, Sr. correctly identified as “special interests.” Among other things, the WPRI is opposed to taking 
action against global warming, the taxation of those who have benefited the most from the combined economic efforts 
of all of the state’s citizens, government regulation of “private” corporations in the public interest, health care reform, 
and collective bargaining in both the public and private sectors.  
 
Its chairman is the former senior vice president of Wisconsin Energy Corp., longtime associate of former Republican 
Governor Tommy Thompson, and chairman of “Bush for President-Wisconsin” in both 2000 and 2004. Its board of 
directors include the president of Bank Mutual, the former president and CEO of the Wausau Paper Corp., the president 
of Lubar and Co., a private investment firm, the manager of “a diverse range of funds and fund managers,” the president 
of the Metropolitan Milwaukee Association of Commerce, the chairman, president and CEO of Church Mutual 
Insurance Company, the president and CEO of Northwestern Mutual, and the managing partner of the Hammes 
Company, “ a private investment and real estate development firm.” Its “notable commentators” include the current 
president of WPRI and former secretary of administration under two Republican governors and “talk radio” host 
Charles J. Sykes, a Rush Limbaugh wannabe. Included among its “fellows” are a former assistant to Arizona governor 
Jane Dee Hull Schneider, the author of this report.         
 
The problems with the “report” begin with the “President’s Notes,” in which George Lightbourn attributes its origins to 
the decision to appoint our “resident history buff” to “provide some historical context to this unusual electoral device.” 
Miraculously, “his days of digging in the archives paid off.” In the view of the president of WPRI, “He has compiled a 
fascinating rounded picture of the origin of the recall. He contemporizes his account by including not only the technical 
details of the constitutional amendment that yielded the recall, but the political rhetoric of the day as well as the rather 
colorful news accounts of the recall amendment.”  As a professional historian of more than fifty years experience, and 
who spent fifteen years researching and writing The History of Wisconsin: The Progressive Era, 1893-1914, I seriously 
doubt that even a “super history buff” can provide much “historical context” based upon a few days “digging in the 
archives.” Which archives did he work in and what materials did he consult during that period of intensive research? 
Interestingly enough, the first source cited in his “endnotes” is this reviewer’s article in the 2011-2012 Wisconsin Blue 
Book: “Progressivism Triumphant: The 1911 Wisconsin Legislature” pp. 101-169, and he doesn’t show much evidence 
of reading it from start to finish.. Most of his other sources are newspapers, especially the Milwaukee Sentinel and the 
Wisconsin State Journal, which are widely recognized as always having been staunchly opposed to the La Follettes and 
all things progressive or Social Democrat. When you are reading obviously partisan material, both honesty and common 
sense dictate that you also read something from the other side. Nor does the author manifest any knowledge of the vast 
cornucopia of books and scholarly articles on the history of Wisconsin politics since 1900.  It is difficult to avoid the 
suspicion that the report commits one of the cardinal sins” of historical research: PRESENTISM---the error of working 
backwards from your conclusion, searching the historical record for evidence to justify it, and ignoring any evidence to 
the contrary.   
 
I am not sure why the president of WPRI insists upon calling recall an “unusual political device,” when, as previously 
noted, eighteen states permit its use for statewide offices. The president does graciously acknowledge that “the framers 
of the constitutional amendment did not take the matter lightly.”  Does any rational person take amending the 
constitution lightly?  The president also grants that those who “pushed the idea” saw recall as a way to address 
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corruption in politics and government, but argues that “in selling the idea to the public” they promised that recall 
“would not become a regular feature.” Maybe, he concludes, “we should pay attention to their thinking, as Schneider 
clearly indicates.” The difficulty is that WPRI does not “pay attention to their thinking” and the author does not “clearly 
articulate” it. The whole thrust of the report is that WPRI does not regard recall as “a way to address corruption in state 
and local politics,” not in 1914, not in 1926, and certainly not in the present day. In emphasizing that its proponents 
“noted how the recall would not become a regular electoral feature,” they inadvertently express their purpose to make 
sure that it never will. Actually, the historical record demonstrates that, intentionally or not, recall has not been a regular 
electoral feature of Wisconsin politics. The WPRI might make better use of its time and resources trying to learn why so 
many Wisconsinites today believe that the current recalls are justified.                          
 
Mr. Schneider’s introduction is a microcosm of the entire report, and lays out all of its major arguments. Mr. 
Schneider’s introduction is a microcosm of the entire report and lays out all of its major arguments. He sets the tone up 
front by stigmatizing the recall movement as a plot by “unions and their supporters…to exact their revenge” on Walker 
et. al. for the elimination of collective bargaining for public employees. He asserts that “history shows that that the 
current effort to recall Gov. Walker is not at all in line with what the Progressives intended when they championed the 
recall amendment 85 years ago.” He acknowledges that the recall movement “began in the early 1900s as part of a slate 
of Progressive “good government” reforms meant to decrease the impact of special interests on the political process. 
“But,” he alleges, “ as the recent recall elections have demonstrated, the effect of the recall amendment has  been 
the exact opposite. Additionally, the recall provision’s original supporters never intended it to be used as it has 
been in the past two years.”  In other words, the early progressives probably acted out of motives that were idealistic 
and sincere, albeit naïve and quixotic, while the motives of the present day backers of recall are self-interested and 
vengeful.  Ironically, that means that he has to credit the earlier progressives at least with noble intentions (something 
the Stalwarts and their minions certainly never conceded) in order to discredit modern day progressives. Since the 
original progressives have all gone to wherever it is that dead liberals go, it is safe to ennoble them in retrospect. Of 
course, history really shows that Wisconsin progressivism is an ideological continuum that has persisted over more than 
a century, and that links together several generations of reformers in a common cause. A careful reading of that same 
history clearly shows that WPRI and its modern day allies are the lineal descendants of the original Stalwarts who 
fought tooth and nail against all things progressive in the days of “Fighting Bob.”  
 
While most of the quotations, election statistics, and newspaper editorials are accurate, as far as they go, they have 
obviously been chosen to discredit recall. They are largely taken out of context and heavily loaded in favor of the 
opposition. The quotations from the advocates of recall constitute a strange “appeal to authority” by someone whose 
interpretation of the original “progressives” is every bit as negative as their views of those advocating recall today. 
Wisconsin conservatives have been trying to wrap blatantly unprogressive actions in the mantle of the state’s 
progressive reputation for almost a century. One of their biggest achievements is the distortion of “special interests” to 
mean those who are fighting against the very special interests (i.e. corporations, lobbyists, and their political henchmen) 
that progressives have been crusading against for more than a century.  The real special interests were already doing that 
in 1912; their success at constructing that smokescreen was one of the major reasons for the debacle of 1914, including 
the rejection or recall. The author demonstrates no intellectual grasp of what the original progressives were really all 
about, nor of Wisconsin’s complex political history. In short, his effort to prove that the early progressives had a far 
different conception of recall, and that they would be staunchly opposed to its current usage is a total failure. It is, in the 
most basic sense of the term, AHISTORICAL.   
 
The same is true for the causes that Mr. Schneider advances to justify his a-historical claim. His two main causes for the 
current popularity of recall are the role of technology (“social media“), and the influx of money into the state on behalf 
of the recall campaign. In both cases, of course, he heaps the blame almost entirely on those favoring recall and rarely, 
if ever, acknowledges that the opponents of recall are also availing themselves of these same two weapons. So far as the 
technology argument goes, emails, texting, cell phones, and blogging are merely the latest in a long line of devices 
employed to provide ordinary citizens and disadvantaged groups with accessible means to bypass the control over 
politics exercised by the real special interests. It was their utilization of the technology available at the time that 
enabled La Follette and the progressives to overcome or bypass the existing power structure. They used newspapers, 
pamphlets, petitions, telephone networks, and automobile caravans to reach voters previously ignored by power brokers 
and lobbyists. As technology changed, reformers and their opponents alike utilized airplanes, radios, television, 
computers, and cell phones. Progressives have always used technology to bypass the stranglehold imposed by the 
existing system of caucuses, conventions, patronage, cronyism, and old boy networks, replacing them with primaries, 
open elections, and direct legislation.  La Follette was the master of a “new politics” that mobilized tens of thousands of 
previously ignored voters, and kept them informed about the previously secretive machinations of political bosses and 
lobbyists. That same use of technology also kept them in continuous contact with progressives in other states and in 
Washington. 
 
So far as the powerful influence of money is concerned, it hardly needs to be mentioned that our entire political system 
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is saturated with, and grotesquely corrupted by, wealth, especially since the Supreme Court’s decision in Citizens 
United. Most political reporting today is about which candidate is raising how much. So are most of the articles about 
professional athletics and entertainment. Money itself may be politically neutral, except for the fact that corporations 
and right wing organizations have a lot more of it. It always amazes me when supposedly rational and objective 
commentators keep equating labor unions and corporations as the coequal sources of money in politics. It is kind of like 
the Packers playing a high school team. One of the most astute articles ever written by a historian was Richard L. 
McCormick’s “The Discovery That Business Corrupts Politics, (American Historical Review, 86 (1981): 247-274). 
Who else has the resources? That epiphany was one of the signal accomplishments and motivators of the Progressive 
Era. Sadly, the majority of Americans today either fail to grasp the all pervasive power of money in politics, or else 
think that they benefit from it in someway. At the very least, eliminating recall would do absolutely nothing to reduce 
the pervasive power of money in politics and government. You might just as well eliminate elections, which may be 
what some people have in mind. But why eliminate them when you can manipulate them?  
          
To buttress his argument, Mr. Schneider asserts that “the amendment’s supporters never could have envisaged that most 
state officials’ office terms would be extended to four years.”  He argues that, since every state official save senators 
had a two year term, it wouldn’t have made sense to hold a recall election against a governor in May when he would 
have to stand for reelection the following November. Apparently, a lot of people at the time thought that it did make 
sense. A corrupt or incompetent governor or senator could do a lot of damage in five months, and being forced to run in 
a recall election, instead of a regular one” would likely put the official in a much more vulnerable position. In a recall 
election, his opponents could most likely define the salient issues. Although he contends that going to a four year 
election cycle made every state official more vulnerable to recall, he also acknowledges that “in 1967 there was no 
public recognition or discussion that those officers could now be recalled, the process had never been used, and there is 
no evidence that it was included in the debate.” He reinforces that conclusion by stating that this alleged increase in 
vulnerability was adopted “without anyone realizing it.” Except for the unsuccessful attempt to recall Otto Mueller in 
1932, there was no rush to take advantage of the alleged increase in vulnerability until the Petak recall in 1996, nearly 
three decades later. Anyway, Mueller and Petak were both senators, whose four year terms were enshrined in the 
Wisconsin constitution. Mr. Schneider also avers that “the primary reason given at the time for extending terms to four 
years was that it would lessen the role of money in the process, since state officials would have to campaign half as 
much.”  Perhaps, although that seems largely irrelevant to the discussion of recall, and does absolutely nothing to 
strengthen his case.  
 
On p.2, Mr. Schneider correctly acknowledges that the original progressives supported recall because they believed 
officials “would be more responsive to the to public than to special interests if their constituents could pull them out of 
office for corruption,” and that it “would aid in keeping the influence of money out of politics.” But he immediately 
dismisses the validity and significance of that logic by insisting that “the current rounds of recalls have demonstrated 
this to be the exact opposite of what eventually happened. Moneyed interests are now able, through spending and 
technology to force a recall election of any elected official for virtually any reason they deem acceptable.” [emphasis 
mine] He acknowledges that the current spate of recall elections “have generated significant political spending by both 
sides,” but it is clear from the general thrust of the report that he is really concerned only about spending by pro-recall 
groups, both in-state and out, and that they are the only “special interests” involved. The money spent by Walker et. al. 
apparently has no known origins, or else comes mostly from the contributions of civic-minded Wisconsinites with no 
ulterior motive. With unconscious irony, he acknowledges that “it could be argued that elected officials have become 
less answerable to their constituents; they are increasingly dependent on groups that can use Facebook, Twitter, and 
Excel data bases to threaten and cajole them into supporting their ideological agendas.“  Once again, it seems that only 
pro-recall groups avail themselves of electronic means of communication. Surely, they can’t be the only ones who know 
how. In reality, money and technology have no ideology. It all depends on who is using them, for what purpose, and 
who has the greater access to them. It is undoubtedly true that those who have full-time, highly-paid professional 
lobbyists in Madison and Washington, and who have unlimited financial resources to spend on television and radio 
advertising, have less need to resort to social media, but they are clearly free to use them as they deem necessary.  It is 
also certainly true that “the original proponents of the recall amendment could not have possibly anticipated a day in 
which electronic communications would make recalls so easy to conduct. “ Of course, neither could their opponents. 
The proliferation of social media has occurred for reasons totally unrelated to the contest over recall in Wisconsin, but it 
has definitely made it significantly easier for ordinary people to bypass the existing power structure.  
 
Elaborating on the “social media as subversive” theme, Mr. Schneider argues that its usage renders obsolete the original 
supporters’ contention that recall “would be a rarely used tool,” conveniently ignoring the fact that this  has clearly been 
exactly that until 2011. Specifically, he insists that this obviates “one of their primary arguments …that collecting 
enough signatures equal to 25% of the electorate was a high enough threshold to guarantee that it would only be used in 
the most extreme cases. Again, he ignores the obvious fact that the high threshold has guaranteed precisely that over the 
past 80 years. Moreover, he unwittingly concedes that this is one of those rare “most extreme cases,” at least in the 
judgment of the 900,000 plus voters who initiated the recall process. He further contends that “collecting enough 
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signatures to force a recall was a nearly insurmountable chore in 1911, few people would likely even know that a recall 
effort was underway unless they heard it from a neighbor.” Such an argument betrays the author’s total ignorance of the 
context in which the people of 1911-1926 operated. First of all, it totally ignores the impact that the various types of 
print media, especially newspapers, had on Wisconsinites at the time. A glance at the Blue Books of that era reveals that 
the state boasted hundreds of newspapers that were generally highly partisan, and that had an enormous impact on every 
literate person, no matter where they lived. In fact, it might be argued that the people of that era were better informed 
than we are today, precisely because they were not distracted by the electronic media, and did not rely on television 
advertising and “talk radio” to form their political opinions. Secondly, even a rudimentary knowledge of the politics of 
Wisconsin in the Progressive Era demonstrates the kind of grass roots political organizations that every party and 
faction employed to the utmost.  (I would suggest that Mr. Schneider read David Nord’s (Ph.D in history from the UW 
Madison) Newspapers and the New Politics, any number of books on the logistics employed by La Follette and his 
cohorts, or studies on the block by block organization of Milwaukee’s Social Democrats and their famous “bundle 
brigades.”) Although many commentators attribute “Battle Bob’s” extraordinary vote getting ability primarily to his 
fiery oratory and  charismatic personality, it is at least equally important that he was a genius at political organization 
and communication. He and his chief lieutenants kept an old-fashioned card file on every potential voter in the state, 
complete with mailing address, telephone number, political leanings, and most salient issues. He had an extensive 
network of organizers, many of them U.W. alumni, throughout the state, who could be mobilized in a matter of weeks, 
if not days. Post offices, even in the most remote rural areas, delivered the mail twice a day, every day except Sunday.  
Blissfully unaware of all that, Mr. Schneider apparently regards Wisconsinites of the time as being completely cut off 
from the outside world.  
 
Equally appalling is his attempt to argue that what has gone on in the state over the past two years is not an “extreme 
case,” and that the early progressives would not have regarded it as such. Wisconsin, as previously noted, is one of 
eleven states having state-wide recall in which grounds are not required and petitions can be circulated for any reason. 
Mr. Schneider even contends that the absence of “grounds” in the current recall petitions proves that this not an 
“extreme case.” Evidently, the majority of voters in the senatorial districts represented by George Petak and Gary 
George, respectively, thought that their offenses were serious enough to warrant recall and removal, even though there 
were no “grounds” specified in the petitions. Anybody old enough to vote, watch television, listen to the radio, or read a 
newspaper knew what the “grounds” were. Any eligible voter who doesn’t know what the “grounds” are in the current 
situation, whether they agree with them or not, must have just awakened from a coma that began in January of 2011. In 
fact, it was Walker and his supporters who deliberately withheld what quickly became the “grounds” from voters during 
the 2010 elections. The continuing uproar ever since has guaranteed that everyone over 18 and conscious understands 
what the “grounds” are.                                                          
 
For his part, Mr. Schneider unequivocally asserts that the “grounds” are the erosion of collective bargaining rights for 
public employees, conveniently ignoring the fact that Walker’s surreptitious camouflaging of his intentions during the 
2010 election campaign is of at least equal importance. With unconscious irony, he accuses the sponsors of the 2011 
recall movement of masking their real intentions, charging that “at no point during the recall elections did the candidates 
or their supporters run television or radio ads mentioning the collective bargaining issue. Presumably, if Republican 
senators had done something so objectionable as to warrant recall, one would think it would be worth mentioning in the 
course of the campaign.” In 2011, he continues, “the ’extreme’ case standard” was only applied to six Republican state 
senators who supported Gov. Walker’s collective bargaining plan. Even more telling were the three recall elections held 
against Senate Democrats, organized largely as retribution for their efforts to recall Republicans.” This contradicts his 
claim that “at no point during the recall elections did candidates or their supporters run television or radio ads 
mentioning the collective bargaining issue.” This apparent contradiction also unwittingly acknowledges that many 
voters were expressing their anger at the entirety of Walker’s actions, including, among other things, highly damaging 
cuts to education and social services, subsidies to business (“Wisconsin is open for business”), tax policies that benefit 
the state’s more affluent citizens at the expense of everyone else, voting requirements that effectively disfranchise tens 
of thousands of voters, cronyism in appointments, the surreptitious links to the Koch brothers, ALEC, and other right 
wing organizations, and a list of other grievances too numerous to list here. Above all, there is increasingly widespread 
belief that Walker and the others totally misrepresented their intentions during the 2010 election campaign, and that 
they continue to do so today.                
 
Mr. Schneider’s take on all of this is to blame Walker’s opponents for using the collective bargaining issue merely as an 
opening wedge from which to wage partisan, ideological, and class-based  warfare on Republicans and conservatives. In 
his formulation, “the issue that ostensibly led people to support the recall (collective bargaining) melted in to the 
background. The recall elections became just another campaign --effectively an election do-over.”  “It is easy to see 
how the political world (which obviously includes only Democrats, liberals, progressive, and radicals of various stripes) 
could use the recall as a device to ensure perpetual elections.” Some dare call it democracy.  This process, he warns, 
has already begun, “with conservative groups threatening the recall of two state senators over their votes on a bill to 
create a new iron mine in Northern Wisconsin. Recalls are no longer tools to root out corruption or the influence of 
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money, but to remove state officials over differences in policy.” The remaining dozen or so pages are mostly variations 
and elaborations upon the themes laid out in the introduction, which he attempts to document by cherry-picking 
quotations and excerpts from newspapers, wrenching them out of context, and spinning them to suit his purposes.           
 
The initial section (pp.4-6), entitled “The First Attempt:1911,” is largely a rehash of my own Blue Book article, but 
designed to minimize and stigmatize the achievements of the 1911 legislature, and to exaggerate the disagreements 
among the sponsors of recall. He begins by asserting that “the Progressive Republicans were being pushed further to the 
left by pro-government interest groups [emphasis mine], headed by the Wisconsin State Federation of Labor, which was 
“the socio-economic arm of the Socialist Party.” That is true as far as it goes, but the terms left, pro-government interest 
groups, and Socialist Party, to say nothing of the WSFL, are obviously meant to function as “catnip” for large numbers 
of conservatives, moderates, and independents. So is the statement that “other groups of state government employees 
lobbied heavily for more government intervention” because they “had been appointed by Progressive Republican 
governors and therefore shared the governors’ more expansive view of government.” He adds that “even more radical 
departures in government intervention emanated from the University, including President Charles R. Van Hise…”.  He 
thus tries to turn what several generations of scholars, political leaders, and ordinary citizens have celebrated as “The 
Wisconsin Idea” into a conspiracy generated by “the personal popularity of La Follette, coupled with the help of these 
entrenched groups…” This tortured interpretation is obviously designed to resonate with the hundreds of thousands of 
Wisconsinites who are pre-disposed to believe it, because they imagine that the same kind of “conspiracy” is being 
perpetrated by Democrats, progressives, liberals, intellectuals, and labor unions in the present day.    
 
In pursuit of that distortion of history, Mr. Schneider grossly denigrates the qualifications of the members of 1911 
legislature by stressing that 75 of the 133 of them “were in their first term, having been elected in the 1910 Progressive 
wave.”  He neglects to mention that, as already noted, highly respected journalist Rodney A. Elward found the 1911 
legislature to consist largely of “bright, intellectually active, and apparently independent men, largely graduates of the 
University.“  In fact, 43 percent had at least some college education, in an age when a high school diploma was just 
becoming the norm. Fifty-three had attended four year colleges, normal schools, or business schools. Twenty-eight were 
graduates of law schools, three of medical schools, two of dental schools, and one of the Chicago School of Pharmacy. 
Of the 86 Republicans, 30 were attorneys, 20 were businessmen, and 18 were farmers. Most of the Social Democrats 
were either skilled craftsmen or professionals of some sort. Famed U.W. economist John R. Commons, who had worked 
with them on the Milwaukee Efficiency and Economy Commission, proclaimed that “not even in England had I met 
such a capable and rational body of men in charge of city government. I soon discovered that their goal was Efficiency 
coupled with Service to the poor and working classes of the city.” Several assemblymen had especially distinguished 
backgrounds, some of them in other countries. The vast majority of lawmakers had or still held one or more local 
political offices, while several more had held state or national offices. (I know that Mr. Schneider knows this because he 
claim to have read has my Blue Book article, which provides a much more in-depth analysis.) He also acknowledges 
that the 1911 legislature was “one of the busiest in state history,” but says virtually nothing about it remarkable 
productivity. In the judgment of Jack Stark, a longtime leading light of the Legislative Reference Bureau, legislative 
historian, and incisive interpreter of the Wisconsin Idea: “It is, by a considerable margin the most impressive legislature 
in Wisconsin history, and I would be surprised if a legislature in any other state can match its achievements.” Writing 
from the perspective of nearly six decades and 30 subsequent legislatures, historian Roger Wyman concurs that “the 
immense achievements of the 1911 legislature” were a landmark of the Progressive Era in the entire United States.”  
 
The author also demonstrates almost no understanding of the complex relationship between La Follette and McGovern 
and of its disastrous impact on Wisconsin progressivism. He displays virtually no knowledge of the role that the crucial 
1912 election, on both the state and national level, played in the disintegration of the first progressive movement. The 
same must be said about his lack of insight into the twin debacles of the 1913 legislature and the 1914 election. He 
makes a great deal of McGovern’s reservations about recall, but acknowledges that he still supported it. Nor does he 
mention that McGovern, a product of Milwaukee politics, had to walk a tight rope between the Stalwarts and the Social 
Democrats, and had to deal with the fact that probably the majority of non-Socialist Milwaukeeans feared that the 
Milwaukee Federated Trades Union and the Socialists might use recall to punish anti-labor judges. He is right on target, 
however, in acknowledging that much of the opposition to recall in 1913 and 1914 had to do precisely with that fear on 
the part of middle and upper class Wisconsinites.  The same is certainly even more true during the conflict over recall 
during the 1920s. I don’t know where he gets the idea that “both of Wisconsin’s U.S. Senators fled Progressivism in 
favor of the Stalwarts,” when one of those Senators was La Follette himself.   
 
The second section (pp. 7-8), “1923: The Progressives Return” suffers from the fact that they never really left. 
Progressive Republicans continued to be the majority in the legislature and hold several state offices even during 
Philipp’s six years as governor, and during much of the 1920s. While Mr. Schneider is basically correct that “La 
Follette’s anti-World War I stance earned him virulent opposition from large swaths of the Wisconsin public,” he 
neglects to mention that an almost equally “large swath” agreed with La Follettte. He was one of only six U.S. Senators 
to vote against Wilson’s declaration of war, while 9 of Wisconsin’s 11 Representatives followed suit. He was reelected 
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in 1922, with 80 percent of the vote and, under the banner of his newly created Progressive Party, carried Wisconsin in 
his 1924 quest for the presidency. Suffice it to say, the war and the conservative backlash did severe damage to the first 
progressive coalition , but the one rebuilt in the early 1920 was at least as powerful.    
 
I am not sure why Schneider claims that Huber’s proposed constitutional amendment for recall “was significantly 
different from the version voters defeated in 1914,” or why he makes such a distinction between “electors” and 
“qualified electors.”  He also makes a great deal of the fact that Huber’s proposal “limited the recall, in practice, to 
officials who had terms longer than two years: that at the time meant only state senators and judges,” but he admits that 
term length was not a big issue in 1926 or when it was extended to four years in 1967. As already noted in several 
places, the major conflict in both 1911-1914 and 1926 was over the recall of judges. On p.9, he quotes former state 
supreme court justice Burr Jones, a staunch critic of all things progressive, that “it must be apparent that the amendment 
is aimed at those officers who hold for longer terms (i.e. four years). These are our judicial officers--our judges. The 
amendment would in practice affect few others.” With characteristic hyperbole, Jones styles recall “the sword of 
Damocles over the head of the judiciary.” Mr. Schneider also unequivocally  acknowledges that “due to its effect on the 
judiciary, the recall amendment was also opposed by the state’s major lawyer organizations.”        
 
Nor was Jones alone in his reliance upon superheated rhetoric. Mr. Schneider quotes another prominent attorney as 
saying that recall would make Wisconsin “the laughing stock of the country,” and the Milwaukee Sentinel as calling it 
“sinister” and “insidious,” claiming that recall would affect the state’s welfare more “than any other that has ever 
confronted the voters in many years, if ever,” and stigmatizing it “one of the most pernicious and destructive 
amendments ever brought before the voters of the state.” My personal favorite is J.J. Nash’s complaint that a recall 
proceeding is “slow, conducted with passion, expensive, and sets neighbor against neighbor…” That sounds like a 
pretty good description of elections in general. I am not sure what he means by referring to Archbishop Messmer as a 
“higher power” in opposition to recall. He quotes him as saying that “the great masses of the people are not in a position 
to decide whether a decision is right or wrong.” Messmer, of course, was an ultra-conservative, an ardent foe of the 
Social Democrats and organized labor in general. The only supporters of recall that he mentions are the La Follettes and 
the WSFL. He also not too subtly notes that a lot more Milwaukeeans were more interested in the legalization of beer 
than in the politics of recall.  He makes a few generalizations about the distribution of the ratification vote, but is mostly 
concerned to emphasize the razor thin margin in favor of recall, the fact that it “was aided by Socialists,” and that Dane 
County voters rejected the amendment while their Milwaukee counterparts overwhelmingly endorsed it.  
 
On p. 12, “The Recall Amendment in Practice,” the author briefly discusses the attempted recall of Senator Otto 
Mueller in 1932 and the unsuccessful “Joe Must Go” attempt in 1954. He casts the Mueller case as part of an attempted 
coup of four Republican senators for their opposition to a tax bill proposed by Phil La Follette. He can’t resist the 
temptation to say not only that the attempt to recall McCarthy failed, but that the leaders of the movement “were 
charged with 21 counts of violating state law by making $8,000 in illegal payments to state and local elected officials.” I 
assume that the intent of both is to show how progressives in the past have used recall as a political weapon against their 
opponents.  Page 13 deals with “1967: Changing Term Length.” It just reiterates the fact that recall did not enter into the 
debate, on one side or the other. He does append a political cartoon from the Sentinel “warning of the union trouble that 
would one day come.”  He also includes very brief discussions of the Petak and Gary George recalls and the 
unsuccessful attempts of a “pro-life group” to recall Senators Russ Feingold and Herb Kohl. The latter again seems 
designed to show supporters of recall that it can be turned against them      
 
The final page of the report (p.14), “The Recall Today,” is basically a summary of all of the specious arguments against 
the current use of recall: 
 
1.  That it is really a plot or conspiracy by organized labor to wreak revenge   
      against the Walker administration for its revision of the state’s    
      collective bargaining law. 
 
2. That all of the other charges levied against the Walker administration are  
    “red herrings” designed to distract voters from that conspiracy and to  
      win the support of those Wisconsinites who are either indifferent to or  
       hostile towards organized labor. 
 
3. That today’s use of recall is totally different from that envisioned by its   
     original progressive proponents and that they would be vehemently  
     opposed to its current usage.  
  
4.   That most of the money backing recall is being contributed by “special  
       interests” outside of Wisconsin, while that in opposition comes from  
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      Wisconsinites who want to “Stand With Walker,” as the ads say.  
      (A recent article in the Racine Journal Times reports that Wisconsin  
      Manufactures and Commerce, opponents of all things progressive since  
      “Fighting Bob’s” time,” and “Wisconsin’s leading business interest  
      lobbying group,” has already allocated two million dollars to a  
      television ad buy supporting Gov. Scott Walker,” and that Walker’s next  
      report “is expected to show huge numbers, given that he has been  
      Traveling all over the country raising money.”  According to an analysis 
       by Scott Bauer of the Associated Press on May 10, “Walker tapped his  
       national prominence to raise $25 million so far, most of it from out of  
       state, shattering fundraising records he set during the 2010 race.” As of  
      April 23, “Walker had $4.9 million in the bank…compared with  
      Barrett’s $475,500. Barrett  raised $831,500 this year so far.”  In his  
     typical disregard for the truth and reality, Walker insisted that he expects  
    “a dump truck load of cash come in from out of state and try to attack us.”  
 
5.   That organized labor and other organizations backing recall are the same  
      “interest groups” that the original progressives have been fighting  
       against for more than a century, when, in fact, the “interest groups”  
      opposed by progressives, then and now, are almost entirely business  
      corporations and organizations, such as WM&C. 
 
6.   That the use of “social media” to bypass traditional political institutions  
      is engaged in almost solely by those who favor recall, and that they are  
      using it as a means to make Wisconsin “a state of perpetual elections,” in  
      which no office holder can assume that he will  be able to serve out his  
      term if  he upsets those same “special interests.” 
 
Mr. Schneider begins his summation on p. 14 by reiterating that “organized labor” initiated the flurry of recalls as 
revenge against Walker’s “collective bargaining reforms.” He then quotes Wisconsin Democratic chair Mike Tate,  of 
trying to mask that fact by broadening the indictment: “The proposals and the policies that Republicans are pushing 
right now are not what they campaigned on, and they’re extreme,” and that the Democratic Party is “happy to stand with 
citizens who are filing papers to recall these senators.” Mr. Schneider, in contrast, insists that every issue other than 
collective bargaining is merely a “red herring.” Schneider asserts that “organized labor” has already spent an estimated 
$20 million dollars just to recall these senators. (He casually mentions that “nearly as much was spent by and on behalf 
of the incumbents,” as if that money just appeared out of the blue.) Little of the pro-recall money, he charges, was spent 
“to convince the public of the righteousness on the unions’ collective bargaining position. Instead ads were run accusing 
the senators of cutting school spending, reducing health services’ funding, and giving tax breaks to big business.” In 
what is perhaps the most hyperbolic utterance of a report saturated with hyperbole, he opines that someone “wandering 
into Wisconsin from another state would have no idea what these senators did to warrant removal from office.”    
 
For good measure, he argues that “it would be a stretch to demonstrate that any of them dishonored their commissions 
by betraying the public interest [Bob La Follette’s standard for recall], for if they had, it might have been worth 
mentioning in the campaigns against them.” Contending that “2011 was merely an appetizer to 2012,” Schneider then 
notes that Walker, in a March interview, charged that he expects organized labor to spend between $70 million and 
$80 million against him in the recall election, a sign that the recall has exacerbated the presence of money in 
politics rather than ameliorated it.”  Walker, Schneider acknowledges, “is expected to spend tens of millions of 
dollars defending himself, as will groups opposing his recall,” but he does admit that “much of the money supporting 
and opposing the recall is coming from out of state.” 
 
Emphasizing another favorite theme, the author insists that “the recall is about to become a regular feature of 
Wisconsin’s political landscape,” despite the fact that “the circumstances today could never have been envisioned when 
the constitution was amended to allow recalls.” The chief villain, he suggests are “technological developments have 
made identifying and targeting potential recall petition signers as easy as pressing a button.” Noting that the original 
progressives argued that recall would be used only rarely, he intones that “that argument is now forever moot.”  Mr. 
Schneider sounds almost bewildered when says that “if a recall can be used against an elected official as popular in his 
own district as Scott Fitzgerald, it can be used against anyone; and likely will, making Wisconsin a state of perpetual 
elections.” How can such a thing be possible? Because “every Senate district has more than enough members of the 
opposite party to force a recall, and TECHNOLOGY makes them easy to find and mobilize.”                            
 
In a final attempt to turn history upside down, Mr. Schneider warns that “recall will become the tool of special 
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interests--whose influence Bob La Follette spent his entire career trying to reduce. Instead of keeping elected officials 
beholden to the people, recalls keep them beholden to a single moneyed interest group (i.e. organized labor) that can 
force their recall at any time. That is exactly the opposite of what the amendment intended to do.  As La Follette 
once said ,”the supreme issue involving all others is the encroachment of the powerful few upon the rights of the 
many.” The modern use of recall, Mr. Schneider concludes in his best Alice in Wonderland fashion, “demonstrates that 
to be true.” In reality, of course, 
the quote from “Fighting Bob” was true when he said it, and is even more true in the current debate. It is obvious, 
however, to anyone with even a rudimentary understanding of what La Follette and the progressives stood for that it is 
“the many” who are supporting recall against a governor and a party who have sold out Wisconsin to “the powerful 
few.” 
 


