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SEN. CLINTON:  Good morning.  My goodness, there is ‑‑ thank you.  Good morning, and welcome to America's Future, but you're  helping to make the kind of future that we need and deserve to have.  I have known Reverend Forbes for 25 years, I've never seen him so filled with the spirit and energy that we saw this morning, and it's because he does have a prophetic vision, and he does understand what made this country great, and he realizes that we must take our country back in November through the electoral process on behalf of our democracy.

(Applause.)

You know, when I first got to the United States Senate about three-and-a-half years ago, and saw that the Bush administration wanted to undo everything that the Clinton administration had done, I admit I took that kind of personally.  But, then I realized it wasn't personal at all.  They wanted to undo all the way back to Franklin Roosevelt, all the way back to Teddy Roosevelt, they were heading to the robber barons of the late 19th Century, and everything we've seen since proves it.

You know, in a time like this, it is not only those of us in elected office who must speak out and stand up, it is even more important that citizens do that.  We have an opportunity in the next months to put together not just a winning campaign, but a movement, an opportunity that I believe is being seized every single day throughout our nation, by individuals who say I've had enough, who understand that four more years of the Bush administration would leave our country unrecognizable.

(Applause.)

Those of us who love America, who believe with all our heart that we are part of making it a more perfect union, that we are called upon to not only love our country, but to love our fellow Americans, and to set an example of moral leadership around the world for the kind of nation that we want to be.

(Applause.)

And so you're here filling this ballroom, and there are countless Americans like you who have never been involved in politics before.  Who, for the first time, are saying, yes, I will.  I was on Long Island a few weeks ago, when a very well dressed, obviously affluent woman said to me, Senator, I'm 48 years old, I have never voted before.  I said, why is that?  She said, I don't know, she said, I was just always so busy with everything going on in my life, I never thought politics made a difference to me, and so I just never went to the trouble.

I've had so many other people, young to old, tell me that it's the first time ever that they have been activated, motivated to follow politics, because they know we're at a great decision point, and I hope that through meetings like this, through the coverage of the media, we are reaching millions of Americans who may never have thought of themselves as political, but who are understanding that the decisions made from the White House to the Congress to the state house are turning America backwards, undermining hard fought victories on behalf of civil rights, and civil liberties, on behalf of economic opportunity and justice.  So, our job is not just to come to an event like this, and to cheer great speakers like Reverend Forbes, but to leave here and talk to our friends and our neighbors, the people we work with, the people we know in our communities to persuade them also to understand what is at stake.

Now, among the many people who have stood up and said, I cannot sit idly by and watch this happen to the country I love is George Soros, and I have known George Soros ‑‑ 

(Applause.)

-- for a long time now, and I first came across his work in the former Soviet Union, in Eastern Europe, when I was privileged to travel there, both on my own and with my husband on behalf of our country, and I saw the awakening that was occurring as people who had been oppressed, who had been turned into automatons were all of a sudden saying, well, what about my future?  How will I choose to live?  And George Soros was there, from Russia, to Slovakia, all through the region, willing to invest his own resources to open universities, to set up all kinds of civic organizations, to give people a chance to do what we take for granted in this country, to associate, to speak out, to be part of something greater than ourselves.  And I saw the results on the ground in those countries.

Now, George Soros is using his considerable success in our free market, in our democracy to make sure that his opinions are heard in the marketplace of ideas.  That is within the great American tradition.  Now, you're going to hear, if you haven't already, many, many attacks on George Soros.  They are coming over the transom, they are being carried on the media.  And, you know, we have two kinds of media left it seems to me, we've got the so-called mainstream media, which is on the one hand this and on the other hand that, and then we've got the advocacy media that is turning more into propaganda than information.  And so, you will see a steady drumbeat about what right does this very successful man have to use his resources to try to create political movement and action.

Well, I'll tell you, he has the same right as all the people on the right have had for the last 50 years to set up the structures that they have invested in.

(Applause.)

You know, I do know a little bit about the vast right wing conspiracy.

(Applause.)

Oh, and there were doubters.  But, you know, that didn't happen by accident, it happened because people with a very particular point of view, they didn't like labor unions, they didn't like civil rights, they didn't like women's rights, they didn't like health and safety protections, they didn't like environmental protections, they didn't like energy that would make us independent from being totally dependent on the Gulf, on and on and on.  They came together, literally starting 50 years ago.  They created think tanks, they invested in endowed professorships, they set up other media outlets, on and on and on.  And there were a handful in the beginning of people who didn't like the direction of the country starting with the New Deal.  You know, they just didn't think that was much of a deal for them.  They kind of liked the powerful being able to lord it over the powerless.  And so they very slowly, but surely, tried to change American politics.  And you've got to give them credit, they've done a good job.  They've got themselves a president and a vice president, and lots of other people who march to their drumbeat.

It's not in the tradition of American values or ideals.  In fact one of my favorite lines, especially in this year as we celebrate the incredible accomplishments of Brown v. Board of Education, which sparked a civil rights movement, thank goodness, in our nation, is that the organization that the White House lets vet and recommend judges for the federal court called The Federalist Society, they have members who go around talking about bringing the Constitution back from exile, because they believe it went into exile with Brown v. Board of Education, because declaring that children deserved not separate but equal, which could never be separate and equal, but instead needed equality in education, was considered somehow a detour from the Constitution being used to protect property rights, and establishment rights and values.

So, don't ever let anyone tell you that what we're a part of this year to take back America, and to set up institutions and structures to compete with those that are deeply embedded in the life of this town, and have so much to do with the decisions that have been made for more than a decade, that somehow we're the ones who are illegitimate.  My goodness, I believe in democracy, therefore, I believe in speaking out and fighting back.  And we cannot do that if we don't have ‑‑ 

(Applause.)

-- people literally from one end of the country to the other, and if we don't have people like George Soros who is willing to use his resources to help us organize.  But we cannot leave it to the George Soroses of the world.  No matter how much he helps, no matter how much he contributes, he is one person, and we have to do our part to make sure we are a multitude of voices, and that the activism and involvement of our citizenry leading up to this election is unprecedented.  Then, of course, we have to make sure that the votes are counted.

(Applause.)

Some of you know that I've joined with Congressman Rush Holt, and Senator Bob Graham to introduce legislation to have a verified paper ballot to go along with the direct election by computers.

(Applause.)

And you know, there are lots of problems with the equipment, and with the security, and we just need to get it worked out.  But isn't it a little embarrassing that India just voted, 560 million people, using electronic voting, didn't have one problem, and changed the government in a political earthquake.  Now, they are the largest democracy in the world, we are the oldest democracy in the world.  I certainly hope that we have an election that is as free of complaint and concern as that one just was.  But that is also going to take organization and commitment from thousands and thousands of Americans.  We need people to be not just registering voters, and getting people out to vote, but to be poll workers, to be poll watchers, to be involved in their local communities as these decisions are made.

You know, as much as I care about who wins this election, I care more that we run an election with integrity, because, for goodness sakes, we have to prove that we can do that.

(Applause.)

I know that this is a nonpartisan group.  But I will just close with this, all the work that we're doing, the work that all of you, groups like this, George Soros, countless others, it is not just for this election, it is for the long-term.  We are still a long way from the promise of America being fulfilled.  We have come further than any place in human history.  But, with all due respect to my friends in this administration, and on the other side of the aisle, it was not rich people like George Soros who made America great, it was average, working Americans who believed that tomorrow could be better than today.  It was people who got up every single morning and did the best they could for their children, who built businesses, who taught in schools, who led churches, who created communities.  It truly was a dream that we were given as our birthright.  For those of us born here, and for others, it became part of who they were when they came here.

That is what is at risk in this election, yes, I can give you a critique on every single issue, every single policy of this administration, but at the end of the day, it is their stubborn refusal to recognize the debt we owe to the future that bothers me the most.

‑‑ the capacity to control our destiny, they are short-circuiting the dreams of people who need to believe that not only is America special, but that we do have a role in the world that is irreplaceable.

So this election, yes, it's about candidates, and I am as committed to electing John Kerry as I have ever been involved in any election in my entire life, because I believe he would be a great president, a serious, thoughtful president for a difficult and challenging time.

(Applause.)

But electing leaders is only part of the equation.  We, once again, have to become better citizens.  You know, it is not enough ‑‑ 

(Applause.)

-- for America's future that some participate and others don't.  It is not enough for America's future, the future we want to see for our great country that it seems that our highest goal in life is to be consumers.  We have been given an extraordinary blessing, and at this moment in time, our country needs us, and we need people like George Soros, who is fearless, and willing to step up when it counts.

So, please join me in welcoming George Soros.

(Applause.)

MR. SOROS:  I'm very, very proud to be introduced by Hillary.  I've seen her in operation.  I have great, great admiration for her.  I've seen her deliver a speech in Davos about open society that explained the ideas better than anybody else that I've heard.  I've seen her visit Central Asia, where I have foundations, and she was very effective, more effective than most of our statesman in propagating democracy, freedom, and open society.  And I think she hit the nail on the head when she said that there are people who have never been involved in a very active way in electoral politics who now feel the need to do so, and I stand here before you as such a person.

I have a deep commitment to the principles of democracy and open society, but I felt that I best devote my energies to other parts of the world.  And it is the first time that I feel that I need to stand up and do something, and become really engaged in the electoral process in this country.

In my foundations, basically, I have provided financial support for people in those countries who believed in the idea of an open society.  And I think Hillary again said the right thing that it isn't one person with money that can make a difference.  It can only make a difference if there are people in the country who believe in those ideas and are willing to stand up for them.

(Applause.)

  The reason I feel that I had to get engaged is because I don't think this is a normal election.  This is a referendum on the Bush administration's policies, the Bush doctrine and its application, it's first application which was the invasion of Iraq.  The Bush doctrine, people don't actually talk about it very much as a doctrine, but it really is quite an atrocious proposition.

(Applause.)

It's built on two pillars.  One, that the United States must maintain its absolute military superiority in every part of the world and, second, that the United States has the right for preemptive action.  Now, both these propositions taken on their own are quite valid propositions.  But if you put them together, they establish two kinds of sovereignty in the world.  One, where the sovereignty of the United States, which is in violate, not subject to any international constraints, and the rest of the world which is subject to the Bush doctrine.  To me, it is reminiscent of George Orwell's Animal Farm.

(Applause.)

All animals are equal, but some animals are more equal than others.  Now, President Bush was not elected on the basis ‑‑ 

(Applause.)

You are applauding because you are saying he was not elected at all.  But he was elected by one vote in the Supreme Court.  So he is our president.  But he was not standing on the Bush doctrine, he didn't propagate the Bush doctrine.  He was presenting himself as a compassionate conservative who was advocating a humble foreign policy.

(Laughter.)

Now, then came September 11th.  He declared war on terrorism and that was when he declared the Bush doctrine.  So, the coming elections are, in effect, a referendum on the Bush doctrine.  And if we endorse that doctrine, then we have to take the consequences, the mistrust and rage that is directed against the United States today.  If we reject it, then the blame belongs where it really should be, namely in the policies of the Bush Administration.

(Applause.)

And we have to show that America doesn't stand for those policies.  So, let me maybe give you a little bit of background how I came to feel that this is now the most important issue that I'm engaged in.  I was born in Hungary.  I'm Jewish, and when I was 14 years old the country was occupied by the Nazis, and I would have been killed if my father hadn't taken the precaution or had the foresight to provide a false identity for his family.  That year, 1944, was a formative experience in my life.

Then, we survived the Holocaust and the country was occupied by the Soviet Army, and I think that my life would have been wasted if I hadn't taken the precaution of leaving the country and coming to this country.  This is the country that I believe in and I stand for.

(Applause.)

So I experienced at a very early age how important it is what kind of social system prevails.  And when I left Hungary, I went to England, London School of Economics, and I studied and I was very much influenced by the philosophy of Karl Popper who wrote a book Open Society and Its Enemies, and he explained that there is something similar, a common ground between fascism and communism.  And that is that they believe that they have access to the ultimate truth, and they want to impose that, their view of the world.  Now, nobody has access to the ultimate truth and, therefore, if you believe in it, you have to impose it by force and repression.  And he said that this leads to a form of closed society.

And he proposed an alternative, which is the recognition that we all base our decisions on imperfect understanding and different people have different views, different interests, and we need institutions that allow them to live together in peace.  And that is open society, democracy.  The United States is a prime example of an open society.

Now, Popper was a philosopher of science and he showed that even science cannot reach the ultimate truth because we are participants and what we think is part of what we think about, so that because of that we can't establish the truth of a statement which says that the statements correspond to the facts.

Now, I developed that idea into a concept of reflexivity, that there is a two-way interaction between your perception of the world and reality, because your perception is part of reality.  And I use that.  I tested it in the financial markets, and I was rather successful.  That theory actually works better than the prevailing theory, which is that markets are perfect and they provide you with the best optimal allocation of resources, and markets tend towards equilibrium.  I don't believe they do.  They always go to one extreme or another and that's how financial markets' behavior booms and busts, and with this theory I was rather good in exploiting that.

Now, when I made enough money or when my fund reached 100 million dollars, I thought that was enough money and I really  reflected on what I wanted to use the money for.  And that's when I established the foundation devoted to fostering the concept and principles of an open society.  That was in 1979 and my first involvement was in South Africa where you had the apartheid regime, which really needed to be broken open.  Then I got involved in my native country Hungary and the neighboring countries and eventually established a network of foundations, covering mainly the countries which were coming out of the Soviet regime.

There I made the discovery that the collapse of a closed system doesn't automatically lead to an open society, that you need to give a helping hand, because an open society is more complex than a closed society and you can't get there without some help from the outside.  As I said, basically I provided support for people in the country who were trying to build open societies, and the foundations did make some valuable work.

Then basically the revolution ran its course and I became involved with the problems of globalization and the inequities, the imperfections of our global world order.  Then came the election of President Bush and September 11th, and the response, the way President Bush responded to it by declaring war on terrorism and fighting it by military means, and the Bush doctrine and the decision to go to war in Iraq.

Now, the, when President Bush was elected, they say he came with a humble foreign policy, but there was an ideology. That was basically a pretense because behind the election platform there was an ideology, and I describe it as an ideology of a crude form of Social Darwinism, mainly that life is a fight for survival and the survival of the fittest depends on competition and not cooperation.  That is where I think the ideology is false because, yes, we need to cooperate and competition, by itself, is not enough.

Now, this philosophy expresses itself in the economy, in the belief that you should rely only on the markets for the allocation of resources.  Now I'm not opposed to markets, I'm a teacher of markets, and I fully appreciate the great benefits they bring.  But they can only serve the allocation of resources among private needs, and there are public needs which require cooperation, and markets are not designed to provide public goods, only private goods.

(Applause.)

That is the distortion in globalization.  I'll come back to that.  This fight for survival of the fittest, international relations express itself in what is called dual political realism.  Kissinger saying that states have interests but no principles and it's the interest of the state that determines international relations.  Now this idea was then taken to an extreme by a group of people who are in the Bush administration.  They are usually described as neo-conservatives, but I think that may not be the appropriate description.  I call them American supremacists.

(Applause)

They say that international relations are relations of power.  The United States is the most powerful and therefore it must use this power to impose itself on the world.  Now, there's an element of truth there because America in fact is the most powerful nation on earth, but this, the concept of power particularly expressed in terms of military power is a false concept.

(Applause)

All together, this idea of power is borrowed from natural science, and it doesn't work very well in social science.  I think that power is much more complex and I think the right definition of power is in the children's game stone, scissor, and paper.  We now see actually an example, stone is, let's say, military power, it's supposed to be able to crush everything.  Paper, let's say, is public opinion, and paper can lift the stone, and we see that happening in Iraq.  So this idea of military power is a false idea, and the idea that we can impose our will on the world is really just the wrong idea.

(Applause)

Now we went to war in Iraq on false pretenses.

(Applause)

There was no connection between Saddam Hussein and al Qaeda.  There were no weapons of mass destruction.  But, what I find the most galling is the pretense that is now presented that we went into war in Iraq for the sake of the Iraqi people.

(Applause)

If we had done so, we would have sent in more troops, and we would have protected not only the Ministry of Oil, but also the other ministries, and the museums, and the hospitals.

(Applause)

Since I have devoted the last 15 years of my life in helping to introduce democracy and open society, in various countries, I can speak from personal experience, that using military power to bring democracy is absolutely not ‑‑ it's a quaint idea.

(Applause)

So this led me to write a book called The Bubble of American Supremacy, and also to put my money where my mouth is.

(Applause)

Now in my book, The Bubble of American Supremacy, I actually applied the theory that I developed, the boom-bust theory that I developed for the financial markets to the Bush administration's policies.  Let me just explain very briefly, see, bubbles don't come out of thin air.  They always have a basis, a solid basis in reality.  But, there is a false ideology or a misconception that is applied to that reality and that is what carries that reality into what I call far from equilibrium territory.  You could see it in the stock market with the Internet and technology boom, which was very real.  Internet is a very real thing, but it was misunderstood, which actually led to its development going faster, but then it became unsustainable and collapsed.  So you have originally self-reinforcing, and then self-correcting process.  That's the boom-bust.

This is in fact what applies to the Bush administration's performance because you have a reality, an underlying reality, and that is that the United States is the most powerful nation on earth.  But, then you had this ideology of this crude Social Darwinism applied to it, which is a false idea.  And it was the terrorist attacks of September 11th that moved you from, let's say, what you might call near equilibrium to far from equilibrium conditions, because it was the war on terror and the attack on Iraq that took us into this very, very, very dangerous area that we are in now.

Now, the boom-bust process is usually tested and if it is tested and it survives the test then it is reinforced, because it looks like it's working, but eventually the perceptions move too far away from reality and become unsustainable.  There is a moment of truth when the falsehood prevailing misconception becomes apparent and then there is a reversal and then that becomes self-reinforcing, and you have the bust.

Now, in my book I argued that Iraq was this test.  It is, in fact, the moment of truth when we realize that we've been deceived and we have embarked on a policy that cannot possibly succeed.

(Applause)

I think that the reason that we were carried so far away from equilibrium is because the President, by declaring war on terrorism, basically stifled criticisms, because to criticize his policies was to be unpatriotic.  He said those who are not with us are giving support to the terrorists.  Ashcroft passed the PATRIOT Act saying that those who oppose the act are giving aid and comfort to the terrorists.

So for about 18 months the critical process, which is so essential to a democracy, was stifled.  And it is only when things started going wrong in Iraq that it was re-opened.  I think that the picture of torture in Abu Ghraib, in Saddam's prison, was the moment of truth for us, because this is not what this nation stands for.

(Applause)

I think that those pictures hit us the same way as the terrorist attack itself, not quite with the same force because in the terrorist attack we were the victims.  In the pictures we were the perpetrators, others were the victims.  But, there is, I'm afraid, a direct connection between those two events, because the way President Bush conducted the war on terror converted us from victims into perpetrators.

(Applause)

This is a very tough thing to say, but the fact is that the war on terror as conducted by this administration has claimed more innocent victims than the original attack itself.

(Applause)

So I think that the American public has now seen that they have been misled, and they've turned against the Bush administration and I think that we are now well underway of the bust.

(Applause)

Now it's not plain sailing, because just as the self-reinforcing part underwent tests, the self-defeating part also is going to be tested.  And I think that the Bush administration does have a plan to disengage from Iraq, it is being implemented.  And the objective is to reduce the number of body-bags.  For that purpose the administration is willing to abandon all its other objectives, both those that were publicly announced and those that were the real motives in order to achieve this.

It's actually a very cleverly perceived plan, because by transferring sovereignty on June 30th, and holding elections in January, and withdrawing the troops, disengaging the troops, it is possible that the number of attacks will, in fact, diminish.

Now this withdrawal means that the various factions can maintain and develop their militias.  We have allowed them to survive both in the Sunni area and the Shiite area. The Kurds already have their army the Peshmerga.  So it sets up for, effectively, a civil war, after the elections.  It's very much like Bosnia, where you had three ethnic groups, each with their own militias, going into elections, and then going into civil war.

Now, it's very important to realize that the Iraqi involvement has been an utter disaster for the United States.  Even in terms of the American supremacists who wanted to demonstrate America's military power.  Actually our military power has diminished our ability to project military force has been diminished, because our Army was not trained for occupation.  It was trained to bring overwhelming power to bear.  And the fact that we are now bogged down in Iraq reduces our military might.  Of course, the damage that it has done to our standing in the world hardly needs to be explained.

Now, I wanted to go into an alternative vision for American's role because I personally am convinced that there will be a change of regime in this country. (Applause)

I think the general public now recognizes that they have been misled and we will reject the Bush doctrine, but we need an alternative vision.  We need an alternative vision to reestablish our position in the world.  Let me just say very briefly what that vision is.

We are the leading power in the world.  We are the most successful dominant economic power.  And that imposes on us a unique obligation to lead the world in improving the present world order.  To correct the deficiencies of globalization, because we can't impose our will on the world.  We can't do just whatever we want, but there can be no cooperative effort without our participation and leadership.  So we must change our attitude, and recognize the need to work together, and to correct the deficiencies, to improve our arrangements for security.

How to deal with the likes of Saddam is the great unresolved problem of our world order.  The way we went about it makes it more difficult to deal with that problem.  We must change that approach, and but we must help to develop better methods of intervening when it is necessary.  We must not turn away from the world, because we are increasingly interdependent, and what happens, what kind of regime prevails in Iraq or Afghanistan does have a great bearing on our security and on our prosperity.  So we must develop ways of intervening when there is a repressive regime or a rogue state, or a failed state.  But we cannot do it alone, we must do it in cooperation with others.

Thank you.

(Applause.)

MS. MILLER:  I'm sorry we didn't have time for questions for Mr. Soros, I'm sure there would have been a lot.  But, perhaps next time.

I want to thank him again for so generously giving of his time, joining us for the dinner last evening, and for this morning's session.

Thank you.

I'd like to continue by introducing the introducer to our next speaker.  The next speaker will be Antonio Villaraigosa, and here to introduce him is Harold Meyerson.  Harold is a Washington Post columnist, editor at large for the American Prospect, and the man who knows more about California politics than any other human being.

Harold.

MR. MEYERSON:  By the way, after Mr. Soros' remarks, I just want to call to all of your attention, I don't know if you noticed in the morning papers, there was a little story about Trent Lott going on effusively and praiseworthy about what went on in the Abu Ghraib prison.  Trent, who is sort of the Bubba of American supremacy, Trent has been responding positively to Abu Ghraib ever since the pictures came out with all those hooded hats that went up there covering people over.

As Ellen noted, besides my various gigs here as a journalist in Washington, I am still, although I moved here three years ago, the political editor of the LA Weekly in Los Angeles because there are certain places in the United States where America's future and the progressive future is really being tried out, and I would remind you that Louis Brandeis spoke of cities and states as laboratories of democracy.  And he was right.  I mean, the New Deal didn't spring totally out of the heads of Franklin Roosevelt's brain trust.  Much of it developed and had been tried out in Al Smith, and Franklin Roosevelt, and Sidney Hillman and Fiorello LaGuardia's New York, and in Bob LaFollett's Wisconsin.  Those are the work sites of 20th Century liberalism, and we need today to be able to identify the work sites of 21st Century liberalism.  And in probably enough, and I say probably because I grew up in Los Angeles, lived there most of my life, it was the hometown of Richard Nixon and Ronald Reagan, but boy that town has changed.

Over my life span, the greatest large American city has become the least white, a city that was sort of the epicenter of the post-World War II American dream of the majority middle class became preponderantly a city of rich and poor, and a city whose fathers had conceived it as sort of the non-Union Protestant alternative to that iniquitous city to the north San Francisco, has become really a democratic bastion with pioneering living wage ordinances, and with probably the most militant politically potent labor movement of any city in the country.

(Applause.)

The key to that transformation has been the political mobilization of the city's massive Latino immigrant community, and when you walk through those neighborhoods, the working class communities of the East Side, the Gabriel Valley, the San Fernando Valley, it's not hard to discovery who the political hero in those neighborhoods is.

Antonio Villaraigosa grew up on some of the roughest streets, and housing projects in those communities.  From his mid-teens, he's been an organizer par excellence.  I think Antonio set up the black student union at his almost all Latino high school, an organizer of immigrant workers, of unions, of the civil liberties union.  He was elected to the California State Assembly in 1994, and in a few short years he became speaker.  And there he authored really massive bond measures that have provided hundreds, I think by now thousands, of schools and parks across the state, including especially to inner city neighborhoods which hadn't had them.

In the year 2001, he waged a campaign for mayor in Los Angeles that galvanized virtually all of progressive Los Angeles and then some with his detailed vision of bringing more opportunity and justice to this two-tier city, galvanizing young people in the city all across lines of race, building the kind of model progressive coalition that we need in order to prevail.

Now, that coalition turned out to be just a little bit too small to actually put him in the mayor's office, but there's an election next year, and he's looking at that office today from the vantage point of the city council seat that he now holds, and from which he occasionally functions as a de facto mayor on things like brokering a transit strike, and such.

I was in Antonio's council office in LA just last month, and noted, this is totally off the record, but I'll share it here, he noted that he'd never really aspired to be the official lonsman for any ethnic group.  That's a Spanish language term, lonsman, but for those of us here who believe in economic justice, and democracy, and in a non-imperial America that's a land of opportunity, Antonio is our lonsman, he's my homey, and I'm happy to welcome him here to this conference.

Antonio Villaraigoso.

(Applause and end of 1B.)


