NLWJC - Kagan
Counsel - Box 034 - Folder 007

Campaign Finance Materials [4]



CENTER FOR A NEW DEMOCRACY

410 Seventh Strest SE * Washington DC 20003 w 202-543-0773 % FAX 202-543-2591

December 19, 1995

Bill Curry

Office of the Chief Counsel

The White House

Old Executive Office Building, Rm 164
Washington, D.C.

By Facsimil
Dear Bill:

Following are my thoughts on why the President should not endorse the campaign
finance reform proposals currently in the Congress and instead "take the high road” to
articulate principles of reform by which those proposals and others should be measured or
offer his own bill. In any proposal, the following questions should be addressed affirmatively:
Will the proposed reforms restore confidence in government, elections, and elected officials?
Will the reforms level the playing field between incumbents and challengers? Will the
proposed reforms end corruption and the perception of corruption in elections and policy
making? Will the reforms shift the balance from special, monied interests to ordinary people?

Outside of the Washi Bel

Campaign finance reform measures will appear on the ballots of six states in November
1996. Three states (Oregon, Missouri, and Montana) passed measures in 1994 by margins of
more than two votes to one (litigation is, of course, ongoing). Additionally, we are tracking
active work on campaign finance reform in at least 30 states. This activity hds increased
significantly since the 1992 election when voter dissatisfaction was reported at an all time
high.

Alaska -- AkPIRG has qualified an initiative for the ballot that would limit spending and set
low contributions for legislative and statewide races. Four former governors of Alaska
(Democrats and Republicans have endorsed the initiative).

Arkansas -- In the President's home state, the initiative will limit contributions to $100 for
local races and $300 for state wide races for each the primary and general elections. A system
of voluntary spending limits will be enforced through a $25/$50 tax credit for candidates
agreeing to the spending limits. The measure will strengthen enforcement and disclosure laws
in Arkansas.



California -- The California Public Interest Research Group is qualifying an initiative on the
ballot that would limit contributions to $100 for local/legislative races and $250 for governor
per election, require 75 percent of contributions to come from within the candidate's district,
prohibit corporate contributions to candidates, bar lobbyists' contributions, set low mandatory
spending limits (with a voluntary fall back provision if this is held unconstitutional), and
strengthen enforcement and disclosure. The CalPIRG initiative has been endorsed by
numerous local and community leaders, the state SEIU, and the California Teachers'
Association. Additionally, California Common Cause and United We Stand America are
running another initiative that is not as strong but has similar provisions.

Colorado -- Common Cause, CoPIRG, UWSA-Colorado, and the League of Women Voters
have filed an initiative that would limit spending, set contribution limits at $100 for legislative
races and $500 for governor, prohibit corporate contributions, and strengthen enforcement and
disclosure laws.

Maine -- A coalition of labor, progressive and conservative groups have qualified an initiative
for the November ballot which would limit contributions, set spending limits and establish
public funding for elections.

Inside the Beltway

Two bills in the Congress (McCain/Feingold and Smith/Meehan) seem to have legs at
this point. Neither bill has attracted more than a couple dozen co-sponsors to date, but they
have received a fair amount of press and the support of traditional reform groups. Given the
major flaws in the proposals and the lack of internal congressional support, I think this is an
opportunity for the President to offer the outlines of his own proposal (drawing from McCain
and/or Smith) and/or to point "outside of the beltway" for guidance.

Although the bills contain numerous problem areas, I will highlight only the significant
ones. The major flaw of both congressional bills is the provision that calls for larger
contributions from individuals to candidates who agree to spending limits, which are also lifted
or increased when complying candidates face noncomplying opponents. While the Speaker has
proclaimed that there's not enough money in politics, this provision and that assertion are
completely afield of where the public is -- lower contributions and drastically reduced
spending. The bills increase contribution limits and spending limits whether or not the
noncomplying opponent ever goes over the spending limits. In the-McCain bill contribution
limits for individuals are double what they are at present per election.

Secondly, while we favor limiting contributions to people who can vote for a candidate,
the "in-district/state” provisions actually discourage participation since the provision only
applies to candidates who agree to the spending limits. In the Smith bill, a candidate may still
qualify for benefits by raising up to 70 percent of her qualifying contributions from outside of
the district. She merely needs to meet the qualifying threshold (raise 10 percent of the
spending limit) by keeping her qualifying contributions to 40 percent or less from outside of



the state and thirty percent of her qualifying contributions from within her district. This is a
super-majority out-of-district restriction -- this is no change from current practice. As well, the
threshold to qualify for benefits is so high that it invariably favors incumbents. Under the
Senate proposal this threshold can be met by raising all contributions from large donors. In
particular, the Senate measure would do little to assist challengers (in primary elections where
incumbents are most likely to face a real challenge) since the benefits only kick in for the
general elections -- a virtual free-for-all for incumbents. Both bills treat all political
committees the same, irrespective of whether the committee raises its money from a lot of
small donors or a handful of wealthy people. The Smith bill at least curbs special interest
PACs by placing an aggregate limit on contributions to candidates.

In any legislative proposal, I would recommend lower contribution limits (to perhaps
$250 per election), applying in-district restrictions to all candidates (75% in and 25% out),
setting aggregate limits on PAC receipts for candidates to one-third of the spending limit,
allowing membership PACs to contribute more than large donor PACs, prohibiting bundling
(by all groups/individuals) and soft money contributions, barring corporate subsidy of PACs,
and providing benefits that include free television/radio, postage benefits, and a tax credit or
voucher to match contributions of $100 or less (to candidates, parties or political committees)
only for donors contributing in the aggregate $100 or less.

On another front, we will be working with activists and groups in a couple of dozen
states in 1996 to bring attention to this issue. This organizing and the work that will be going
on in the six initiative states in 1996 will draw national media attention to the problems and the
solutions. We will kick off the organizing effort in a nationally televised town meeting in
New Hampshire in January. We will be promoting throughout the country five ways to
change the system: reduce campaign contributions and spending; make candidates raise money
from people they represent; open the airwaves for public debate; expand access to the ballot
for candidates and parties; and allow citizens to vote on critical national issues.

I hope this is memo is helpful. I would be pleased to work with you on a proposal
from the President which really would return government back to people.

Happy Holidays,

o o V)

Donna F. Edwards
Executive Director

(5 pages w/attachments)
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TABLE 3. Use of the Tax Credit and Deduction for Political
Contributions on Federal Tax Returns: 1972-1985

Number

Number of returns Total value Participation
of tax taking credit  of credits rate in tax

Year  returns (deduction) '  (deductions) !'  incentive system !

i
H
K

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

77,573,000

80,693,000

83,340,000

82,229,332

84,670,389

86,634,640

89,771,651

92,694,302

93,902,469

1,749,000
(964,000)

1,126,017
(646,000)

1,374,702
(NA)

1,571,275
(687,571)

2,341,515
(NA)

2,602,391
(715,582)

3,560,384
(NA)

4,069,156

5,419,155

$ 26,649,000
($52,280,000)

$ 17,794,000
($39,101,000)

$ 21,975,000
(NA)

$ 37,600,000
($61,378,000)

$ 60,845,000
(NA)

$ 78,666,000
(69,958,000)

$103,873,000
(NA)

$193,524,000

$269,384,000

3.5 %

22 %

16 % 13

2.7 %

2.8 % 2

38 %

4.0 % 12

44 %

5.8 %

11 The deduction was eliminated after 1978.

12 Percentage of all returns claiming the credit (and the deduction).

Because the IRS did not provide data regarding use of the deduction in

these years, these percentages reflect only participation in the tax credit
system. They would be higher if the tax deduction participation were
included, particularly in view of likely increases thereof during election years.
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TABLE 3. Use of the Tax Credit and Deduction for Political
Contributions on Federal Tax Returns: 1972-1985--Continued

Number

Number of returns Total value Participation

of tax taking credit  of credits rate in tax
Year  returns (deduction) "' (deductions) !'  incentive system '
1981 95,396,123 5,207,442 $261,965,000 9.0 %
1982 95,337,432 5,243,629 $269,783,000 55 %
1983 96,321,310 4,966,794 $256,955,000 52 %
1984 99,438,708 3,764,117 $196,644,000 3.8 %

1985 101,660,287 4,290,354 $214,189,000 4.2 %

NA = not available.

Source: U.S. Internal Reveniue Service. Statistics of Income:
Individual Tax Returns. (annual series)
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*+ Y’M HERE AS A SENATOR AND AS A PARTY CHAIRMAN TO SAY THAT THE
TIME IS LONG OVERDUE TO REFORM OUR NATION’S CAMPAIGN FINANCE LAWS.
AND I SAY THAT AS SCOMEONE WHO HAS SUCCEEDED WITHIN THE FRAMEWORK OF
THOSE LAWS. :

* IT’S NOT THAT THE EXISTING SYSTEM IS HURTING ME OR MY PARTY.
IT’S DOING HARM TO OUR NATICN. THE GREATEST DEMOCRACY ON EARTH 18
BEING STRANGLED BY THOSE WHO VIEW GOVERNMENT AS A TOOL OF PRIVATE
GAIN, NOT AN INSTRUMENT OF PUBLIC GOOD.

* AFTER WATCHING WHAT TOOK PLACE LAST WEEK IN THE HOUSE AND
SENATE, IT’S OEVIOUS THAT REPUBLICAN BUDGET PROPOSALS PAY HOMAGE TO
THE SPECIAL INTERESTS, AND PAY LIP SERVICE TO THE PUBLIC INTEREST.

* YESTERDAY, I READ A NEWS REPORT THAT SPEAXER GINGRICH MET TWO
WEEKS AGO WITH 150 LOBBYISTS IN A WINDOWLESS OFFICE LOCATED IN THE
BASEMENT OF THE CAPITOL.

** JUDGING BY THE OUTCOME OF LAST WEEK’S VOTE ON THE HOUSE
FLOOR, I DOUBT THAT THE GROUP INCLUDED PEOPLE REPRESENTING CHILDREN
ON MEDICAID, OR TEENAGERS HOPING TO ATTEND COLLEGE CN STUDENT
LOANS, OR SENIOR CITIZENS IN NEED OF AFFORDABLE HEAITH CARE, OR
EVEN THE 17 MILLION FAMILIES EARNING UNDER $30, 000 WHOSE TAXES WILL
RISE UNDER THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET PROPOSALS.

*% AND I DOUBT THAT THE SPEAKER TOLD THE POWERFUL CORPORATE
INTERESTS IN THAT ROOM THAT THEY'D HAVE TO SACRIFICE A FEW OF THEIR
LOOPHOLES AND SUBSIDIES IN ORDER T0 MAKE THE PAIN A LITTLE LESS
SEVERE FOR THE MOST VULNERABLE IN OUR POPULATION.

* IT USED TO BE THAT THE LOBBYISTS WAITED IN THE LOBBY TO
INFLUENCE THE SHAFPE OF LEGISLATION. NOW THEY’RE WHISKED INTO THE
BACK ROOMS OF THE CAPITOL TO WRITE IT.

* THOSE WHO WRITE THE CHECKS NOW EXPECT TO WRITE THE LAWS. IT’S
WRONG, AND IT MUST STOP. THIS IS NOT THE KIND OF "“CHANGE"
AMERICANS VOTED FOR LAST YEAR.

* YEARS AGO, IDEAS AND CHARACTER WERE WHAT COUNTED IN A CANDIDATE.
TODAY, IT’S THE SIZE OF RIS OR HER WALLET. IT’S THE SIZE OF SOME
CONSULTANT’S ROLODEX. LAST YEAR, ONE CANDIDATE SPENT OVER §$28
MILLION OF HIS OWN MONEY TO RUN FOR SENATE.

* ONCE ELECTED, PUBLIC OFFICIALS MUST SPEND TOO MUCH TIME RAISING
PRIVATE DOLLARS, AND TOO LITTLE TIME TENDING TOC THE PUBLIC’S
BUSINESS. IN FACT, THE AVERAGE SENATCR MUST RAISE $12,000 PER WEEK
EVERY WEEK FOR 6 YEARS TO RUN A CREDIBLE RACE FOR RE-ELECTION.

# THE MCCAIN-FEINGOLD BILL IS NOT FERFECT. BUT IT’S THE RIGHT
PLACE TO START QUR EFFORTS. AND I PLEDGE TO DO EVERYTHING I CAN IN
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THE DAYS AND WEEKS T0 COME TO BRING THIS ISSUE BEFORE THE SENATE.
NOTHING WE DO IS MORE IMPORTANT THAN PUTTING AN END TO THE
INFLUENCE OF BIG MONEY IN OUR POLITICAL SYSTEM.
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Now. in a nsw. twist, we have em-
barked on {anternational rescuss.
would: compel anyone in this Govera-
maent to think it in the role of ths Unit-
od States to rescus overseas banks?

This Fear we loandsd $1L5 billien to
Mexico. The motey cams {rom the Ex-
shange Stabilization Fanrd, a fand used
to help maintain the valoe of U.8. cur-
rency. Agoodpa:toftha.tﬁmdhas
doen used in Mexico.

The United States n!paym !nay
have to and probably will have to re-
plenish this fund if Mexico does not
pay its loan dack. We have had the
first indication that they will Bot pay
or will be slow paying besatise they
have had to poll over one loan tour
times already.
'I'hePras!dentdida.ut.hisonMsm

The President did all this without con-

gressional spproval. Now cames this
new plan without A&y congressionsl ap-

proval {zput in any way to rescue Jap-

We have to make clear that we are not
the world's banker, We have to make it
clear to the world that we are not the

Imonglynrget.he?edamneaerva
tomoe!anyphnitmtoenzazam
this bailout. -

Plnam:mlba.ﬂouts wit.htndonan
have to 2toDp, and it iz the responsibil-
ity of tha Congress to stop it. More-
over, I cannot think of a.less worthy
use of tax dollars than bafling out for-
eign Ddanks, partjcularly Japapese
hnhwhan:amnhaanpoduvame

.-My. President, &nce 1880 we “Bave
mnt # wilion we did not have. We

- balanca of over $100 billion,

' have borrowed and borrowed. Soon, wa

will raise the limit to $5 trillion. We
cannot afford to continne spending this
way. This is the firat plagce I think we

should stop it—in batling out tem&n»

ht.nks
Imma:themofaquomm.
" The PRESIDIN FFICER The
elerkwmmzmmn. .
The legizlative clerk woeeeded to

objection, 1t u s0 ordered, .-

" CAMPAIGN-PINANCE REFORM

‘Mr. RERREY. Mr. President. yester-
day's long-awaited testimony by

‘Speaker NEWT GINGRICH on the subject

of campaign finance reform Was, t0 B4y
the least, . diaappointing for me. I hope
it doas pot represent A roadblock in the

. path of needed iegisiation to reform
. 0ur campaign finance system in a fash-

ion that does give citizeans the sense
that they have more power or control
over the political process then tshey
gurrently do.

It Seems to me, thstonaft.hena:or
ftems 1 wowd put or an agends of

- organization—thare is

CONGRBSSIONAI. RBCORD—SBNATB
'this Congress. I find, in the Speaker's

mnnnudedtobodoaainomenom-

What stare people’s confidencs in democTacy

woumuuoohmnourunchugw-
. olaction efther to

arn .cumpaigns for
_mu.s.maeonomu.s.aoma

Represeptatives,

We bad leg'lalauon. I-aohm.uy dxd not
support the Iegislaticn last year be-
canse I thought it created & new, pub-
Hely funded entitlement, and I did ot
like that. We had legislation last year
that came close. The Bpow-majority
leadar has indicated he belleves it i8 &
top priority, A lot of ue talk adout
campaign fitlance reforrn, We always
get right to the end and we say, ‘*Yes,
T am for campaign fiance reform, buc
there ia something about this proposal
I do not lke,” and there is always &
good excuss not to dois.. -

The dscision I made eariier this week
wa.s. iz part, & response to that..I.am

the chairman of . the Democratic Sen-
atorial Campeign Cammittes, & legal
& Raepublican
counterpart as well--that i3 designed
to gc ont ard And candidates and sup-
port candidates for affice. It is & later

816649

recommendation, some things I simply
ocannot support. He 1s recommending &
18-mamber

commission on power and
-political” n!onn‘!n the intmuon

age.

Ir.g'oeson 'I'hereuuamdaherel
am holding that says, in typical expan-
sive, characteristically expanaive fash-
fon. he urges all of ua, if we really want
%o understand campaign finance reform
and get to the heart of the matter, he
urges ali of ns ‘to study ancient
Greece and Rome, pre-Civil War United
States and the words of Thomas Jeffer-
son, James Madison, Ahradam Lincoln,
Theodore Roosevelt, Woodm Wnson.
and Renry Cabot Lodee

‘Mr, President, I have read most ‘of
‘those. I have beéen educated far more on
these matters listening w the dstin-
guished Senator fMrom West Virgiria. I
must point out, than altnost apy other
syea.kar on shis nonr.

mbject, aa’ to whether or pot those . §

committess ‘hothaelves ought to be

PAIT of campaigr finance reform. I cer- DiBK.
h.mlywnuldmm aomthemumnf )

it oz

. 3-. ater digeusaton.. -~ . to a1
L _this week, endorsad and becare a

ouponaorotameeqoﬂmalmanm:
has beey developed by Senator MoCam
of Arizona and Senator FEDKGOLD of

we alwags do. We say, ‘%

campaign #inance reform, but
® w %" That is what I-did last-year, T &0
not want to do it this year. I want to
be able to stand here as a Democrat
with Senator MOCAIN, a.Bepublican,
Senator TEOMPEON, 8 Republican, Sen-
ator SIMPSON, a Republican, and vote
for final passage of legislation that has

I wonld objuet paraamlly vo belu'.
told that what I hava to do 18 what the

siop. They are going to decide. If two-
thirds of them vote for & specific pro-
posal, then we have to vote for it up or
‘Jown. That is a recipe, it seems to me,
that on the ane hand we are saying we

~ are not golng to get involved—Senator

hand what it
¢alls for i5 anothar delay. This cammis-
eion is supDOsed to make ita report on
the 1st of May of next year. That wiil,

hmyjudmen:.ﬂkelromnmwnoc_

heabletoenmlmaimon. T

Semnd.xnmstusmmpectto'

the Speaker's propozal! that he has
rro;demmmmtoavoimwhere
By broadening 16, I mean he wants to

- include: notejust campaign finance re-

form but the power of private sactor in-

.., dividoals in the information age. Spe-
cifically, he references in. hers and

compares in here, & multi-millionaire
broadcastor on ABC News being given
tremendous asocess to the American
people. That individual does not rep-
resent political power, wiheleas, the
thousapd-doilar contribution heing
written by the btroadcaster's spousse
does. Then ke says—and I muss say, iz
his tymaally characteristic way, omly
the 8pcaker seems {0 be able to come
up with these sorts of nhrases—"Thia is
simply a nonsensical, socfalizt analysls
based on ha.t:red of the tree enurprise
syatern,”
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43111{1&!8“ spending,

sméso

- ARybody that does not see it the way
the Speaker sees it hates the {ree en-
tarprise system and is a soaialist. In-
teresting mmﬁﬂ;ﬁ lgave it to
some else to t one out.’

Mrwl’reﬂdnnt. the Speaker knows
qmteweum:theremmanymaeon-
urmse organizations that give yog—
for example. Rupert Murdock put $10
million inte a magazine called Amer-
ican Standsrd. He has a political ori-
entation there. We do not restrict that
activity. I hope the Spealker {5 not sug-
gesting that we get into that kind of
activity bécaunse it is a sell-defeating
mission, if that i3 what we are going to
do. He may not ltke the views of some-
body on television, or somebody writ-
ing an editorisl page, or something
1ike that. Bat, for gosk sakes, that Is
not the issne.

mahsuemveoplewhodecider.omn
1°0or

BET5 POWer that a challenger does not

- nave. Specifically, in my own case in

the last Senate reelection campaisgn, I
stavted off the campaign with nearly
100 percant name recognition. Anybody
who wants to challange me will have to

spend 31 million, let us say, on the TV
. 3ust to get their name up a8 & éredidble

candidate. That really is a hurdie that
-an individual bas to be able t) get over
if. they are going to be connpetiﬁve

MCCAIN and Senator FBEINGOLD have put
together—the reason, it seems to me,
that it bas merit—deais with this prod-
lem of Anancing head oft. The Speaker,
on the other hand, sayw--it {8 a re-
markable headline. I cannot remember
.. axactly. 1-cannot see the print, I did
mtmmcmBut.hamdsome~
thing to the effect that thers is a great
myth going on in the country today
that we spond 150 much ob campaigns.
That is & myth? I'think he is maybe
in America who has
is a myth. that we
h. That we do not spend
too mnch the Speaker's view. He
says It {5 not that we sperd too much;
but that we do not apend enocugh. What
- wo need. fnstead of $8 million Senste
meshﬂnbmka.mﬁmﬂlionsw

Mr. DODD. Mr. President umy 0l

4
E
¥
%

- -leagus will yteld, I have my glasses on.

] was very excited to hear my colleagte
from Nebrasks over here 80 I declded

© Lo join him,

The quote here is, rath.ar than limit
GINGRICE ' said,
“One of the greatest myths in modern
polities i that campaigns are-too ex-
vensive. The political process, in fact,
is not overfanded bot underfunded.*’

8o that quote in that particular if-
stanne is one of the great myths I have

‘ever heard gabout. I do notv know about

'-t:hsSpea.ker but I can tell you as

someone who has been through seven
elactions, that for the average Senato
race, either Republican or Democrat,
candidactes must ralse $12,006 & week
every week for € years to meet the cost
of the average Senate campaign in the

-, Y

wmmn*mamm
m:uwmmmnmu-
different planet than I do, X SR

womra.lsemtIQVchemt.hemm
of resources necessary. I promise you,

we continue on the path
ol 5.going todeat:ro this

dAte that comment. I wonld ke to
ask the Senator £rom Compecticut, he
is the chajrman of the Demotratic Na-
tional Committas, and when we oarliier
this week endorsed what {s genninsly a
bipartisan bill whers at the moment
there are at least more Republicans on
it thap Democrsts—what we are trying
to- do i{s ger Chairman Barbour and
Chairman D'AMATO, not

cause they ke every detail. I do not
liko every detail {n the bill, mor does
the distingnished Senator from Con-
nectictt ke it. But 0 say wo know—
1 think Chajrman Barbour knows and
Chairman D'AMATC knows. They are
out there s lot with the people making
‘contact with <itizens, and sitizens are
saying loud and clear to us, “‘Clsoge

this electorsl system. Change {t 80 that

‘we foal like we have more power, more
control, and more opport:nnity to um-
u&wu ” 1 .

Oneofthethmaaf.mrhopeeumea
out of this is, rather than 'this‘ fust
Being & couple of, Democrats ocoming
down to the floor of the Semate, T am

_not rying to seek partisan advantage

a8 a" consequence of what' Speaker
GINGRICE says.-I-am Hot going after
Chajrman Barbour or any Republicans

down here at all. Indeed, quite:the op- .
posite. T am' praiging Bambnean lead--

process has to- change. I am hopeful
that leadership of our parties can say
to the American- peopls, “OK, we are
going to put our swoxds down. Wo are

going to stop tranking the fax machine

for a while, and we are co!ng t.u let the

lative Drocass work.™ A

Mambers of the aem.te u.nd the
House' ‘g0 homs over ‘the weoltends,
They know what is golng on. You ask
at the townhall meeving for a show of
hands for how many favor limiting
campaign spending and for reform of
the process. If it i an anMance of 100,
you will get 100 hands. ¥ you ask the
audience how many thinle we do not
spend enough in' political campeigns,
not 8 single hand will go up, unless

* somebody ows o television gtation and

wants to spend more money or Bome-

thing Uke that,

- Y really believe that we know. Idoubt
msthemisssinsleuemberotma
body who would say that the cainpaign
lawe ought to stay the same 'as they
are. Myzuesaislhboutofmknow
this sking ought to change: - -

I hopeful, at least on this- tssue. thau
we can stop bheing partisan for a ’no—

,«r". L
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ment md. be Americats instead and
pass logizlation that the Americar peo-

‘meuewinghttopmontym

them.

‘Mr. DODD. n'mycoueuwawiuyield.
I want to underscore, Mr. President,
what the Senator from Nebresks has
gaid today with his leaderahip on this
{ssue. The author of the legizlation
that the Sepator from Nebraska and I
are speaking about i3 our coneae‘ue

" from Arizona. Senator MoCam, And in

the House of Representatives, similar
legislation is sponsored Rapressntative
LINDA SMITH, who I gather iz a {resgh-
man Member of the House—]I do not
Enow her personally, and I do not know
{f we bave ever mét. CHRISTOPHER
8HAYS, & House Republican Menmber
and a colleague of mine from the State
of Connecticut whom I kmow, 18 an-
other sponsor of the House legisiation.
To suggest that what Wwe are doing 1s
somehow partisan, is to belie the fdets.
I have been a strong supporter, as my

‘eolleagne has, for years on campe.tzn

finance reform. .
‘What we szes wlth this legiamuon
being offerec by our collesgues from
A.ﬁzom»—and Washington ‘and Con-
necr.lcnt the Eouxa:ia m
lnd..that is8, %0 joir &
poblicans and Deznocme who beuevs
that despite. whatever differences we
Whveouothatmmdontm
g, to slow down and .

- Whataver other. diﬂarencaﬁ e ma.y
hav'eon:m»tssue wo ought 0. he able
to come together. By supparting a bi-
pertisan pPlece of legigiation. we can
achieve {t. How anyons. can bdbelave
what the Speakér sayE—l read what

'thospéakerwahm.quuobehim:

Imdmmtmmrot:hamoney
t'ratae is spent offsettlng the weight or r.he
Atlanta Journal-Cansgitutionr: o

Half the money is spent mnning
t a néwspaper it Georgia. The

last time T heard, napt was not
Shenswsgaper. I normally esd up
someone on the other sida 1 dehate
githandmce '

&nowlatmemitlmderst&nd
thiz, We raise this much money . be-
canse we bBave to. talte on our ldcal
NOWEPADErs nqd radjo stations? That is
lndicroas, Mr. President. absolutely lu-
diorons to meke that ocase, for the
Speaker of the House t0 inake the case,
that we need to spend more money so
wgmukeonthemedh. T

'rhatxswhumn!.sabout Ihave
gever heard that argumen? before. .l
have heard ocher arguments about why
we do not want to limit campaigy ex-
pense: but never the suggestion thac

" somehow we have to Ao it in order to

beat back our legal newspa.per apd gol-
amnisty,. - o
‘Mr, KERREY. rz t.be Senator will
‘vield on that one point, I f1nd It rather
fronic; Speaker NEWT GINORICH at the
start of the =essior made Rush

Lty
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Limbangh an honorary Member of Con-
£ress, 50 apparcotly 1! the vim nne np
with your viewp——- :

- Mry. DODD. It: i» OK.

Mr. EERREY. You make r.hem an
honorary Member. I would say it is
more than just ironic that the Speaker,
on the one hand, ia willing to makKe
Rush Limbaugh ag. honorary Member
of Congreas because he believes that he
apd talk radio have been enormously
helpful, but the Atla.n:afconsﬁmﬂon
i8 an enemy.

The Senator from Oonnseﬂcur. ls
Iucky: ke has Bob Shrepf in that State
sc he does not have that problem.
There have been many views expressed
by media highly critical of the Senator
from Nebraska. _I think they have been
wrong, almost never justified. Always
some outrage boils up inside of me, a,na
I have said, ‘“This is not falr.”t - -

Well, that is free speech. It is fa.ir.

" That {8 the press. I walked into the
" arena, and I ghould not 100k for some-

body to blate for the problems I have.
It ssernz to me the American people
have said overwhelmingly~I do not
‘¥now about Connecticut but in Ne-
brasks over and over they say to me,

T “We're sick of all that money.” I had

trouble in 1884 getting pecple excited
about my campsign becauss very aften
thoy would say to me, “We give %00
darned puch money. We are sick of it
We are tired of seeing these 30-second
ads over and over. We get &ick of your

‘face. We wonld like to have a race that’

i8 & bit more on the issues, a'Mt more
opportunity for people to beoaxne cam

. peu!tive .o

Ieannhinkarlwmsomwhynotw
‘vote for campaign finance peform. I
have a lot of reasons why I would not
want to vote for it, and they are all
gocd. I o not-like public finance. I do
not Hke this. I do pot like limitm.
There are all kinds of reasons why I
would not want to support it. But it
Beems to me aneé of the doinant

2
1
§
g
&
E
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for Goverpor; she spent about $400,000

" in a statowide race. I am toid that in.

1998, should I seek reelection, the cost
of & competitive race in my State,
glven the price of New York media,
Boston media, my own State media,
would hover someéwhere between $4.5
and $6 million. That is in 20 years. -

-does not

<
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“That is the average coav, by the way,
na.uonwida. taling Calffornia on-.the
one hand, the extreme case, bacauss of
tho gize of that State and on. the otker
hand a State I suppose -like. Rhode I~
land. Or maybe that is not a good ex-
ample—maybe a smaller S8tate in popu-
lation, Montans. ldahe, whatever it
may be—the average oost is mughly
$4.5 to 55 million.

That means the average Senator
would have to be raiging 512,000 a weok
every week for 6 years—from the day

‘they arrive apd are sworn in in thé

Chamber of this Sezate, from that day
forward, $12,000 & week overy week,

When you congider a3 an incumbent
the advantage 'of that, congidering
somecpe who might 3 years out decide
to talte a shot at being a'U.8. Senator.
what are their chances? What is the
Jpopuiation pool from. which we are
ukglytodraw onndida.tesﬂm-m Beti~
ate

If you decide 24 nmnths outﬂmsyon
would like to run for the Scnate, Fou
have to raise not 11000 a week; you
bhave to raise something like $50,000 ar
Sﬂomorrt).Ma.mk.ormhsubo
have the wealth yourself. - .: <aal

Laft year wo saw in cautornh. cne
individual spend $2¢ million of his own
money, aud I do nat think peopie want
to soe an institution proliferated by ed-
thear people who hiave only the parsonal
wealth that allows them 0 run or that
have only the actess o0 that kind of
wealth—knowing -the kinds of commit-
ments that get made in this husinesa,
have them coms hare already in a sense
committed on a whole host of issues.
where tke mbuc lnmt would - be

LR et SH W o R

jecpardized. -

8¢ again, Iamﬂmuze I think Con-
gresswoman LINDA SMITH had it right,
with her opinion on this idea of a com-
miseion. We have had many commis-
mions and many studies on this. No ape
is fooled by that one. Forming a com-
Monwwouzmawm;mue
again is- laughbadle. " has  been
muchawmmmmuthm.
‘The guestion is wisther or ot we have

the intestinal. fortittde to come to-

lmu ﬂwmmmmnw—
aticn. - . ..

.80 % hope tha.t thaaa oonm:nion
ideas would be shelved, and that we
would ges abont the business hers of
putting a bill in the Chamber, Let 3en-
ator MCCAIN and Senmator. FRNGOLD
bring up their bill. Let amendments be
brought up to moderate and change it.
As the Senator Srom Nebraska said, he

.&nd I may have some modifications to
offer to that legislation, bot we are.

never going to have-that cbanceu'ir.
t called up.

80, w I may dim wibh Oon-
gresswoman SMITH on many, many is-
sues, on this one she s right. Senator
MCCAIN 18 right. We betteryget about

mbuﬂnmofauomthismuwzo.

forward.

I am asddened when T see the contin—
ued cail for more and more money
being spent. And to suggest zomehow
that you need to spend more, as this

816651
‘beadling eays, “Gipgrich Calls For
Mors Not- Less Campaign Cash.”” be-
onuse he has to thke op the Atlanta
Constitutios, i8 going to be met I thinik
with the kind of derision that it oaght
to be. No one buys that argument. Not
a aingle pemntnnmsconntrywmw
that argument.

Ane so I hope tha.e our coueasnes
will support what Senacor KRRREY and
I have done over the last asveral days.
Get behind the McCain-Faingold bfll.
Scnator SmaPsON has done so. Our col-
léagues as well, soveral, have offered
this. Senator NUNN and Senator SmMON
on our side over here have been sup-
portive of it. I benevs it ia on the right
mk.

Again, it 15 aot eoins to be perfect in
every desail, but certainly it is the
only way that I can see in the short
un we are 3o£ns 0 get a.nsthins done
on thia. -~

Beliove me when I tall you that Ser-

'atornmtm and ! have certainly been

challenged in our own party f2r cospon-
soring this bill. This was not met with.
wild applause by everylody who wears
ﬁhelabel of Democyat. -

-:And 0 do not mimndersta.nﬂ us- here
todﬂy This i3 not something thaet is
greeted with great applause in’ every
quarter,’ But we happen to believe as
the ieader: of our respective groupa, as
chairman of the Democratic Senatorial
Campaign Committee and chairman of
the Democratic National Party, this is
truly i the pational intorest. 1¢ Is
truly in the national intarest to Put &
stop to what I would, I think, appro-
priately call the obscers amount of
money baing spent {8 American poéli-

“tles. It is turning people off by the day

in this country. They are sick of it
Théy ‘wart it to stop. They want
cheices that they can make when thoy
gC to the polls, and they see the
amount of money being spenc is a real
dotriment in that effort. So ww urge
the leacarship to allow the bin ta coms

t.o the floor for a vote.
Mr. EERREY. Mr. Preaident. one laat

corament and I will yield the floor. T

‘see the Semt.orﬁ‘om?ennsylvmiam

here. He and I just had & oonple of min-
utes of conversation on ghis sublecs.
Polla ape. very popular methods of
wying t-o detarmine the sttitudez and
views of the Armerican Deople or sotce
segroeny ofy,the American pecpls, and
sometithes those polls are encouraging
and sometimes those poclis are diacour-
aging. One of e most, if not the most,
discouraging polls that X have ever read

‘was a pol! that saked the Amerfcar

people who 2as the most power in
Washington, DC, the President of the
United States, the Cm the spe-
ofal interoses?

.I understand that the apecls.l inker-
asts can mean ons thing to one person
and another to.ancther. I can be & good
special inseest and & bad speciai inter-
ezt. Busi by a margic of 3 to 1 the Amer-

* jean people belicve that the special im-

terests have more power than a Mem.-
ber of Copgress does or than evern the
President of the United States. -
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That I8 & very disturbing fact. We all
Emow that perception becomes reality.
If that is the beilef of the American
people, that means they would say we
40 Dot have any opportunity. If we
want to change & law, if there is some-
thing that we would ke to influence
in Washington, DC. we would like to
bring in an {dea and have it become in-
corporated into A piece of legislation,
we just do not think we have a fighting
chance,

We have o change that perception.

1 belleve, among other , csIm-
paign finance reform can be a means to
that end. There may be other things
that people have on the 1list, but 1
would put that very high—Iindeed, I
would put that at the top of may list {n
the ways to change the 1aw 50 we can
Pegin to change that perception, so the
American citizens out there can say,
as, for example, Sarsh Brady did, we
can change the law. It may cot be a
popular change, maybe it wiil prodace
2 lot of heartache where people will
have to take a position on legislation
we want to uh:g:g? but we want to

ht to change the law.
nsWe have to change the perception
that people have that there is no op-
portuni%y for them to coms to Wash-
ington, DC, and change the iaw of the
land. If we apre able to do that. not oniy
will we geot increased participation at
the day of the election, we will get in-
creased participation all year long
from citizens who feel this realiy is &
government of, by, and for the peeple.

Mr. President, I yisid ths floor.
Mr. SPECTER ¢ the Chaty,
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

.Chair recognizes the Sanator from

Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair,

Mr. Pregident, I believe that cam-
paign finance reform i iong overdue, I
bave just had a conversation with the
distinguished Senator from Connecti-
cut—if 1 could have the attention of
ths Senator from Connscticut-—and one
of tké resl problerws inm the electoral
process involves the soft money, where.
on both gides of the political spectiom,
Republicans and Democrats have
sought enormous sums of money with
the $100,000 contribusion being made
which is totally outside the system.

I have just talked to Senator DoDD
abcut that. Apd I am giad to know his
acquiescence on the imsue of elimigat~
ing the soft money, becanse you ¢an
have all the limitations you like in
many other respects, but if that soft
money ia avallahle, it is all for naught.
80 I thank my colleague from Con-
pecticut.

Mr. DODD. If my colleagtie would
yield. .

The bill does do that. And I think
there is valae {n that. I neglected to
ey to my colleague in our priveate con-
versation that I thick you might be
able t0 make a case, for instance, in
the area of locai—no$ national—bnt
local, statewide elections, and so forth,
where you want to promote a cértain
activity, that you might find a2 way to
have some excoptions and caveats.
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In the underiyine point, I think the
Senator from Pennsylvania is correct,
but I can also ses whete some modifica-
tions in that might meet the concerns
of the Seastor from Peonsylvania and
my concerns, what he poperly de-
scribes as the proliferation of this idnd
of resource that comes into our na-
tional coffers. in a way to promote, I
think, sound, intelligent, apd worth-
while political activity at the grass.
roots level,

Mr, S3PECTER. If I may pursue that
discusgsion for one more moment with
the Senator from Connecticut.

1 get concerned when you say caveat.

What kind does the tor have in
mind?

Mr. DODD. 1 do not have one in mind,
I thipk, like the Senator from Ne-
trasia said, this &0-percent require-
ment. that the funds be 60 parceant from
your Stute. that might dbe fine in Cali-
fornia. Pennaylvania, even Connect-
cut, but {n some other States you may
want to have some flexibility in that,
smal] States that do pot have that
kind of population. You may want to
modify that, . -. : -

That is what I mean By gsome of the
provisions here. I support this dill, I
an a cosponsor of it 1. think that

quastions baeing raised. L e )
But my view is it iz better to got be-
hind a bill you fundamentally

I have decided to 4o bere backs our ¢ol-
league~—bhare i8 A collesgue from the
other gide of the aisle who cares deeply
about the issue, with two Members of
the House, both of the Republican
Party, SMrra and -Con-
greseman SHAYS, along with some
Democrata, who offer s proposal. Be-
canse there are & number of Repubd-
Ucans and Democrats who €éndorse the
MeCain bill, we thought maybde, lvst
maybe, we might be able to get beyond
what has been the traditional response,
Mr. Progident, to the historic way we
hoave dealt with this issus, and that i
& couple of bills and the press reiesses
go sut, : ' o

I am not going toO endorse every as-
pect of this bill, I wounld not expect gv-
eryone else to. In the soft money area,
my general view {8 we ought to get out
of it. You may make some exceptions
on the local level or State level. That
may have some wvalue, But I still be-
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lleve honestly we ought to get behind
this bill and get something on the floor
that would change the Wiy We run ont
sarpaigns in this country.

i —

INTEPNATIONAL TRIBUNAL ON
. WAR CRIMES

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
sought recognition today to-lend my
support to a request made by the pros-
ecutor on the International War
Crimes tribunsl on the Bosnian situa-
tion, where the Internatiopal tribunal
on War Crimes in Bosnis has {armally
asked the United States t¢ make the
gurrender of the indicted suspects a
condition for aBy peace acCord.

.As weé know, right now in Dayten
there are negotiations undesway t try
to resolve the Bosnian conflict, But in-
dietments kave already been iz=ued for
Gen. Ratko Miadic, the Bosnian Serb
military commander, and Radovan
Karadzic, the Bosnian Serb leader, on
indictments which specify their leader-
ghip role in the athnic ¢leansing and
reported masszactes and organized rapes
that marked the frst monins of the

Bosnian war.

The tribunal prosecutor, the distin.
guished lawyer Richard J. Goldstoge,
has been pursuing thess matters with
real diligence, and it poses a real test
for the international comrauvnity. Part
of the test arises because the Preaident
of Serbla, President  8lobodan
Mtlosevic, i3 involved in these negoyia~
tions. Be was identified some time ago
by the then-Secretary of State, Law-
repce Eagicburger. as having been in.
volved possitly In iptercational war

.crimes in connection with the Bosnian

Sarbs' ethnic cleansing iz the satly
months of that campaign.

"I am pleassd to note that rankirg
Clinton administration officials have
committed that there will bs no am-
nesty granted. but I think it is wvery
important as a matter of International
1aw that these prosecutions 2o forward
and the Unia:id States cooperate with
these prosecutions.

" For mors than a decads, Mr. Presi-
dent, I have urged the formation of an
interpational criminal court to deal
with orimes such as hostage taxdipg,
verrorism, and drug dealing where we
find that thers are people in custody
who they will’ not extradite to the
United States; for example. in Colom-
bia where there are drug leaders and
drug criminals who ought to be
brought %o trial, but because of domas-

"tic politics in Colombia. they are not

to exgradite them to the Unitad
States. If there wors an internatiogal
crimiral court, then I do believe chere
would B¢ a tribunal set ap where ths
political disadvantage of exiradiuing
2%, to the United States would 8ot be

present.

And I note today, Mr. President. that
there are ceremonies marking the trag-
edy of Pan Am 103. where indictments
have been iaszed for two Libyans impli-
cated in the tragedy of Pan Am 103,
and the jctransigence of the Likhyan
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SUMMARY

This report summarizes and compares provisions of current campaign
finance law with S. 10 and S. 1219, reform bills currently before the 104th
Congress. S. 10, an omnibus congressional reform bill introduced by Minority
Leader Tom Daschle on January 4, 1995, is the Senate Democratic leadership’s
bill. Division C of S. 10 is based on and closely resembles S. 3, which passed the
Senate in the 103d Congress. S. 1219, introduced by Senators John McCain
and Russe]l Feingold on September 7, 1995, is a bipartisan bill.
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CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM:
COMPARISON OF CURRENT LAW WITH
S. 10 (DASCHLE) AND S. 1219 (McCAIN/FEINGOLD)
IN THE 104TH CONGRESS

INTRODUCTION

This report summarizes and compares provisions of current campaign
finance law with S. 10 and S. 1219, reform bills currently before the 104th
Congress. 8. 10, an omnibus congressional reform bill introduced by Minority
Leader Tom Daschle on January 4, 1995, is the Senate Democratic leadership’s
bill. Division C of S. 10 is based on and closely resembles S. 3, which passed the
Senate in the 103d Congress. S. 1219, introduced by Senators John McCain
and Russell Feingold on September 7, 1995, is a bipartisan bill.

The Congressionael Campaign Spending Limit and Election Reform Act of
1995 (Division C of S. 10) features a voluntary system of spending limits for
Senate candidates (on overall campaign and candidates’ personal spending), in
exchange for a broadcast rate of 50 percent of the lowest unit rate in general
elections. Public funding is offered as a backup mechanism to compensate a
candidate opposed by independent expenditures or by an opponent who exceeds
the limit. Participating candidates may spend additional amounts in either case.

The rest of S. 10 contains mandatory provisions for Federal candidates in
general or, in some cases, just Senate candidates. It bans PAC contributions and
expenditures in Senate elections, with a fallback provision in case the ban is
held to be unconstitutional: a reduced limit on PAC contributions to candidates
($1,000 versus $5,000) and an aggregate limit on Senate receipts from PACs (the
lesser of 20 percent of the election cycle limit, or $825, 000)/"S. 10 also addresses

\soft money, bundling, and independent expendltures, among other issues.

)

The McCain/Feingold bill, the Senate Campaign Finance Reform Act of
1995, has a similar structure to S. 10, with a voluntary system of limits and
benefits for Senate candidates and mandatory changes in the law affecting all
Federal candidates. S. 1219 features a voluntary system of spending limits for
Senate candidates, using the same overall spending limits as S. 10 but with a

hlgher limit on candidates’ personal spending. In addition to the spending ___.

limits, candidates must agree to raise at least 60 percent of their individual ¢ o -\5:'
\

donatlons from State residents. In primary elections, participating candidates
n1ay teceive the benefit of buying broadeast time at 50 percent of the lowest unit
rate. In the general election, benefits to participants include: 30 minutes of free
broadcast time; additional broadcast time at 50 percent of the lowest unit rate;
and the lowest third class bulk rate for two mailings per eligible voter. No
direct public funding is offered as a backup mechanism in this bill. To
compensate a candidate opposed by a non-complying opponent who exceeds the
limit, the spending limit on participants is raised, and the limit on individual
contributions they may receive is doubled. No compensation is provided for
targets of independent expenditures.

The mandatory provisions of S. 1219 include the same PAC ban as in S. 10,
but it covers all Federal candidates and extends the fallback provision to cover
contributions by intermediaries (i.e., bundling) as well as PACs.” §. 1219 also
addresses soft toney, bundling, and | 1ndependent expenditures, and other issues.

This report summarizes major provisions of the law and both bills; some
standard sections, such as repayments audits, and reports to_Congress are
omitted. It is organized conceptually and not in the order of either bill or
current law.
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Current Law S.10 S. 1219
(Daschle) (McCain/Feingold)
' VOLUNTARY SYSTEM:

SENATE CAMPAIGN SPENDING LIMITS (Linked with Benefits)

No corresponding existing law

Limits on Campaign Expenditures

Voluntary limits for full 6-year
cycle, based on State population:

General election

$400,000, plus 30 cents x VAP
(voting age population) up to 4
million, plus 25 cents x VAP over
4 million; minimum -— §1.2
million; maximum — $5.5 million

Primary election
67% of general election limit;
maximum — $2.75 million

Runoff
20% of general election limit [Sec.
10001-"501-502"]

Candidates’ Personal Spending Limit

$25,000 [Sec. 10001-"502"]

et

Voluntary limits for full 6-year
cycle, based on State population:

General election

$400,000, plus 30 cents x VAP
(voting age population) up to 4
million, plus 25 cents x VAP over
4 million; minimum — §1.2

‘million; maximum — $5.5 million

Primary election
67% of general election limit;
maximum —- $2.75 million -

Runoff
20% of general election limit [Sec.
101-"501-502"]

Lesser of: 10% of general election
limit, or $250,000 [Sec. 101-"502"]
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SPENDING LIMITS—Continued

Carryover of Campaign Funds

Up to 20% of primary and general
election 11m1t ‘may be transferred
for use in r next _election cycle [Sec.
0005) 77

Exemptions/Contingencies

Inflation
Limits indexed annually (1996
base year) [Sec. 10001-"501/502")

Non-complying opponent .
Additional spending sallowed by
participating candidate if
opponent raises or spends more
than 200% of general election
limit, with spet spending not to exceed
200% of limit [Sec. 10001- "503“]
{See Contingent Beneﬁts}?«

Independent Expenditures
Expenditure limits lifted to extent

epe de
against participating candidate or
Ji—

No corresponding provision

Inflation

'Limits indexed annually (1995

base year) [Sec. 101-"501/502"]

Non-complying opponent

Additional _20% in spending
allowed by partxcxpatm gcandidate
if opponent: (1) exceeds spending
limits, or (2) does not intend to
abide by limits, Eavmg raised at
least 10% of general election limit
ot ‘spent at least 10% of personal

hyut [Sec. 101-"5602"]

No corresponding provision

=
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SPENDING LIMITS—Continued

for opponents in general or
primary election, once $10,000 in
Tes are

] ex
made— by single source [Sec.

10001-"603"] -

Legal and accounting compliance
costs exemption

Lesser of: 156% of general election
limit, or $300,000 (permanently

segregated) [Sec. 10001-"5602"]
Taxes
Federal, State and local income

taxes exempt from limits [Sec.
10001-"502"

States with no more than 1 VHF
TV station

General election limit of $400,000,
plus 80 cents x VAP up to 4
million, plus 70 cents x VAP over
4 million [Sec. 10001-"502"]

No corresponding provision

Taxes

Federal, State and local income
taxes exempt from limits [Sec.
101-"502"]

States with no more than 1 VHF
TV station

General election limit of $400,000,
plus 80 cents x VAP up to 4
million, plus 70 cents x VAP over
4 million {Sec. 101-"502"]

Necd Jp62A
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qON
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SPENDING LIMITS—Continued

Penalties for Violation of Spending Limits

7

Civil penalties for exceeding
spending limit (up to 200% of
amount involved):

excess 2.5% or less: amount of
excess;

excess bet. 2.5-5%: 3 x excess
amount; and

excess 5% or more: 3 x excess
amount, plus additional amount
determined by FEC, plus amount
equal to benefits if willful
violation [Sec. 10001-"605"]

No corresponding provision

SENATE CAMPAIGN BENEFITS (Linked with Spending Limits)

Disincentives to Non-Compliance with Spending Limits

Disclaimer

Required on non-participant ads,
stating that he or she does not
abide by limits [Sec. 10004]

No corresponding provision
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SENATE CAMPAIGN BENEFITS—Continued

Reports Required

Candidates who exceed limits
must file periodic reports with
Sec. of Senate, triggered by
specified thresholds; FEC to
notify opponents [Sec. 10003}

Eligibility for Benefits

Fundraising threshold
5% of general election limit,
counting only first $250 from in-
State individuals raised during
last two years of election cycle

=) .

Intention to Abide by Limits

In Primary: File declaration with
.~ Secretary of Senate by filing date

for primary that candidate will

abide by limits

In General: File statement within
7 days of qualifying for general
election ballot of winning primary

No corresponding provision

Fundraising threshold

Lesser of: 10% of general election
limit, or $250,000, in individual
contributions, at least 60% from
in-state individuals, all raised in-
last 2 years of election cycle

Intention to Abide by Limits

In Primary: File declaration with
Secretary of Senate by filing date
for primary that candidate will
abide by limits

In General: File statement within
7 days of qualifying for general
election ballot or winning primary
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(if after Sept. 1) declaring
irrevocably that candidate will
abide by general election limits
and did abide by primary limits

No corresponding provisions

4

At least one opponent on general
election ballot [Sec. 10001-"501"]

Closed captioning

No payments to eandidates who

do not use closed captioning in

vV ads [Sec. 10001-"501/509"]

/

{Q")
Vo
(of

—_— v

SENATE CAMPAIGN BENEFITS—Continued

(if after Sept. 1) declaring
irrevocably that candidate will
abide by general election limits
and did abide by primary limits
[Sec. 101-"501"]

In-state funding requirement:
Participating candidate must raise
at least 60% of all individual
contributions from State residents
[Sec. 241]

At least one opponent on general
election ballot [Sec. 101-"501"]

No corresponding provision
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SENATE CAMPAIGN BENEFITS—Continued

. Benefits for Eligible Candidates in Primary Election

Broadcasters must sell time to
candidates in last 45 days before
a primary election at lowest unit
rate for same class and amount of
time for same period [47 U.S.C.
§315(b)(1)}

No corresponding provision

Broadcast rate discount

Requires broadcasters to sell time
to candidates at 60% of lowest
unit rate in last 30 days of
primary election period [Sec. 101-
"503"/103]

Benefits for Eligible Candidates in General Election

Broadcasters must sell time to
candidates in last 60 days before
general election at Towest unit
rate1or same class and amount of

tigpe Tor same period 147 U.S.C.
§315(bY( D]

No corresponding provision

Broadcast rate discount

Requires broadcasters to sell time
candidates at 50% of lowest unit
rate in last 60 days of general
election period [Sec. 10001-
"503"/10011]

\

Free broadcast time

Participating candidate may get
30 in. of free broadcast time on
stations of choice, in prime time,
in 30 sec.-b min. segments, with
no more than 15 min. on any one
station [Sec. 101-"503"/102]

Broadcast rate discount

Requires broadcasters to sell time
to candidates at 50% of lowest
unit rate in last 60 days of
general election period {Sec. 101-
"503"/103)

— saonr

SL R 5 (add s
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SENATE CAMPAIGN BENEFITS—Continued

Current lowest rates for bulk mail:
Regular 3d class rate (available to
candidates): 11.7¢

Special 3d class rate (available to
national parties): 5.6¢
[US Postal Service.
Bulletin. Jan. 1, 1995]

Postal

No corresponding provision

Lower postal rates

Candidates can mail up to 2
pieces per eligible voter in State
at lowest third-class non-profit
rate (i.e., "special” rate) [Sec. 101-
"503"/104)

Contingent Benefits for Eligible Candidates

Individual may contribute up to
$1,000 per candidate, per election
[2 U.S.C. §441a(a)(1)(A)

Non-participating opponent
exceeds limit

Major _pasty eligible candidate
@ subsidy equal to 1/3
perffrat—"clection limit once
opponent exceeds limit, an
additional subsidy equal to 1/3
general election limit once
opponent exceeds limit by 1/3, and
a final subsidy equal to 1/3
general election limit once

opponent exceeds limit by 2/3.

Non-major party ‘-eligible
candidate may receive least of:
amount raised by eligible

Non-participating opponent
exceeds limit

Doubles limit on individual
Contributions to _ participating
candidates__IT__ opponent: (1)
éxceeds spending limits, or (2)
does not intend to abide by limits,
having raised at least 10% of
general election limit or spent at

least 10% of personal limit [Sec.
105]




Current Law S. 10 S. 1219
(Daschle) (McCain/Feingold)

SAENATE CAMPAIGN BENEFITS—Continued

candidate in excess of threshold
requirement, 50% of general
election limit, or amount of
opponent’s excess spending [Sec.
10001-"503")

Independent expenditures No corresponding provision
Eligible candidate may receive

payment in general election equal

to amount of independent

expenditures made for an

opponent or against him or her,

once aggregating in excess of

$10,000 by a single source [Sec.

10001-"503"]

Funding Mgchanism for Benefits

\

None of the provisions of bill to No corresponding provision
be effective until estimated costs
\(A’ \ﬂ are offset by subsequent
-

U\ legislation effectuating this Act
V’L i

Effectuating legislation will not
increase taxes or budget deficit or
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SENATE CAMPAIGN BENEFITS—Continued

Excess campaign funds may be:
used for ordinary and necessary
expenses related to office,
contributed to certain non-profit
organizations, or used for other
lawful purposes, including
transfers to national, State, or
local political party committees (2
U.S.C. §439a)

reduce spending for government
programs [Sec. 10062]

Excess campaign funds to be
transferred to Treasury’s general
fund, if not used for lawful
purposes within one year of the

general election in that cycle [Sec.
10005]

No corresponding provision
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SOURCES OF FUNDS—Continued

To Political Parties
Limit on multicandidate political To State parties
committee (PAC) contributions to $15,000 to a State Party
State and local party committees: Grassroots Fund; $5,000 to any
$5,000 per calendar year [2 U.S.C. other State party committee;
§ 441a(aX2)(C)] $15,000 total to Grassroots Fund

and other committees [Sec. 10034]

Gsa> <o C\u\ﬁ\ 7

No corresponding provision
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Limit on multicandidate political

committee (PAC) contributions to

other PACs: $6,000 per calendar
year [2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(2)(C)]

No corresponding existing law

SOURCES OF FUNDS—Continued

To Otfzer PACs

$1,000 [Sec. 10002]

Leadership PACs

Federal candidates or
officeholders may not establish,
maintain, or control a political
committee after 12 months
following effective date of Act,
other than principal campaign
committee, party committee, or
joint fundraising committee [Sec.
10051]

No corresponding provision

‘No corresponding provision
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Limit on candidate contributions
by candidate’s authorized

\ committee: $1,000 [2
U.S.C.§441a(a)(1)(A)]; Limit on
candidate contributions by
multicandidate committee: $5,000
[2 U.S.C.§441a(a)(2)(A)}

$1,000 per candidate, per election
[2 U.S.C.§441a(a)(1)(A)]

$5,000 per year [2
U.S.C.8441a(a)}(1)(C)]

Limit on individual contributions
to State and local party

SOURCES OF FUNDS—Continued

For purposes of limits, any
political committee established,
maintained, or contrelled by a
Federal candidate or officeholder
is to be treated like a candidate’s
authorized committee [Sec. 10002]

Individuals
To Candidates

No corresponding provision

To PACs

$1,000 per year [Sec. 10002]

To Political Parties

To State parties
$20,000 to a State Party
Grassroots Fund; $5,000 to any

For purposes of limits, any
political committee established,
maintained, or controlied by =
Federal candidate or officeholder
is to be treated like a candidate’s

¥

c\ath

Cacqt—rm
\ -

authorized committee [Sec. 201] .  \ gc.d. OAC

k\'bc\n- e'q;ﬂ'oe

No corresponding provision

No corresponding provision

No corresponding provision
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committees: $5,000 .per year [2
U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1)]

Executive Personnel of Common Employer

No corresponding existing law

b QOG\J\L

Individu&s??nay give $25,000 per
year to all Federal candidates and
committees [2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(3)]
No more than $20,000 of the
annual limit may be given to
National party committees [2
U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1)]

SOURCES OF FUNDS—Continued

other State party committee;
$20,000 total to Grassroots Fund

and other State party committees
[Sec. 10034)

Limits contributions by executive
or administrative personnel of a
common employer to an aggregate
of $5,000 to any candidate and
$20,000 to any party committee;
prohibits any such contributions
if made at the direction of the
employer [Sec. 10002]

m\-\s‘l&:&\
Aggregate'Contribution Limit

Changes aggregate limit to
election cycle basis and raises it
to $60,000; no more than $25,000
to candidates per year; no more
than $20,000 to State party
committees per year [Sec. 10034]

Bl

No corresponding provision

No corresponding provision
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Party (multicandidate)
committees may contribute $5,000
per candidate, per election [2
U.S.C.§441a(a)(2)(A)]; Senate and
National party committees may
contribute $17,500 to Senate
candidate per campaign period [2
U.S.C. 441a(g)]

No corresponding existing law

SOURCES OF FUNDS—Continued

- Political Parties
To Candidates

Counts all State and local party
contributions to a Federal

candidate against that party’s
limit [Sec. 10043}

Lobbyists

Prohibits lobbyists or political
committees under- their control
from contributing to a candidate
for 1 yr. after lobbying contact
with that Federal officeholder or
staff or, if a Presidential
candidate, executive branch
official; Prohibits contributors
from lobbying Federal officeholder
(or staff or executive branch
official) to whom they contributed

No corresponding provision

No corresponding provision
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No corresponding existing law

An expenditure by a person
expressly advocating the election
or defeat of a clearly identified
candidate, which is made without
cooperation or consultation with

SOURCES OF FUNDS—Continued

for 1 yr. after contribution [Sec.
10041}

Candidates

Post-election contributions
Prohibits post-election
contributions from being used to
repay loans from candidate or
family [Sec. 10031]

Sec. 10001 imposes contribution
limits only on candidates who
participate in voluntary system

INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES

Definition

Defines independent expenditure

to mean a communication

containing ‘"express ddvocacy,’
(i.e., taken as a whole, it suggests
support for or opposition to

No corresponding provision

Sec. 101 imposes contribution
limits only on candidates who
participate in voluntary system

Defines independent expenditure
to mean a communication
containing ‘"express advocacy,"

{i.e., taken as a whole, it suggests

support for or opposition to
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INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES—Continued

any candidate or any candidate’s
authorized committee or agent
and is not made in concert with
or at the request or suggestion of
any candidate or any candidates’
authorized committee or agent;
“clearly identified” means that,
(1) the involved candidate’s name
appears; (2) a photograph or
drawing of the candidate appears;
or (3) the identity of the
candidate is apparent by
unambiguous reference [2 U.S.C.
§ 431(17),(18)]

candidates or suggests taking
action to support or oppose
candidates). It may not be
coordinated with a candidate or
candidate’s agent

Prohibits independent
expenditures:

(1) by political party

committees;

(2) where there has been any
communication about election
between candidate and spender or
agents during election cycle;

(3) where there has been any
coordination with candidate or
agent; .

(4) where, during election cycle,
spender has been authorized to
raise funds or has worked in a
significant capacity for a
candidate;

() where, during election cycle,
spender has advised candidate or
agents on election;

candidates or suggests taking
action to support or oppose
candidates). It may not be
coordinated with a candidate or
candidate’s agent

Prohibits independent

expendity
(1) by(candidate 91‘ political party
committeesy

(2) where there has been any
coordination with candidate or
agent;

(3) where, during election cycle,
spender has been authorized to
raise funds or has worked in a
significant capacity for a
candidate;

(4) where, during election cycle,
spender has advised candidate or
agents on election; or




CRS-19

Current Law

S.10
(Daschle)

S. 1219
(McCain/Feingold)

(6) where spender has used same
consultant as candidate during
election cycle; or

(7) where spender has consulted
(other than for compliance with
law) with an official of or
consultant to a political party
involved in campaign. [Sec.
10021j

INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES—Continued

(56) where spender has used same
consultant as candidate (other
than for legal and accounting
compliance with law) during
election cycle. [Sec. 251]
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INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES—Continued

Any independent expenditure
aggregating $1,000 or more made
after the 20th day, but more than
24 hours before any election,
must be reported within 24 hours
to the Clerk, the Secretary, or the
Commission and the Secretary of
State indicating whether it was
made in support of or in
opposition to the candidate
involved {2 U.S.C. § 434{(c}(2)]

No corresponding existing law

Reporting Requirements

Additional reports to be made to
Secretary of Senate, with copy to
be sent to FEC, and Secretary of
State:

Notification within 48 hours of
independent expenditures each
time they aggregate at least
$10,000, until 20th day before
election;

Notification by 20th day before
election of intent to make
independent expenditures of at

least $5,000 in last 20 days;

FEC to notify all candidates in
that election within 48 hours
[Sec. 10012]

No corresponding provision
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INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES—Continued

Must clearly state the name of
person paying for ad and that it
was not authorized by a candidate
{2 US.C. § 441d(a)]

No corresponding existing law

Disclaimer

~ Requires enhanced disclaimer on

independent ads, to include
spoken statement of who is
responsible and, if on TV, a
clearly printed message as well
(with reasonable contrast, for at
least 4 sec.) [Sec. 10013]

Response Time

Independent spender must notify
broadcaster and provide copy of
required disclosure, listing
affected candidates; broadcaster
must notify all candidates and
allow them to buy time
immediately after independent ad
[Sec. 10022])

1 Requires enhanced disclaimer on

independent ads, to include
spoken statement of who is
responsible and, if on TV, a
clearly printed message as well
(with reasonable contrast, for at
least 4 sec.) [See. 302]

No corresponding provision
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INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES-Continued

Non-Profit Corporations

Prohibits contributions and Permits qualified nonprofit No corresponding provision
expenditures by national banks, corporations (as defined) to make

corporations and labor unions in independent expenditures [Sec.

connection with any Federal 10063]

election [2 U.S.C. §441b(a)]

(Matching Funds to/Lifting Limits on Targets of Independent Ads)

Under Sec. 10001, participating No corresponding provision
candidates may spend in excess of

spending limits (in primary or

general) and may receive subsidy

in general, to compensate for

independent ads against them or

for opponent, once in excess of

$10,000 by a single spender
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All - contributions made by a
person on behalf of a particular
candidate, includingcontributions
which are earmarked or directed
through an intermediary, must be
treated as contributions from

such person to such candidate.
(2 US.C. § 441a(8)]

\D m‘&\"" \M
“\N\ ka" &Cw

\‘\5

BUNDLING! Q)

Contributions through
intermediary or conduit to be
counted against intermediary’s
contribution limit, if made
payable to lntermedlary OR if

1) separate segregated fund or a
non-connected PAC invo
lobbying; €.8. e
(2) party committee;
(3) wunion, corporation, trade
association, or national bank;

(4) partnership;

(6) someone required to register
as a lobbyist or foreign agent; or
(6) agents or employees of above
groups acting on behalf of groups.

Defines "contributions arranged
to be made" —

where money is
delivered to a candidate by an
intermediary or where
contributions identify the
intermediary to the candidate

Contributions through
intermediary or conduit to be
counted against intermediary’s
contribution limit, if made
payable to intermediary OR if

intermediary is a:
(racy

\-—-—\ “‘o@v& 300\('4 '\&\ﬁA -QM-“K\/:\.MC

(2) party committee; ‘h\&)\;::la
(3) wunion, corporation, trade
association, or national bank;

(4) partnership;

(5) someone required to register

as a lobbyist or foreign agent; or

(6) agents or employees of above

groups acting on behalf of groups.

Defines "contributions arranged
to be made" — where money is
delivered to a candidate by an
intermediary or where
intermediary sponsors fundraiser
where contributions are made

! Bundling refers to the practice of an intermediary or conduit collecting and transmitting contributions to a candidate, generally in
amounts beyond which the intermediary could permissibly contribute directly to that candidate.
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BUNDLING—Continued

The intermediary must report the
original source and the intended
recipient of such contribution to
the Commission and to the
intended recipient [2 US.C. §
441a(8)]

Above restriction does not apply
to bona fide joint fundraising
activities by 2 or more candidates,
to fundraising by another
candidate, or to solicitations by
individuals with their own
resources and where solicitor is
not identified

Exempts bundling by non-
\L:onnected PACs that do not lobby
Requires intermediary or conduit
to also report total amount of
contributions it arranged for each

candidate, with dates received and
forwarded [Sec. 10041]

Above restriction does not apply
to fundraising events by another
candidate, or to solicitations by
individuals with their own
resources and where solicitor is
not identified [Sec. 231]

No corresponding provision

No corresponding provision

No)  condECTED  PALE  wse

T AST WOBRN —~
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SOFT MONEY?
: Definitions
L
™ (Vo . e . . .
Nt SLANY Activities subject to FECA No corresponding provision

s.\ Qp Get-out-the-vote drives in
@ 5‘ o Presidential election year; other
- \\‘\L OIS get-out-the-vote drives not solely

o \‘6& for State candidates and which

e o qs,‘d‘» don’t identify and are targeted at
- & '.,,,A,\\ supporters of Federal candidates;
o generic activities; any activities

which in part promote or identify
Federal candidates; voter
registration drives; development
and maintenance of voter files in
even-numbered year; any activity
which significantly affects Federal
elections :

2 As used here, "soft money” means money raised and spent under the various State laws, while "hard money" means money raised and
spent under Federal law. Soft money generally refers to money which is raised and spent outside the purview of the Federal Election Campaign
Act (FECA), which might be illegal if contributed or spent to influence a Federal election, but which may have at least an indirect impact on
a Federal election.
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SOFT MONEY—Continued

Activities not subject to FECA

Costs of party buildings or to
operate radio or TV facility;
contributions to non-Federal
candidates; money for State or
local conventions; activities
exclusively on behalf or which
only identify non-Federal
candidates; state or local party
administrative expenses; research
for solely state or local candidates
and issues; development and
maintenance of voter files except
for'1 yr. before Federal election;
any activities solely aimed at
influencing and which only affect
non-Federal elections [Sec. 10035]

Generic campaign activity
To promote a political party
rather than any particular
candidate [Sec. 10033] °

No corresponding provision

No corresponding provision
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According to FEC regulations,
expenses that jointly benefit both
Federal and non-Federal
candidates and elections (such as
get-out-the-vote and voter
registration) must be allocated.
Allocation methods include:

Fixed or Minimum Percentage: a
fixed or minimum percentage of a

SOFT MONEY—Continued

State Party Grassroots Fund

New separate segregated fund
established and maintained by
state political party committee for
making expenditures in
connection with Federal elections
(for: generic campaign activity,
preparing and mailing sample
ballots, campaign materials for
volunteers, voter registration and
get-out-the-vote for President and
Vice President, voter registration,

and maintaining voter files) [Sec.
10033]

Limitations/Allocations/Prohibitions

Prokhibits use of soft money for
any party activity that is subject
to FECA and significantly affects
a Federal election [Sec. 10035]

No corresponding provision

No corresponding provision
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disbursement must be allocated as
a Federal expenditure (used by
national party committees) [11
C.F.R. § 106.5(b)(2),(c)(2)];

Funds Expended Ratio: costs
allocated according to the ratio of
funds spent on behalf of Federal
candidates to the total
disbursements made by the
committee for all Federal and
non-Federal accounts (used by
House and Senate campaign
committees) [11 C.F.R. §
106.5(c)(1) and § 106.6(c)(1));

Funds Received Ratio: costs
allocated according to ratio of
funds received for Federal
elections compared to total
Federal and non-Federal receipts
[11 CFR. § 1065(f) and
106.6(d)];

Ballot Composition Ratio: costs
allocated according to ratio of
Federal offices to total Federal

SOFT MONEY—Continued
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and non-Federal offices expected
on the ballot in the next general
election (used by State and local
party committees [11 C.F.R. §
106.5(d)(1)3;

Time or Space of Communication
Ratio: costs allocated according
to the proportion of a
communication’s time or space
devoted to Federal candidates
compared to time or space of

entire communication {11 C.F.R.
§ 106.1(a) and 106.5(e)}

The terms “contribution” and
“expenditure” do not include
payment by a State or local
political committee for grassroots
volunteer campaign materials on
behalf of nominees of such party
[2 US.C. § 431(8)(B)(x),
(9)(B)(viii)] nor do they include
the payment by such committee
- for voter registration and get-out-
the-vote activities on behalf of
nominees of such party for

SOFT MONEY—Continued

Retains current law’s exemption
for contributions and
expenditures by state or local
party committees for. voter
registration and get-out-the-vote
drives on behalf of Presidential
ticket, but only if they are
connected with volunteer
activities and volunteers perform

- the work [Sec, 10033]

No correspending provision
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President and Vice President [2
U.S.C. § 431(8)(B)(xii),(9IHBX(ix)]

No corresponding existing law

No corresponding existing law

No corresponding existing law

SOFT MONEY—Continued .

Prohibits national party
committees from soliciting or
accepting soft money, except for
certain defined uses in State or
local elections [Sec. 10035]

Prohibits State and local party
committees from using soft money
for State or local candidate get-
out-the-vote activity or for a
ballot measure, UNLESS during a
non-Presidential election year
AND the money is used only for
State or local candidates or ballot
measures AND the money is not
used to identify Federal candidate
voters [Sec. 100351

Prohibits Federal candidates or
officeholders from raising soft
money on behalf of any candidate,
in connection with a Federal

election {Sec. 10036]

Prohibits national party
committees from soliciting,
accepting, or spending soft money,
except for certain defined uses in
State and local elections [Sec.

211]

Prohibits State and local party
committees from using soft money
for any activity during a Federal
election year which might affect a
Federal election, including such
activities as get-out-the-vote and
registration drives, generic
activities, and any communication
that identifies a Federal candidate
[Sec. 212]

Prohibits Federal candidates or
officeholders from raising soft
money in connection with a
Federal election, but does not
affect money raised for a non-
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National party committees must
diaclose all donations, and certain
information regarding the donor,
aggregating more than $200 per
calendar .year, made to its non-
Federal account [11 CF.R. §
104.8(e)(f)]

National party committees must
disclose certain information about
each person to whom a
disbursement is made aggregating
more than $200 per calendar year
from the committee’s building
fund account and must report any
transfer from their non-Federal
account to the non-Federal
account of a State or local party
committee [11 C.F.R. §
104.9(d)(e)]

SOFT MONEY—Continued

Disclosure

National and congressional party
committees must disclose all
financial activity, regardless of
whether in connection with
Federal election; other political
committees must disclose all
financial aectivity including
separate schedules regarding
State Grassroots Funds [Sec.
10037]

Federal candidate if permitted
under State law [Sec. 214]

National and congressional party
committees must disclose all
financial activity, regardless of
whether in connection with
Federal election; other political
committees must disclose all
financial activity. [Sec. 215]
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No corresponding existing law

No corresponding existing law

SOFT MONEY—Continued

Tax-exempt Fundraising

Prohibits Federal candidates or
officeholders from raising any
money for a tax-exempt group
which devotes significant
activities to voter registration and

get-out-the-vote drives [Sec.
10036)

Non-Party Soft Money:

No corresponding provision

Prohibits party committees from
raising money for or contributing
to a tax-exempt group [Sec. 213]

Requires independent and
member organizations (including
unions) to notify the FEC of
political expenditures in excess of
$2,000, within 48 hours before
disbursement; in the last 14 days
of an election, 7 days' notice
would be required [Sec. 221]
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CAMPAIGN ADVERTISING
‘ Broadcast Rates/Rules

No corresponding existing law

During the 45 days before a
primary and 60 days before a
general election, broadcasting
stations must make time
available, for the lowest unit
charge, to any legally qualified
candidate [47 U.S.C. § 315(b)]

Lowest unit charge of a station is
for the same class and amount of
time for the same period [47
U.8.C. §315(b)(1)]

Prohibits broadecasters from
preempting ads sold to political
candidates at lowest unit rate,
unless beyond broadcaster’s
control

Requires lowest unit rate to be
available to candidates in last 30
days before primary [Sec. 10011]

Lowest unit charge of a station is
for the same amount of time for
the same period on the same date
[Sec. 10011]

Prohibits broadcasters from
preempting ads sold to ‘political
candidates at lowest unit rate,
unless beyond broadcaster’s
control

Requires lowest unit rate to be
available to candidates in last 30
days before primary [Sec. 103]

Lowest unit charge of a station is
for the same amount of time for
the same period on the same date
[Sec. 103}
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Whenever any person makes an
expenditure expressly advocating
election or defeat of a clearly
identified candidate or solicits any
contribution through advertising,
such communication: (1) if paid
for by a candidate, must clearly
state g0, or (2) if paid for by other
persons, but authorized by a
candidate, must clearly state so,
or (3) if not authorized by a
candidate, must clearly state the
name of the person who paid for
the communication and that it
was not authorized by any
candidate [2 U.S.C. § 441d(a)]

No corresponding existing law

CAMPAIGN ADVERTISING—Continued

Disclaimers

Requires clear statement of
responsibility in ads, with: clearly
readable type and color contrasts
(print); clearly readable type,
color contrasts, candidate image,
and specified, written candidate
statement, for at least 4 sec. (TV);
and candidate’s spoken message
(radio and TV) [Sec. 10013]

Sec. 10013 also requires
additional disclaimers for
independent ads {See
INDEPENDENT
EXPENDITURES above}

Sec. 10004 requires non-
participating Senate candidates to

Requires clear statement of
responsibility in ads, with: clearly
readable type and color contrasts
(print); clearly readable type,
color contrasts, candidate image,
unspecified, written candidate
statement, and for at least 4 sec.
(TV); and candidate’s spoken

'message (radio and TV) [Sec. 302]

Sec. 302 also requires additional
disclaimers for independent ads
{See INDEPENDENT
EXPENDITURES above}

No corresponding provision
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No corresponding existing law

If broadcasters provide usage to a
candidate, all other candidates for
that office must be afforded equal
opportunities [47 U.S.C. 3315(a)]

CAMPAIGN ADVERTISING—Continued

state on ads that they do not
abide by spending limits {see
BENEFITS-Disincentives to Non-
Compliance}

References to Opponents in Mailings

Candidates and groups that
support clearly identified
candidates and refer to opponents
in mailings must file copies of
mailings with FEC and Secretary
of State by noon of day the
communication is first mailed
[Sec. 10055]

Equal Broadcast Time

Does not relieve broadcasters
from obligation under
Communications Act of 1934 to
operate in public interest and
afford reasonable opportunity for
discusston of conflicting views on
public issues [Sec. 10022]

No corresponding provision
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No corresponding existing law

Treasurer of political committees
must keep itemized records of all
contributions and disbursements
of more than $200 (including

name and address of contributor

or payee, and amounts) [2
U.S.C.8432(c}3) & ()]

CAMPAIGN ADVERTISING—Continued

Closed-Captioning

Sec. 10001-"509" requires
participating Senate candidates to
provide closed captioning for TV

ads {See BENEFITS-Eligibility}

DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS

No corresponding provision

No corresponding provision

Treasurer must keep itemized
records of all contributions and
disbursements of more than $50
[Sec. 309]
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DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS—Continued

~ Political committees must file

required reports wusing
appropriate forms, with any

variations approved in advance by
FEC [11 C.F.R.§104.2]

The FEC may, upon an
affirmative vote of 4, conduct an
audit and field investigation of
any committee not meeting
threshold requirements for
compliance with the FECA [2
U.S.C. § 438(b))

No corresponding existing law

No corresponding provision

FEC ENFORCEMENT

No corresponding provision

No corresponding provision

Requires FEC to prescribe
regulations allowing the filing of
reports by FAX; FEC may
prescribe regulations requiring
committees to maintain and file
reports in electronic form [Sec.
303]

Allows post-election random
audits and investigations to
ensure voluntary compliance;
subjects shall be ¢hosen based on
criteria approved by at least 4
members of FEC [Sec. 304]

Injunction

Provides FEC with the authority
to seek an injunction, if there is
substantial likelihood that a
violation of the Act has occurred
or is about to occur [Sec. 306]
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MISCELLANEOUS

No corresponding existing law

No corresponding existing law

House: Member (or Member-elect)
may send franked mail to current
district and prospective district
[39 U.S.C. § 3210(d)]

Senate: Prohibits franked
mailings within 60 days of
primary or general election [39
U.S.C. 3210(a)(6)(C)]

Contributions by Dependents Not
of Voting Age

Counts contributions toward limit
of parent (allocated between both
parents, if relevant) [Sec. 10042]

Extension of Credit

Considers as a contribution an
extension of credit (for more than
60 days) to House and Senate
candidates of more than $1,000
for advertising and mass mail
[Sec. 10032]

Franked mass mailings

Prohibited by House and Senate
Members in any year in which an
election is held for that seat, from
Jan. 1 to date of election, unless
Member has announced intent
not to seek election to that or any
Federal office [Secs. 10015/10056)

No corresponding provision

No corresponding provision

Franked mass mailings

Prohibited by House and Senate
Members in any year in which an
election is held for that seat, from
Jan. 1 to date of election, unless
Member has announced intent

not to seek election to that or any
Federal office [Sec. 305]
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No corresponding existing law

Excess campaign funds cannot be
converted to personal use, i.e., for
purposes that would exist
irrespective of the candidate’s
campaign or responsibilities as a
Federal officeholder (e.g.,, rent,
food, ete.). [11 C.F.R.§ 113.1(g)(1)]
FEC to determine, case by case,
whether other expenses constitute
personal use, e.g. expenses for
legal costs, meals, travel, and
vehicles. [11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(2)]

Excess campaign funds may
defray ordinary and necessary
expenses in connection with
Federal office duties. [11 C.F.R. §
113.2(a})]

MISCELLANEOUS—Continued

Telephone Voting by Persons with
Disabilities

Requires FEC to develop
feasibility study [Sec. 10052]

No corresponding provision

No corresponding provision

Personal Use of Campaign Funds
Prohibits candidates’ inherently
personal use (as defined) of
campaign funds [Sec. 301]
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Prohibits separate - segregated
funds from making contributions
or expenditures by using money
secured by using physical force,
job discrimination, financial
reprisals, or the threat thereof [2
U.S.C. §441b(b)(3))

No person shall make
contributions in cash to a Federal
candidate which exceeds $100 in
the aggregate [2 U.S.C. §441¢]

No corresponding existing law

No corresponding existing law

MISCELLANEOUS—Continued

Funds secured by force or
intimidation

Prohibits anyone from making or
causing another person to make a
contribution or expenditure
secured by using physical force,
job discrimination, financial
reprisal, or threats thereof [Sec.

10044}

Cash contributions

Prohibits candidates from
accepting (as well as individuals
from making) cash contributions
which aggregate more than $100
[Sec. 10045])

Aiding and abetting violations of
FECA

To be treated as a principal in
violation [Sec. 10054]

Expedited Review

Provides for expedited appeal to
Supreme Court of any -court
ruling on constitutionality of any
provision of Act [Sec. 10064]

No corresponding provision

No corresponding provision

No corresponding provision

Expedited Review

Provides for expedited appeal to
Supreme Court of any court
ruling on constitutionality of any
provision of Act [Sec. 308]
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No corresponding existing law

MISCELLANEQUS—Continued

FEC Regulations

Requires FEC to promulgate
regulations to carry out
provisions of this Act within 9
mo. of effective date [Sec. 10065]

EFFECTIVE DATE

In general
Upon enactment [Sec. 10061]

Spending limits/benefits
prouisions

To apply to elections after Dec.
31, 1994; no expenditure before
dan. 1, 1996 counts toward
spending limit (unless for services
delivered after that date); receipts
on hand on Jan. 1, 1996 count
toward contribution limits (except
amounts paid in following 60 days
for expenditures incurred prior to

that date) [Sec. 10001b]

FEC Regulations

Requires FEC to promulgate
regulations to carry out
provisions of this Act within 9
mo. of effective date [Sec. 311]

In general
Jan, 1, 1997 [Sec. 310]

Spending Limits provisions

. Excludes spending before Jan. 1,

1997 from limits [Sec. 101]

Free broadcast time
After Dec. 31, 1996 [Sec. 102}

Broadcast rate changes
After Dec. 31, 1995 [Sec. 103]

Reduced postal rates
After Dec. 31, 1996 [Sec. 104]
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Prohibits separate - segregated
funds from making contributions
or expenditures by using money
secured by using physical force,
job discrimination, financial
reprisals, or the threat thereof [2
U.S.C. §441b(b)(3)]

No person shall make
contributions in cash to a Federal
candidate which exceeds $100 in
the aggregate [2 U.S.C. §441¢g]

No corresponding existing law

No corresponding existing law

MISCELLANEOUS—Continued

Funds secured by force or
intimidation

Prohibits anyone from making or
causing another person to make a
contribution or expenditure
secured by using physical force,
job discrimination, financial
reprisal, or threats thereof [Sec.
10044]

Cash contributions

Prohibits candidates from
accepting (as well as individuals
from making) cash contributions
which aggregate more than $100
[Sec. 10045])

Aiding and abetting violations of
FECA

To be treated as a principal in
violation [Sec. 10054]

Expedited Review

Provides for expedited appeal {o
Supreme Court of any court
ruling on constitutionality of any
provision of Act [Sec. 10064]

No corresponding provision

No corresponding provision

No corresponding provision

Expedited Review

Provides for expedited appeal to
Supreme Court of any court
ruling on constitutionality of any
provision of Act [Sec. 308]
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MISCELLANEOUS—Continued
No corresponding existing law FEC Regulations FEC Regulations

Requires FEC to promulgate
regulations to carry out
provisions of this Act within 9
mo. of effective date [Sec. 10065)

EFFECTIVE DATE

In general
Upon enactment [Sec. 10061]

Spending limits/benefits
provisions

To apply to elections after Dec.
31, 1994; no expenditure before
dJan. 1, 1996 counts toward
spending limit (unless for services
delivered after that date); receipts
on hand on Jan. 1, 1996 count
toward contribution limits (except
amounts paid in following 60 days
for expenditures incurred prior to

that date) [Sec. 10001b]

Requires FEC to promulgate
regulations to carry out
provisions of this Act within 9
mo. of effective date [Sec. 311]

In general
dan. 1, 1997 [See. 310]

Spending Limits provisions
Excludes spending before Jan. 1,
1997 from limits [Sec. 101]

Free broadcast time
After Dec. 31, 1996 [Sec. 102]

Broadcast rate changes
After Dec. 31, 1995 [Sec. 103]

Reduced postal rates
After Dec. 31, 1996 [Sec. 104}
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EFFECTIVE DATE—Continued

PAC prouisions

After Dec. 31, 1994 (except:
contributions received before
enactment, and those received
after enactment to extent that
donations received by opponent
prior to enactment exceed those
received by candidate [Sec. 10002]

SEVERABILITY

In general

If any parts of Act other than
those specified in Sec. 10001 are
held invalid, other provisions of
Act are unaffected {Sec. 10063]

Spending limits/benefits
provisions

If key parts of Sec. 10001 related
to voluntary spending limits and
benefits in Senate elections are
held invalid, all provisions of this
Act are invalid [Sec. 10001]

No corresponding provision

In general

If any parts of Act are held
invalid, other provisions of Act
are unaffected [Sec. 307]
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November 17, 1994
TO: Reform Leaders and Friends.
FM: Donna Edwards and Craig McDonald.
RE: Update on Campaign Finance Reform Initiatives.

Voters Overwhelmingly Approve $100 Limit Initiatives in 3 of 4 States!

* Missouri voters support Proposition A by a margin of 3 to 1.
* Oregon's Measure 9 attracts 72% of vote.
* Montana's I-118 wins by 2 to 1.

* Colorado $100 Limit Drive Succumbs to Corporate Spending Barrage.

While busy throwing out the political party in control of Congress, an electorate tired of "business
as usual” also spent time on November & supporting three progressive campaign finance reform
initatives -- by overwhelming margins. Each of the initiatives contained a form of the $100
contribution limits which voters in the District of Columbia enacted by a 2 to 1 margin in 1992.
Only in Colorado, where the citizen coalition sponsoring Amendment 15 was outspent by nearly
$750,000, did the $100 limit reform fail -- and then by only a margin of 46% to 54%. Since the
first voter test in D.C., citdzens have endorsed the $100 limits in 4 of 3 elections.

Missouri: The coalition for Proposition A was led by ACORN and MOPIRG with support from
the League of Women Voters, the Working Group on Electoral Democracy, AARP, SEIU,
United We Stand and other citizen organizations. Although several incumbent politicians and
Democratic ward clubs worked against the measure, there was no paid media campaign opposing
it. The coalition engaged in a low-cost, high visibility campaign which attracted 77% of Missouri
voters.

Proposition A will limit all contributions to state house candidates to $100, senate candidates to
$200 and statewide candidates to $300. The law also calls for the creation of a Commission on
Fair Elections which is to submit further recommendations on campaign finance reforms to the
Govemor and legislature by September, 1995. Among other things, the commission is directed to
look into ways to mitigate advantages of personal wealth, how to reduce electoral advantages of
incumbency, and how to eliminate the influence of private money in elections.



Montana: While simultaneously rejecting several anti-tax measures, voters in Montana enacted
I-118 by a margin of 63% to 37%. A measure similar to Missouri's Proposition A, I-118 was run
by a coalition comprised of the state's League of Women Voters, Common Cause and MontPIRG.
1-118 limits all contributions to legislative races to $100 and limits contributions to gubernatorial
races to $400. The measure bans leadership PACs and also prohibits “carry over" of campaign
funds. '

Oregon: Oregon's Measure 9, carried primarily by OSPIRG, received an endorsement from
every major newspaper in the state. The $100 Limit initiative attracted 72% of Oregon'’s voters.
Measure 9, strongly supported by the League of Women Voters, Common Cause and the state's
Perot organization, calls for $100 limits on legislative races and contributions to PACs, and $500
limits to statewide races. The measure also uses tax credits to enforce voluntary spending limits.
Individuals contributing to candidates who comply with the voluntary spending limits will be
eligible for a $50 tax credit. Contributors to non-complying candidates will not get the tax credit.
A comprehensive reform package, Measure 9 also prohibits bundling and bans leadership PACs.

Colorado: The Colorado coalition sponsoring Amendment 15 made a strong showing in the face
of what is estimated to be a $750,000 TV and radio effort against the initiative (exact spending
against the initiative is not yet available). A political committee named Coloradans for
Responsible Reform, the Chamber of Commerce and other corporate interest groups spearheaded
a deceptive advertising campaign that successfully overcame a strong grassroots effort by the
reform community, defeating Amendment 15 by a vote of 54% No to 46% Yes. Amendment 15
was endorsed by the Denver Post though not by the Rocky Mountain News. However, after the
count was in, the Rocky Mountain News editorialized that due to the strong showing of
Amendment 15 in the light of such one-sided spending, the legislature should respond by enacting
some real reform measures 1n the next session.

Massachusetts: There were mixed successes in Massachusetts on campaign reform. Earlier in
the year, Common Cause and other organizations decided not to take their qualified $100 limit
package to the voters after the legislature compromised and produced a comprehensive reform
bill. A second initiative, Question 1, proceeded to the ballot and into a frontal attack of $2 million
in corporate money. The MassPIRG sponsored Question 1, which called for the abolition of
direct corporate contributions to-ballot campaigns, was defeated by a margin of 59% to 41% --
quite amazing given that the Yes on 1 forces were outspent by 15:1. The initiative campaign on
Question 1 itself best serves as an illustration of the problem of corporate spending on ballot
measures. The primary donors to the "Committee for Free Speech and Equity”, which opposed
Question 1, is a who's who of corporate wrongdoers and polluters -- those who are accustomed
to spending millions to defeat health and safety initiatives around the country. Of the 50 largest
contributors against the initiative, 27 were chemical or tobacco companies and nine were
insurance or financial companies. (For a list of the donors against Question 1, contact CND.)

Place CND on vour mailing list!!



Ralph Nader supports campaign reform Amendment 15

Unce wpsin, {longress bag proven to the
jation il ix incapable of reforming itsei.
The demiss of both the Tobhy reforin bill
and {he campaign finance bill bighligh:
the [act that poliicians, lett to their own
fevices, can’t be relied wpon 10 ed e
orrupting rofe that special-intetes. non-
wx plitys aminst one demovragy codan,
Puttlng an e 10 auetion bloek eleciions
S 0t a joh for the politicigns - {15 joch
tor eitlaens

The cltizen organizations !n Colerades
sponsoring Amnendment 19 «the Leagua of
women Voters. Common Cause, eL¢.; are
taking the only siep lef1 tn those interes!-
ed in getting big money out of pollties,
Going siraight to the ballul 14 the nrst
wayv 1o bypass incumbent politinians wie,
in m-parlisan cooperation. ime and again
circle the wagens o derwil reform and
protect business as usual. Using the Inite-
tive provess 1o re¢apture the Insttyions
of government thal have been seized by
wel[-heeted, lurge corporate-dnterest lon
bies is a tugh form of ciuzen acuer For
the sake of representutive demonctacy,
let's hope Coloradans spark o movement
for change that engulfs the coyntry

Not since the congressiond) sulary
grab of 1989 has a group of ruiers heen so
visitily ol of touch with the ruicd Inouni-
bent politiciane, whether an Lonigress of

"... tamimlmtgamne AARtinTA #n Pany e

perticiuny rule Wial lurge compaipn eon.
wributions play 1n Amerjcan electivns,
The citizenmry Knows better.

In owr present politics, big monev
shapes whoe runs for gttice. who wins of-
Live wnd whieh pssues pel yliention from
vhose whao occupy o{lice. The huinily rings
@ver 80 irue here. the one Who pavs the
mper eglls the tune. And the Big ooy s
not provided by eitizvens Tis beavily ted
it Doth politicad patties and namerooy
campaign commitices by ihe business in-
terest elite — the banks. the insurance in-
dustey. the healin-care ipdustry. the
chernical companies, the resl estale in-
dustry and oh and on. Representauon is
atiorded to the Mghes: bidder. We have a
government of the Fxxons by the Gener-
al Mitors and for the DuPonts, The {ree-
speech rights of the majurity of cilizens
are being atlled by he dhsproportiviiale
wealth nf the anceial interesis

Enacting Ar ment 15 will help re.
store the poalieal clout and voting-booth
equality o il the s1ate & quizers. Colora-
do is row une of unlv severn s:ates with nu
intiation on Campalpgn contributions
Th= eotsbution jimits in Amesdment 15
- ¢cappec at t1n0 for slatc jegistative
races {rom penple. corporations. PACs,
Janor wmions, ele. — ¢ouplen with roguire-
moents thai Mot eatnpaign moeaey uot
rera fram hisnewsd and iDteTast pronns

will require pollticians to reach out di-
rectly to more people. Severely fimiting
the sources and amounts Of campyign
monees Car do as much as, ar more than.
term limits to make government tnore re-
sponsive Lo citizens,

Don't iook for incurnient politicianz o
embrace the 31ud contribution limits
which are u central element of Amserd-
ment 15 Incumibienis Like Lusiness as n<n-
al hecause specidi-interest moncy tlows
almost exclusively o jncumbents, Keso-
ing Intact a svstews thatl funds ineurmbents
at the expense of chaliengers 15 a lugh
prwrity for many officehoiders. Demar-
ratizing campalgns bv lowerug coniribe-
tion limnits 12 amounts that are affordable
is a destabilizing concept not vnly for in-

- cumbents but also for the powerful len-

ies and Lthuesre teicvission ads that gom-
nate poliies, Lowk [or buth these groups
to lead :he attack op this reform effort,
Restoring detnocracy reguices direct
dernocratic aastion. Amendnient 'S de-
servex sipport irom ail the citizens cf
Colorade whe want biz monev out ¢f poli-
ties and & governien: that represents the
interesis of consumers, taypavers and
workers: not a government that repre
sents oniy the highest bidsier.
NALPI NADER
Center iar a New Demuovracy
Washingion, i2.C,
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EDITORIALS

Time to stand and deliver

hatever face Biil
Clinten puts on

THEISSUE: Tuesday's slection re-
The electionin ;i< the ‘acts speak sor
perspective themseives. [t «vasn't in-

cumbents ‘vho wvere Lar-
QUR VIEW: geted acrnss the country.
GOPwinwilbe  bHut Democrats — in the
shortlived un- Senate. the House. the
‘ess the party goveranrs’ mansions.

~1s decisively

and even nn Zown.
To be sure, the presi-
¢an iy t0 consoie imseif with e
{ that wnters were 2xpressing rage at
Iriy In power. not the idenioqy of that
And vinie there no ~oubt is snme
‘n this nerspective for & aumber of

widudl corr2ets, the expianstion fais 1o
«~count ior the fact that a cznaigate’s vui-
nerabiiity generily rose in roportion 0
the staiist 2t af ins poiitics. The landsiice
victories of a string of GUP governors. in
particular. show that strong, Jscaily respon-
sibie performance in office is rewarced.

The magniude of lberais’ defeat s
equafled oniv hy the historic chailenge 0
the GOP viciors: to seize the npportunity
they huve won and prove that :hey can fwiflil
atleast seine of the wnrare expestations.

Still, the rejuvenated Republicans have
harcly heen manted cuite Lanche. Clinton
will no doubt learn (o wield his veto power.
as did the last executive to meside over
divided gnvernment. George Sush. A Dem-
vcratic Senate minerity will svon he induig-
ing in the very filibusters it plasted when
the other party used them to frustrate ..he
majority.

Even in the giow oI triumph. the Repuoll-
cans should remember how shallow voter
lovaities can Ye — witness Harris Wofford's
short-iived career representing Peansyiva-
nia in the U.S. Senate and the popular Ann
Richards’ fall from the governorship of Tex-
as. not to mention the last Republican presi-
dent’s humiiiation just two vears after his
successiul prosecution of 3 war. The pub-
lic’'s demand for etfecuve gzovernment
shows little patience.

To prove their serivustivss of purpose.
Republicans must keup the pledges made in
the:r Contract With Americs. Un rhe irst
days oi the 103th Conyress, thev must pass
long-overdue interual relonns: requiring
Conuress to ive uander e same aws it
appiies to the rest of the countmy, comnns-
sinninyg M awdit of Conaress for waste and
fraud. slashing the numter oi commiittees
and iheir stils. opening committee meet-
ings 0 e public, requiring a three-fiiths
mae ‘nte tu Dass A :ax increase, anwd
guariniecing a hudget-writing 3Vsiem intei-
ligible ta ciuzens.

Comiined with Tuesdav's shiit n the
solitical iandscape. this agsauit an the insu.
tutional states quo would trulv inaugurate 3
new dav in '\..sm aton.

If one thing is clear frem Tuesdav's -
tals. it is ¢hat a mony of voters decicesly

du not want 31 activist government eager 10
solve all of iiie’s problems for them. Quite :
the concrary. Many voters simply want to be
left aione to make their nwn decisions about
how to conducs their lives and pursue nappi-
ness.

Although voter restiveness in Colorado
did not equai that elsewnere in the countr™.
there was nonetheless a subtext of the
same mood here as weil. Consider that he
oniy two U.3. House incambents to roii ©2 .
margins of ‘uss than T0% were the "wo
Democrats. Or the Jct :hat Repudliczns -
swept the University of Colorado regents
and swate nard of education races. ang !
picked up seats in the state House, Or hat:
metmn voters faiied 10 “de-Bruce” the Re-:
gional Transportation District, which il ,
n9w have 0 refund revenue :other Ze.:
Brucing eforts did succeed. dowever). Ur,
“at e cultural facifities tax won dv 2
relguvely restrained margin of victory com-
pared wvith its romp of six years sgo. Or :nat
Chem Creek schoois lost a proposed proo-

iy tax increase [or the Jrst ame In e
Cistricr's mstory. ’

Yoter omeriness even e_'tenued 10 the:
Latlot measures. where oniv one Jtizen;
mitialive — erm amits — jassed. A ~erv’
particular message was gent o Dougias |
Uruce: heep it simple. Not oniy was his
Amendment 12 crusned. but Referendum A.
the singie-subject rule. passed by a lopsided
margin, Bruce has no one to blame but
himseif for both results. His Amendment 12
was rigicuiously complex. and thus rein-
forced the arguments of those who wouid |

put a crimp on all -irizen initiatives. Irom-

cally. the state’'s Zreatest citizen acuvist, |

because of his own overriding hubris. may ;

have driven a stake into the neart of the |
nitiative orocess.

For our part, we hope voters in ‘ulure ;
years continue tc reject every single t
amendment ~ no matter how worthy m‘
other respects — that seeks o ceate an | :
incependent commission outside the ner- |
mal chonneis of accountability. as Doth
Amendments i and 15 sought 0 do. But we
also beiieve that the narrow margin of |
defeat of 15 should send a clear message 0
state lawmakers: Campaign reform s com-
ing. one wav or another, Either enac: it
vourseives ur watch voters do it for vou.

Finaily, yet another word or vwn an the
anvernor’s race. Bruce Benson has app_:w-
ently decided o blame the press for s
debac.2 — aithougn Republicans elsewnere
in the country seemed to have had iitid
troubie ov ercom'ng whatever mecia ~Dm
mtgm have evisted in their communites.
Contrary 10 Benson’s whining, ane thing is
inéeed now clear. namely how potc"tLaxl\
uinerzbie Roy Romer might have been had
e faced a sk:iled. serious candidate of
poiitics! heft. Romer faced no such candi-
date. And so the governur now pecomes the
las: in Culoraco history to serve three
rerms.
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T METRO ArREA’S Most ComprERENSIVE BUSINESS COVERAGE

72 PaGts INTHREE SECIIONS

Business should
push reforms of
campaign finance

t's not 100 earty for corporate Colorado.
which got its way this past Election Day, to
start thinking about upcoming polls.

Just as good businesses attempt lo
define where a market is headed or what the
next hot product is, they sbould try to discemn
what the next popuiar issue wiil de for the Col-
orado electorate.

We think it's campaign-finance reform.

And we think the business community should
start wieiding influence now o have the issuc
dealt with in the next session of the Colorado Gen-
eral Assembly. That. or be prepared to face one or
more ballot imitiatives in coming years that don't
provide the kind of remedy captains of industry
ean live with.

It’s true that both campaign-{inance reform mea-
sures brought beforc the voters last week were
rejected. But we believe Amendment 12 repulsed
voters more for its broad petition powers than for
the smiil pan of it that involved campaign contti-
butions. And we beiieve. given another chance, an
Amendmezt 15-tvpe imitiative might win. After
all. it was a cliffhanger this ime around (54 per-
cent “no” to 46 percent “ves™).

Admitted)y campaign-finance reform isn’t one
of business’s favorite issues. Whatever form
reform takes. il's iikeiy to impede the amount of
dollars business can throw benind a campaign.
But. lacking ipput from business. any upcoming
reform migbl aim to cut industry out of the action
altegesher. much as 12 tned 1o,

What's called for here is a proactive strike.

To head off whatever measures others might
impose on it bus‘ness must {ind a way 10 ramrod
an accsptable form of campaign-finance reform
through the Legisiature in 1995. Whether througn
chambers of commercs. special task forces or
plain ol' boardroom lobbying, pressure on the
state representatives and senalors must be exerted
— and followed through on — to take care of this
matter once aad for all.

The time is ripe.

Voters will remember the massive amounts of
monev pcured ioto this year’s contests, from the
guecernatonal racs o the t¢cbacco-tax chase, and
thev’l] undoubtedly have more of 2 mind to put a
sicp to suck fcoiishoess at e drop of the pext ini-
tiative.

Sureiy fegisiators sec the writing on the wall as
clearly as business does. If they fail this time lo
enact legisiation changing the rules on contribu-
nons (0 campaigns, they face the sobering thought
that it will be changed consttutionally by the vot-
e1s —= without their input.

And Romer, who vewoed campaign-finance
reform in the one. rare instance it made it as far as
his desk. is a lame duck. He has no good reason
not to sign any reasonable measure that comes
before him.

The General Assembly and the governor could
hatch a law that covers their concerns and still
makes all parties as happy as can be expected
when compromising on such a thorny issue.

Otherwise, look to Massachuselts to see what
might e coming down the pike next Elestion Day.

In tha: state. 2 oallot measure last week proposed
that caiv individuais and PACs. not businesses, be
abie to coniribute o inuiative campaigns. Tt didn™t
pass. but it's given reformers across the country a
greatdea.

If that kind of campaign-finance reform comes
10 Coicrade and passes. don’t expect the kind of
wild viciories business exzetienced this Nov. 8.



Voters OK
Curbs On
Officials

New Rules To Guide’
Campaign Donations,
Setting Of Salaries

By Virgll Tipten
Of the Post-Dispatch Staff

Missouri voters tightened the
leash Tuesday on their public ser-
vants, clamping down con how much
campaign money they can collect and
stopping them: from setting their own
salaries,

By 8 ratio of 3-1. voters approved
Proposition A, which limits campaign
contributions in any municipal or
state election to less than $300. And
voters approved Corstitutional
Amendment 5, which sets up a 22-
member commiss:en Lo decide o5 sai-
anes for statewide officials, Generzl
Assembiy members and state judges

Passage of Proposition A “shows
the depth of the public’s disgust with
special interest money in our political
svstem,”’ said Andy Igreias, a spokes-
man for a coalition tha: supported
Proposition A.

Supporters say Proposition A wili
make elections more democratic and
will make politicians more account-
abie to voters. The law goes into
effect immediately.

As candidates t—~ o make dc on
less, voters probably wiii see consid-
erably fewer television ads and more
door-to-door campaigning, Igrejas
said.

More changes might follow be-
cause the law requires the governor
to set up a camipaign finance commis:
sion — and because this vote will
gw: the Legislature a push, Igrejas
sai

Opponents say the new law is
hopelessly simplistic and will give the
rich and well cannected an even big-
ger advantage in running for office.
Rich candidates will be able to spend
as much on themselves as they wish,
forcing poorer candidates to spend
most of their time trying to coliect
money,

The law means that candidates
runninig in districts with less thun

100.000 peoole can accept cont rn,u-
See JRADACITIAY ™

Proposition
From page one

tions of no more than $100 from an
individual, business, committee or
union, Candidates in districts with
more than 100,000 residents can ac-
cept $200. And candidates for state-
wide office such as governor or attor-
pey general can accept $300.

Each contributor must be listed by
name, address and occupation or em-
ployer. Candidates won't be able to
sit on their war chests: Unused cam-
paign money must be reduced within
90 days to an amount equal to 10
times the individual himit. _

Campaign finance laws previcusiv
carried no limits. But 2 bill signed by
Gov. Mel Carzahan scheduled to go
into effect in January would have im-
posed limits of $250 for each state
house eiection, $300 for the state
Senate and $1.000 for statewide of-
fices. Propositon A will supersede
that bill.

Amendment 5 creates the Miss-
ouri Citizen's Comunission on Com-
pensation of Elected Officials, which
will ser salaries and expense aliow-
ances now se? pv the Legislawre. |

The secretary of state wil select
nine of the 22 members at random —
one registered voter from each of the
state’s congressional districts. One
member will be a retired judge ap-
pointed by the Supreme Court and
the resaining 12 will be appoinied by
the governor,

Yoters also approved:

® Constitutional Amendment 1,
which makes it easier for firstclass
counties to adopt charter forms of
government. A charter county can
drop the standard three-member
commission and replace it with a
county executive and legislative
body.

w Constitutional Amendment 2
which allows the Department of Nat-
ural Resources to reimburse counties
angd school distnicts for taxes lost
when the department acquires land
for state parks.
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Voters say yes to limits
on campaign spending

HELENA (AP} — Montana vor
ers gave soiid approval in Tues-
day’'s eiection to iwo workaday
constitutional amendments and a
statutorv initiative, none of which
drew much debate,

Initiative 118 will revise cam-
paign finance laws by lowering the
lirit on contributions by special
interest grougs.

Constitutional Ameacdmen: 25
was designed to protect public em-
pioyees’ pension funds from raids
by the Legisiature, and CA-25
standardizes the tme aliowed for
the governcer to sign bills.

Fina: anoficial returns showes
I.:18 approved 199,627 or 60 per
cent to 130.682 or 40 percer.t.

CA-2% had 242,656 yes votes, 74
percent, and 835,609 no votes, 26
percent. CA-26 had 231,910 yes
votes. 70 percent, and 97.393 noes.
30 percent.

Supporters of [-118 argued that
new limits on campaign contribu-
tions were needed to prevent polit-
ical incumbents from building
large campaign treasuries for sub-
sequent races, and to control mon-
etary influence in politics..Oppe-
nents said Montana limits already
on the books were amoag the na-

Two werkaday constitu-
tional amendments and
& statutory initiative,
none of which drew
much debate, were
solidly approved.

tion's lowest and discouragec
campaizn corristion and abusse,

CA-25 stemmed {rom pubiis
emoiovess' fezr that their pension
funds weuid be tapped for “icans”
to he!lp finance goverameri, as
has happened ir severa] other
states. The icans were nci repaid
in some cases,

CA-26 offers the governor 10
days, rather than five, in whick to
sign bills during iegislative ses-
sions, and 10 rather than 28 fcr
bill signings after the Legislature
adjourns. Supporers said the gov-
ernor and staff could better ana-
lyze biils if ailowed 10 days during
sessions.

Opponents of CA-25 and CA-26
said arguments in favor of the
measures didn’t justify changiag
the constitution.
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ELECTION '94

Yes to contribution cap

By The Associated Press

Four ballot measures that savw little public de-
bate during the campaign seascn were winning
voter approval in early unofficial returns Tuesday.

Initiative 118, a proposal to lower the cap on cam-
paign contributions by spacial-interest groups, was
approved by voters. With 231 of 910 precincts count-
ed, the vote was 64,450 or 63 percent in favor, and
38,204 or 37 percent against.

Constitutiocnal Amendment 25, a measure to pro-
tect public employees’ pension funds from raids,
passed by a 3-to-1 margin. With 235 precincts count-
ed, the vote was 77,334 or 76 percent in favor, and
24,981 or 24 percent opposed.

Constitutional Amendment 26, which proposed a
standardized time for bill signings by the governor,
also passed easily. With 233 precincts courited, the
vote was 73,694 or 71 percert in favor, and 29,398 or
29 percent opposed.

Constitutional Amendment 27, calling for a § per-
cent limit on a sales tax if Montana eventually
adcmt.s one, was favored by a more narrow margin.
With 235 precincts reporting, the vote was 53,552 or
53 percent in favor, and 45,836 or 45 percent op-
posed.

Supporters of I-118 said new limits on campaign.
contributions were needed to prevent political in-

cumnbents from building large campaign treasuries
for subsequent races, and to control monetary influ-
ence in politics. Opponents said Montana limits al-
ready on the books were among the nation’s lowest
and discouraged campaign corruption and abuse.

CA-25 was fueled by putlic employees’ fear that
their pension funds would be tapped !0 help finance
government.

CA-26 offered the governor 10 days, rather than
five, in which to sign bills during legislative ses-
sions, and 10 rather than 25 for bill signings after
the Legislature adjourns. Supporters said the gov-
ernor and staff could better analyze bills if allowed
10 days during sessions.

Opponents of CA-25 and CA-26 said arguments in
favor of the measures didn't justify changing the
constitution.

The 4 percent sales tax limit in CA-27 was offered
as assurance against an escalating rate as Monta-
nans prepared to vote, last year, on the adoption of
a sales tax.

Voters refused to ailow any sales tax, but suppor-
ters of CA-27 said it was still relevant, because
Montana might adopt such a tax someday. Oppo-
nents said that CA-27 was moot, and that tinkering
with the constitution to lay out tax policy was
wrong.




}Novcmber 16-November 22, 1994 Willamette Weel

Oregon State Public
Interest Research
Group Oregon’s best-
known grass-roots organiza-
tion won a major victory—
and didn’t have to spend
much to do it. In fact, the ap-
proximately $90,000 spent

by OSPIRG to pass its cam-
e paign finance reform
mig"cs' ﬂl: petrson initiative, Measure 9,
€ most voles was the lowest
9 z doesml amount spent on any
< 8lways successful effort to
< winand pass a statewide bal-
< those with lot measure. The
well-deserved victory
the most at stake are also gives the group &
at all. With that in mind, which to hang its hat
Willamette Week otiers following the 1990
this list of who's in and defeat of its statewide¢
mrs out aﬂer me reC}’Cling initiative
: and the legislative
1334 election. gutting of the group’s
1991 recycling law
that is sure to follow
with the GOP

takeover in Salem.



Voters curtail campaigns'

By Brad Cain
Associated Pross Wrider

PORTLAND (AP) — Orcgon voiers made it unmis-
takably clear that they want big money out of poliucs
when they approved 8 measure limiling campaign
conwributions 1o candidates, a leading sponsor says.

On Tuesday, voters endorsed Measure 9, imposing
sucutory limius on campaign contributions and ¢reating
incentives. for candidates o hold down spending in
hopes of giving challengers a better chance against
incumbents,

Two of the siawe's 18 ballot measures remained oo
close to call this ‘moming, Measure 16, the assisied
suicide measure, was leading, while Mcasure §, which
would require public employees w contnibute to their
retirement funding, appearcd W0 be failing.

In general, voters adopted the limits on campaign.
ing, got tough with criminals, and rejected most
everything else — except limits on bear and cougar
hunting. (See results on Page $.)

“Oregonians saw this as an imporunt first step
toward resworing faith in state government” sad Tim
Raphacl, campaign director for the Coalition for
Campaign Finance Reform.

With 94 percent of precincts reporting, Measure 9
received 651,224 “yes™ votes, or 72 percent, 1o 252,751
“no” voies, or 28 percent

Too close to call was Measure 6, which was aimed at '

cutting down on the influence Of outside inwerests by
prohibiting candidates from accepling contributions
from anyone who doesn't live inside their district.
The incompiete rcwms showed Measure 6 with
479,008 “yes™ votes, or 53 percent, or 430,823 “no"

votes, of 47 percent.

Mcanwhile, voiers overwhelmingly approved Meas-
ure 3, giving ¢lections officials more time to put on an
election 1o fill a vacancy, and Measure 4, prohibiting
convicied [elons from holding office.

A coalition of waichdog groups backed Measure 9,
0 limit contribwiions from individuals, political action
commiuees and groups 0 $500 for swatewide candi-
dawcs, such as governor, and S100 for candidates for
the Legislature, People couldn’t congibute more than
$100 3 year 10 a PAC.

The measure, which drew no organized opposiuon,
gives candidates an incentive W abide by spending
limits, based on the current averages of $40,000 for a |
House race, $60,000 for a Scnate race and $1 million |
for a gubernatorial race. If 2 candidate exceeded the
imit, that fact would be publicized in the vowrs’ |
pamphler and peoplic who gave money o him would ;
lose their income tax credit for poliucal contributions.

Gordon Milter, a Salem eye docior who unsuccess- |
fully sought a seat in the Oregon House, personally
financed the campaign for Measure 6 w cut off outside
money from political campaigns,

Under the measure, if a candidaie won while taking
more than 10 percent of his money from sources
outside his district, he would have to forfeit the office.

The two minor ¢lection measures were referred W
the baliot by the Legislature,

Measure 4, the prohibition on felons serving in the
Legislawre, was inspired by the conviction of Peg '
Jolin, a statz senator from Conage Grove, for asking .
for supporters w give her money to pay off campaign '
debts when she actually had a surplus,

L]
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CENTER FOR A NEwW DEMOCRACY
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A SIDE BY SIDE COMPARISON OF:
CALPIRG’s Anti-Corruption Act of 1996 and the California Political Reform Act of 1996

Provisions CALPIRG Current Law CPRA
Limitations on Contributions from Seventy-five percent of a candidate’s No limits No limits
Outside a Candidate’s District contributions must come from within a
candidate’s own district. PACs, except for in-
district Citizen Contribution Committees, are
considered out-of-district.
Corporations, Labor Organizations, | Banned from making contributions to candidates. | No limits Allowed to give same as
Banks, and Non-Profit Corporations individuals.
Lobbyist Tax Deduction Tax Deduction for lobbyists is repealed. Lobbyists can deduct Lobbyist caa deduct lobbying
lobbying expenses from | expenses from taxes,
taxes.
Limitations on Contributions to Individuals, PACs, and parties are limited to No limits $100 to candidates for local
Candidates from individuals, PACs, | $100 to all candidates, except statewide races office in districts fewer than
and parties. where the limit is $200. 100,000 residents; $250 more
than 100,000, $500 for
statewide office. Contribution
limits double if candidate
agrees to spending limits.
Limitations on Contributions to $200 per calendar year No limits $500 per calendar year
PACs
Aggregate Contribution Limitations | Individuals limited to $2,000 per calendar year to | No limits No person can contribute more
all entities involving not more than $1,000 to than $25,000 to all candidates
commiftees other than political party committees; and political party committees
Entities other than individuals and small donor over a two year period.
committees limited to $10,000 per year.
Limitations on Contributions to $600 per calendar year. Contributions up to No limits $5,000 per calendar year
Parties $5,000 are allowed to the Voter Registration
Fund of a party.
Citizen Contribution Committees Citizen Contobution Committees are those Neo himits Small Donor Committees are
committees which have more than 25 donors those committees which have

who have given $25.00 or less cumulatively.
Citizen Contribution Committees can give an
amount equal to 100 individuals.

more than 100 individuals who
have given $50 or less
cumulatively. They are
allowed to give double the
contribution limit.

1of3




of more than $250.

Provisions CALPIRG Current Law CPRA
Spending Limits Establishes Mandatory Limits: $75,000 for State ] No limits Establishes Voluntary Limits
Assembly for primary and $150,000 for general of : $100,000 for State
election; Senate and Board of Equalization Assembly for primary and
limited to $115,000 for primary and $235,000 $200,000 for general election;
for general; $1,250,000 in primary for statewide Senate and Board of
office other than govemor and $1,750,000 for | Equalization limited to
general election; Govemeor limited to $2,000,000 $200,000 for primary and
in ptimary and $5,000,000 in General. Loca} $£400,000 for general;
jurisdiction to establish limits not to exceed $.40 $1,000,000 in primary for
per person of voting age population in the statewide office other than
district. govemor and $2,000,000 for
general election; Govemor
limited to $4,000,000 in
primary and $8,000,000 in
general. Spending limit
amounts triple (double for
statewide races) if any
opponent who has not agreed
to spending limits raises or
spends 75 percent of limit.
Local junisdiction to establish
limits not to exceed $1 per
resident per election.
Ballot Pamphlet Statement Free for candidates agreeing to voluntary No provision. Candidate | Free for candidates agreeing to
spending limits. Notation in ballot pamphlet and | statements are not voluntary spending himits,
on ballot as to whether candidate agreed ornotto | curmently included in Notation on ballot pamphlet
spending limit. . ballot pamphlet. and on ballot as to whether
candidate agreed to spending
limits.
Lobbyist Gifts and Contdbutions Lobbyists are prohibited from making any gifts Lobbyists are prohibited { Lobbyist contributions are
or contributions. from giving gifis over prohibited.
$10.
Conflict of Interest Provisions Officers of agencies are prohibited from Officers of agencies are Officers of agencics are
accepting, soliciting, or directing centributions. prohibited from prohibited from accepting,
accepting, soliciting, or soliciting, or directing
directing contributions contributions of more than

$250.

Limitations on solicitation of
campaign contributions

Candidates can accept or solicit contributions 9
months prior to an election. No soliciting after
the election, but can accept contributions up to
30 days after.

No limits

Candidates can accept
contributions 6 months prior to
an election in districts with
fewer than 1 million residents;
12 months prior in districts
with more than 1 million
residents or for a statewide
election. Candidates can
accept contributions up to 90
days after election to pay
outstanding bills or debts.
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Provisions CALPIRG Current Law CPRA
Transfers No transfers to other candidates. Does not apply | No limits No transfers to other
to personal funds or transfers from the candidate candidates. Does not apply to
to another of his’her committees. personal funds or transfers
from the candidate to another
of his/her committees.
Loans Loans from candidate to hisher committee not No limit on the amount | Loans from candidate to
more than: $10,000 at any point in time for of loan, but reportingis | his/her committee not more
offices other than Govemor; $25,000 at anytime | required. than: $20,000 at any point in
for Govemnor. Extensions of credit for up to 30 time for offices other than
days. Does not restrict contributions of personal Govemor; $50,000 for
funds of candidate. Govemnor. Extensions of credit
for up to 30 days subject to
contribution limits. Does not
restrict contributions of
personal funds of candidate.
Surplus campaign funds After 30 days after election, funds must be No provision 90 days after election,
retumed to contributors on pro rata basis or withdrawal, or defeat,
retumed to this act’s enforcement fund. candidate must distribute
balance of funds as follows:
No more than $10,000 to the
candidates’ officeholder
account; to political party,
retuned to contributors on a
pro rata basis; or tumed over to
the General Fund.
Independent Expenditures Coordination, direction, or arrangement with No provision Coordination, direction, or
candidate is not considered independent. arrangement with candidate is
not considered independent.
Self-funded Candidates Candidates who provide more than 10% of their | No disclosures currently | No change
spending Limit in personal contributions must file | required
a disclosure. They must also disclose each
subsequent expenditure of 10%.
Severability If any part of the Act is held as invalid, the rest of If any part of the Act is held as
the Act ghall remain in effect. invalid, the rest of the Act shall

remain in effect.

Advisory to Congress - Federal Federal candidates are advised that voters would | No provision No provision
Candidate Compliance with like them to comply with the same limits, though :

Limitations they are not mandated by law.

Advisory to Congress - Broadcast The Congress and the Federal Communications No provision No provision

Commission are advised to provide time for voter
information broadcasts, though it is not
mandated by law.
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