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Memorandum For’ Federal Elections Commission

The rules governing our system of financing federal election campaigns are sorely out of
date. Enacted more than two decades ago when election campaigns were much less expensive,
they have been overtaken by events, by dramatic changes in the nature and cost of campaigns and
the ficod of money that has followed them, Today, money is raised and spent in ways that simply
could not have been imagined when Congress last overhauled our campaign finance laws. We
need new changes to reflect the things that have happened in the last 20 years.

With eaéh successive election cycle, money plays a larger role in the election process,
while candidates, political committees and others strain to keep up with the escalating cost of
campaigns. The American people increasingly perceive an election finance system out of control,
and a as a resulf their confidence in government suffers. We have an obligation to restore our
campaign finance system to a system that has the broad confidence of the American peaple. To
achieve that end, we must reduce the cost of campaigning and lessen the influence of money and
special intem'&tsﬁn the political process. An important step towards achieving this purpose would
be a ban on sawcailcd “Soft Money”.

isz;xamsan legislation which I strongly support —~ the McCain-Feingold and Shays-Meehan

bills -~ includes provisions which have the effect of banning the use of soft money to influence
federal elections. That legislation must be enacted into law as soon as possible. But even before
that law is changed, T am asking that the Federal Election Commission {FEC) step forward and
revise it regulations to ban the use of unregulated soft money to influence federal elections,

The regulations governing the use of soft money were issued by the FEC in 1990 pursuant
to a federal district court order requiring that regulations be promulgated governing the allocation
of federal and nonfederal money used by state and local organizations in connections with efforts
on behalf of presidential campaigns. The regulations under 11 CFR 104.5 provide for a method

. of allocating expenses between federal and nonfederal expenses by party committess. These
regulations, and limited additional guidance provided through advisory opinions, are the-basis
upon which party committees make expenditures and raise funds with respect to federal and state
candidates today. The use of so-called soft money by party committees today are largely based
on the direction provided in these regulations,

Whatever the mernit of those regulations at the time they were adopted, it has become
abundantly clear today that they are no longer adequate to the task of regulating current
" campaigns. The regulations must be revised to provide additional guidance that takes into
account the evelution of modern campaigns, The role of “soft money” has grown dramatically in
the past several clections so that by the 1996 elections the two parties raised nearly $300 million;
$154 million by the Republican Party and $124 by the Democratic Party, more than [triple] the
total of four yedrs before.
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In total, major party committees spent over three times as much in this last election cycle
as four years before. And that does not count the other non-party expenditures that were made to
influence the cutcome of federal elections.

1 believe the FEC should revisit its rules on “soft money”™ and act to ban the use of soft
money in federal elections. The current allocation system is simply outmoded. I propose that the
FEC adopt new rules to end the current soft money system by requiring that candidates for federal
office and national parties only be permitted to raise and spend “hard money” -- funds subject to
the restrictions, contribution limits, and reporting requirements of the 1974 Federal Election
Campaign Act (FECA). This ban wou!d apply 1o all political party committees, as anticipated by
the bipartisan campaign finance reform legisiation. When the federal district court issued its
opinmon directing the FEC to promulgate soft money regulations it stated that it was possible that
the FEC could conclude that an allocation system will not work to keep soft money from being
used to affect federal elections. The FEC decided otherwise in 1990 and adopted an allocation
system, Given the rapidly changing use of soRR money in national elections, it is time for the FEC
to take another iaok at this issue and revise its regulations,

Accordmgly, I am writing to request that you act now, under Section 106.5 of the U.S.
Code, to write new regulations banning the use of soft money to influence federal elections.
Specifically, you should issue new regulations to do the following:

. Prohlb:t!natlonal polltlcal parties (and their congressmnai campaign committees or agents)
from sollcntmg or receiving any funds not subject to the limitations or prehibitions of the
Federal I“lectlcm Campalgn Act, (This would preclude, for example, contributions directly
from cor‘porate or union treasuries, or contributions from individuals in excess of the
amount an individual can give to a federal party.)

- Prohibit any federal officeholder or candidate (and their agents) from soliciting or
receiving any funds not subject to the limitations or prohibitions of FECA.

" Provide that any ameunt of funds expended by a political party duning a federal election
year for any activity that influences a federal election (including a get-out-the-vote drive,
generic advertising or any communication that mentions a federal candidate) must be paid
for from funds subject to FECA. (This would end the allocation system, currently
suthorized by the FEC, under which “hard” and “s0ft” money are mixed for campaign
aeiiviziés that affect both state and federal elections.)

I i}&iwvie we cannot wait any longer o take action. The Founding Fathers understood that
We were an ex;}erzmem We're stifl around afier all of these years because we have refished the
idea that we are an experiment, that America is a work in progress, that we're constantly in the
makzz;g We aiways have to change

|
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

February 13, 1997

MEMORANDUM TO INTERESTED PARTIES
| |
FROM:  Paul Weinstein /%x/

SUBJECT: Comparison of leading campaign finance reform proposals

Enclosed is the latest side-by-side on congressional campaign finance reform bills. This version
includes H.R. 600, recently introduced by Congressman Farr.

Please contact me with any comments or questions.



Side-by-5ide Comparison of Key Provisicns in Leading Campaign Finance Reform Proposals

b

McCain Feingold Shays Meehao Daschie Farr

(8.25) {H.R. 493) {8.11} (H.R. 600}
Vohuntary & Cieneral slection *$600,000 per House » General election limits *3600,000 spending Hmi
Spending Limits | limits range from election cycle. range from $1.2 million to | per Z-year cyele.

$050.000 to $3.5
million, Exaor amount
within the range
determined by formula
based on a state’s
visting age population.
* Primary election Hmit
is the lesser of §7% of
geners clection limis
or $2.75 million.

* Runoff lirit is 20%
of general election
Hinit,

* General and primary
limits are indexed,

* Excemions allowed
for wxes;

+ Exceptions aflgwed
for independent
complying candidate
expernditures (see
hedow).

+ Election limir increased
by 30% if the candidate
wing primary with less
than 10% of the vo,

» Runoff Hmits is 20% of
general ¢legtion Hmit

* Election st i indexed.

$5.5 million. Exact amount
within the range determined
by formuls based on a
state’s voting age |
population. .

* Primary ¢lection limit &5
the lesser of 67% of geperal
plection Hmit or $2.75
millien.

» Runoff timi is 20% of.
general election limit.

* General and primary
limits are indexed,

* Exceprions sllowed for
legal and accounting fand
arnd taxes;

* Excemions aliowed for
independent expendinres
#nd non-complying
cangtidate spending {sce
below).

*Special electon Timits of
H604,000

*An additional $200,000
may he spent in the peneral
etection by a candidme who
wet primary by 20% or
lesy,

»An additional $200,000
may be spent by a
candidate who roust face a
roncff clection after a
primary and before a
general election.

*A candidate mey make
additional expenditures
agpregating not more than
$200,000 i the election
eycle i the cendidate wipg
A comested primary election
by & margin of 20% or
less,

sExenptions from limits
when a non-participating
opponent Taises or spends
more thar 30% of the cycle
Tigit,

» General and primary
{imity are indexed.

i b — r——m— = e e e



Incentives for
Candidates who
Comply with
Voluntary
Spending Limits

«30 mimanes of free,
prime time hroadeast
T .
«all piher radio and
welevision broadeast

" time purchased within

35 days of the primary
eleciion and 63 days of
the geeral election
provided at 0% of
fowest rate charged;

+» recuced maeiling rates
{3rd class special non-
profit rate} for tweo
mailings to entiee stare
voting age population.

sRadio and television
broadcast time purchased
within 30 days of the
primary election and 60
days of the general
election provided at 50%
of lowest rate charged;
¢ reduced mailing rates
{3rd class special non-
profit aie} for three
matlings 1o voting age
population of the
Congressionai district.

*Rudio and relavision
broadeast time purchased
within 30 days of the
primary election and 60
days of the general election
pravided at 50% of lowest
rate charged;

» reduced wailing rates (3rd
class special non-profit rate)
for rwo mallings w entire
stake voting age populstion.
* Funding from Secrouary
of the Senate to offset non-
complying candidate
expendies,

sBroadeast tume purchased
provided at 50% of the
lowest rate in the last 30
days of a primary and in
the last 60 days of a general
election period;
shroadcaster will be
exempted from
requirements if thelr signal
is nationwide or if the
requiremert would impaose
gconomic hardship on the
licenses,

smakes campaigns of
patticipating candidates
eligible for Jrd class, bulk,
non-profit rate mailings,
with 0o Hmits on the dollar
amoutt or value of the

" postage purchased at this

rate unider this provision.
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Disincentives *Complying candidates
for Candidates have individual

who do nol contsibution limies
romply with raised from 51,000 per
Vohsmtary election o $2,000 per
Spending Limits | election,

) * Nog-complying
candidaies receive no
reduction i rates for
broadeast
advertisemens.

* Complying candidates
allowed to raise and
spend up 1o twice the
spending Emils (ad sl
rewdin inventives ) i none
candidates who excesds
spending cap.

* Fines and repaviment
for complying
candidates who exceed
limizs.

«Complying candidates
have individual
contribution Hmis raised
from %1069 per clection
1o $2.006 per election.

« Complying candidates
aliowed 1o raise and spend
up 10 twice the spending
fimits (and sl retain
incentives) if pon-candidate
exceeds spending cap.

» Fines and repayment for
complying candidates who
exveed Hmits,

«Complying candidates
have individual contribution
limits raised froin $1,000
per election to $2.500 per
election.

«Complying candidates cap
receive {and spend) up 10
wice the spending Hmils
{amd still rewmin inCentives)
if non-complying candidaie
exceeds spending cap by
more than 200%,

sIf non-complying
candidate exceeds cap by
more than 200% complying
candidate may raise and
spend an additional amoun
of up to WO% of spending
cap.

* Fines and repayment for
complying candidatgs who
exceed limits.

“Mon-participating,
sandidates who raise or
spend more than 30% of
the eyele Huolts ast file
report with the FEC, which
must then putify other
sundidazes within 48 hoars;
*imposes 35% i2x on
contributions of principal
campaign commitiees whose
candidates exceed the
spending limits;

srevenues from this
provision shall be directed
to the FEC for compliance
activities,
*Mlon-participeting
cundidates shall not be
entitled 1o the lowest rate
for TV troadcast tme.
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Qualification »S1ztement vowing sStatement vowing *Siateinent vowing *Statement vowing
Requirements compliance with all compliance with all imits. | compliance with all limits. compliznce with all linits.
for Complying linsits, » Raise 10% of general Raise 3% of genersl *Raise 1% of general
Candidates » Rauise 10% of general | slection limil (360,850 election limits from election Hmit counting only
glection Hmit or from individuals with ealy | individuals, the first 5200 in
£250,000 from the first 5200 of each contributions from
individuals withoas contribvation connting individuals:
counting personal funds | toward the thresbold and {1 *No public benefis w
| or ourofstae 60% of threshold amount capdidates who do not use
Lomribucions that {336,006) ratsed from closed eaproning in TV
exceed 40% of general | in-state contributors, ads.
election Hmit. »Violation of any of the.
spending {imix makes a
candidate incligible for
public benefiss.
Limit om KEans PACs but if ban Current 33,800 per «Hans PACS bt H ban Bers & maximum Hmit of
Individual FAC | is uocosstitutional, then | election PAC limitto a zoconstitutional, then $8,000 from a single PAC
Coniributions to | current $5,000 per candidate reduced o purrens 35,000 per eloction | per oycle;
Candidates election lmit 1 a $1,000. limir remains vochanged. *$3,000 of which is
candidate redoced to * Lowers an individual's allowed for one election.
531,000, : contribution to a PAC from | »climinates Leadership
$5,000 1w 51,000, PALE.
Aggregate PAC | oIf PAC bun struck »Complying candidates can | No provision »Limit of $200,000 per
Conirimtion down, complying Taise oo migre than 25% cycie from all PAC
Limits candidsies can raise no | ($150,000) of spending SOUICEs:
motre than 20% of firmits from PACS). *PAC receipts limit is 33
spending limit from 3% of spending Hroii,
PACS. plus an exera $100.00 if

runcdf and $66.608) if close
primary winner,




Aggrepate Limit § No provision s Complying candidates No provision schanges aggregate limit to
on Individual can raise no more than election cycle basis;
Contributions 10 25% ($150,000) of sraises Hmit to $100,000,
Candidates spending limit from of which no more than
contributions greater than $25,000 may go o
$250. ' candidates per vear.

In-state/Ount-of - | »Complying candidates | «Complying candidates Nao provision No provision
state must raise 60% of must raise 60% of “
Contribution spending Timits from in- | spendiog limit from in-
Limits state indrvidual state, individual

contributory. contributors.,

* Small states exception

wnold allow this

requirement Lo be met

if 60% of all

. contributors reside in-

state,
Use of Personal | »Complying candidates | »Complying candidaze sComplying candidates »{ompiving candidates
Funds Himited t the lesser of | limited to 16% of geveral fimited w0 328,006 per Kmited o 350,000 per

F250,000 or 10% of election limdt (566,000% eyel, cyele.

general election
spending Hmit,




Independent
Expenditures

»If more than $10,000
in independent
expenditures is made
against a complying
candidate, the
complying candidate
may spend an equal
amount without

violating sperding caps.

* Sirict reponting and
disclosure requirements
in making independent
expendinures.

« Clarifies, that
independent
expenditures must be
truly independent
{especially with respect
to political parties) and
broatdens the definition
of express advocaty ®©
include all campaign-
related
communications,

*If more than $25 K in
independent expenditures
is made agamst a
complying candidate, the
complying candidate may
raise and spend an equal
amount without violating
e Sirict reporting and

disclosure reguirements in

makiny independent
expendiures,

» Clarifies that )
dependent expenditures

must be fruly independem
{especially with respect w0

political parties) and

broadens the defigition of

express adVoCREY
inchude all campalgn-
related communications,

o1f independent
expenditures are made
against a complying
candidate, the complying
candidate may receive (and
spend) an equal amount
without violating spending
Caps.

& Strict reporsing and
disclosure requiremnents in
making independent
expendinmres.

s Charifies that independen
expenditures must be truly
independent {especially with
respect o political parties)
and broadens the definidon
of pxpress advocacy to
inctude 2l campaign-relaed
sommunications,
Broadoasters must provide
adiacent broadoast time for
candidates o respond o

independent expenditures.

+i more (han $2,500 in
independent exponditures is
meade against a evmplying
candidate, the complying
candidate may spend
arlditional funds without
regard 1o the spending
limits. cap

*pArty commirices can
match independent
expenditures without the
expenditure counting
against that parey’s
contribution himit to the
candidate,

«{larifies the definition of
independent expendifures
1o comtain express advocacy
and independent with
respect to political parties.




Soft Money sEliminates the use of *Eliminates the use of soft | Elminates the use of soft sEliminates the use of Soft
soft money in federal money in federal elections. | money in foderal elecrions. | money in federst elections,
elections. + No national or state - | * No national or §tate party | *creates o new separate
* No national or state party commiitee, may commities, may soligit, segregated fond established
party committee, may | solicit, receive, or spend receive, or spend any funds | and maintained by state
solicit, receive, or any funds to impact a to fmpact a federal election | political party committee
spend any funds to federal election which are | which are not subject to for miaking expendimres in
impact a federal not subject to current current federal law connection with federal
¢lection which are not federal law limitations, limitations. elections.
subtject to current *» Increases individus] * Pravides for state party snational and congressional
federal law limitations. | aggregate coniribution grassroots funds for voter party committes must
» Pravides for state limit o pariies from registration, GOTV, sample | disclese all financial
party grassrools funds $20,000 10 $25,000 per balkns and voter files, activity;
for voter registration, yuar, Individual aggregate lmits | epolitcal commitees must
GOTV, sample hallots increased (o $60,000/year maintain a son-federal
and voter files. with no more than account and must disclose
#Increases individual £25,000/year for individual | all finsocial activity
apgregate conribution candidates; incleding separate schedules
limi from $25,000 per » $20.000/vear for state for State Party Grasstoots
year to $30,000 per parties and stale SrassTos Fuands;
year to sllow funding funds combined, and *prohibits federal
for grassroots fuod. $20,000venr for nadonad candidates or officeholders

parties, from raising any money for
2 tax cxempt group which
t, they establish, maintain, or
control, and which devates
significant activities 1o voier
tegistration and GOTY
grives,

Foreign Money | eindividuals not «[ndividuals pot qualificd | ¢ Foreign nationals and *Foreign naticnals
gqualified 10 voic are w vore are prohibited from | permanem residents prohibited from directing
prohibited from making | making contributions prohibited from directing | conwibigions . .— . ...

contributions o federal
candidares.

federal candidates,

gontributions.

s Minprs' contribations
¢ourt against parents’
limits.

sMinars' contributions
count agaimst parents’
Hmits.
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Bundling

Bans bundling

Bans Bundling

No provision

Bans all bundling except for
non-affiliated, non-
connected PACs that do not
lobby.

Franked Mail

sBans franked mass
mailings during an
election year.

*Bans franked mass
mailings during an election
year.

*Bans franked mass
mailings during an election
year.

No provision

FEC Enforceme | *FEC random audit
nt Provisions authority.

*FEC injunctive
authority.
sElectronic filing.
*FEC expedited
procedures authority.
Increase penalties for
willful violations,

*FEC random audit
authority.

*FEC injunctive authority,
sElectronic filing.

FEC independent litigation
authority

*FEC expedited
procedures authoriry
sIncrease penalties for
willful violations.

*FEC random audit
authority.

*FEC injunctive authority.
*Electronic filing.

FEC independent litigation
authority

*FEC expedited procedures
authority

eincrease penalties for
willful violations.

*FEC random audit
authority.

*FEC injunctive authoriry.
«Electronic filing.

FEC independent litigation
authority

*FEC expedited procedures
authority

*[ncrease penalties for
willful violations.




February 5, 1997

Enclosed is the side by side comparison of campaign finance reform proposals that you wanted to
00,
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Side-by-Side Comparison of Key Provisions in Leading Campaign Finance Reform Proposals |

- 273797

1o $5.5 million. Exact amount
within the range determined by
formula based on a state’s voting
age population
«Prisnary election Iimit is the
lesser of 67% of general election
limit or $2.75 million
+Runofl limit is 20% of general
election limit :
»General and primary limits are
indexed o
*Exceptions allowed for taxes
*Exceptions allowed for
independent expenditures and
non-complying candidate
expenditures (sce below)

«Election limit increased by
30% if the candidate wins
primary with less than 10%
of the vote

*Runoff limit is 20% of
general election himit
Election limit is indexed

McCain Feingold Shays Meehan Daschie
v s i e ,{S 25) e e s ——— {'Hg 45;3) e s fS 12} e — .
| Voluntary ~(General election himits range +$600,000 per House «General election imits range
Spending Limits | from $950,000 election cycle from $1.2 million to $5.3

million. Exact amount within
the range determined by
formula based on a state’s
voting age population
Primary efection limit is the
lesser of 67% of general
election limit or $2.75 million
*Runof¥ lirmt is 20% of general
election Hmit

*CGeneral and primary limits are
indexed

*Exceptions allowed for legal
and accounting fund and taxes
*Exceptions allowed for
independent expenditures and
non-complying candidate
spending (see below)




| ofrsideD.sid_

Incentives for
Candidates who
Comply with
Voluntary
Spending Limits

*30 minutes of free, prime time
broadeast fime;
» alf other radio and television
broadcast time purchased within
30 days of the primary election
-and 60 days of the general
election provided at 50 percent
of lowest rate charged;
«reduced mailing rates (3rd class
special non-profit rate) for two
mailings to eniire state voting
age population

*Radio and television
broageast time purchased
within 30 days of the
primary election and 60
davs of the general election

-provided at 50 percent of .

lowest rate charged,
seeduced mailing rates {3rd
class special non-profit
rate) for three maihings to
voting age population of
the Congressional district

Radio and television broadcast
time purchased within 30 days
of the primary election and 60
days of the general election
provided at 50 percent of

jowest rate charged;. . s

sreduced maling rates (3rd class
special non-profit rate) for two
raailings to eatire state voting
age population

*Funding from Secretary of the
Senate to offset non-complying
candidate expenditures

“Page 2]
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Disincentives
for Candidates
“who do not
comply with
Voluntary
Spending limits

*Complying candidates have
individual contribution limit
raised from $1,000 per election
to $2,000 per election
*Non-complying candidates
receive no reduction in rates for -
broadcast advertisements
*Complying candidates allowed
to raise and spend up to twice
the spending limits (and still
retain incentives) if
non-candidate exceeds spending
cap

+Fines and repayment for
complying candidates who
exceed limits

+Complying candidates
have individual
contribution limit raised
from $1,000 per election to
$2,000 per election
+Complying candidates™ -
allowed to raise and spend
up to twice the spending
limits (and still retain
incentives) if non-candidate
exceeds spending cap
+Fines and repayment for
complying candidates who
exceed limits ‘

*Complying candidates have
individual contribution limit
raised from $1,000 per election
to $2,000 per election
+Complying candidates can
receive (and spend) up to twice ™
the spending limits (and still
retain incentives) if non-
complying candidate exceeds
spending cap by up to 200%
+If non-complying candidate
exceeds cap by more than
200%, complying candidate
may raise and spend an
additional amount of up to
100% of spending cap

+Fines and repayment for
complying candidates who
exceed limits

Qualification
Requirements
for Complying
Candidates

*Statement vowing compliance
with all limits

*Raise 10% of general election
limit or $250,000 from
individuals without counting
personal funds or out-of-state
contributions that exceed 40% of
general election limit

+Statement vowing
compliance with all limits
*Raise 10% of general
election limit ($60,000)
from individuals with only
the first $200 of each
contribution counting
toward the threshold and
60% of threshold amount
($36,000) raised from
in-state contributors

+Statement vowing compliance
with all limits

<Raise 5% of general election
limits from individuals
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Limit on
Individual PAC
“Contributions
to Candidates

[F P e e e

Bans PACs but if ban is
unconstitutional, then current

"$5,000 per election limit to a

candidate reduced to $1,000

Current $5,000 per election
PAC limit to a candidate
reduced to $1,000

Bans PACs bus if ban is
unconstitutional, then current
$5,000 per election limit
remains unchanged

sLowers an individual's
contribution to a PAC from—

.| $5,000 to $1,000

Complying candidates

allow this reguirement to be met
if 60% of all contobutors reside
in-niate

coniributors

Aggregate PAC | IfPAC ban struck down, No provigion
Contribution complying candidates can raise can raise no more than
Lirnits no more than 20% of spending | 25% ($150,000) of

limit from PACs spending limit from

PACSs

Aggregate No provision Complying candidates can | No provision
Limit on raise no more than 25%
Individual {$150,000) of spending
Contributions limit from contributions
to Candidates greater than 3250
In-state/Out-ofs | Complying candidates must raise | Complying candidates No provision
state 80% of spending limit from must ralse 80% of
Contribution in-state individual contributors. | spending limit from
Limits Small states exception would in—state, individual

Lise of Personal
Funds

Complying candidates himited o
the lesser of $250,000 or 10% of
peneral election spending limit

Complying candidates
hmited to 10% of general
election limit {$60,000)

Complying candidates limited to
$25,000 per cycle
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Independent
Expenditures

«if more than $10,000
independent expenditures is
made against a complying
candidate, the complying
candidate may spend an equal

amount without violating~ —w - -

spending caps

«Strict reporting and disclosure
requiremoents in making
independent expenditures
«Clarifies thay independent
expenditures must be truly
independent {especially with
respect 1o political parties) and
broadens the definition of
express advocacy to include all
campaignerelated
communications

+If more than $25,000 n
mdependent expenditures is
made against a complying
candidate, the complying
candidate may raise and
spend an equal amount
without violating spending
caps

*Strict reporting and
disclosure requirements in
making independent
expenditures

«Clanifies that independent
expenditures must be traly
independent (especially
swith respect 1o political
parties) and broadens the
definition of express
advocacy to include all
campaign-related
communications

-If independent expenditures are
made against a complying
candidate, the complying
candidate may receive (and
spend} an equal amount without
violating spending caps

»Strict reporting and disclosure
requirements in making
independent expenditures
+Clarifies that independent
expenditures must be truly
independent {especially with
respect to political parties) and
broadens the definition of
express advocacy to include all
campaign-related
communications

*Broadcasters must provide
adjacent broadcast tme for
candidates {0 respond to
independent expenditures
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Scft Money Eliminatas the use of soft Efiminates the use of Eliminates the use of sofl
money in federal elections. soft money in federal money in federal elactions.
No nationat or state party glections. No national No national or state party
committes, may solicit, or state party commiftee, may salicht,
receive, or spend any funds commitiee, may solicl, receive, or spend funds to
to impact a federal election - | receive, or spend any -impact a federal election — - -
which are not subject to funds to impacta which are not subject to
current federal taw limitations | federal elaction which current federal law
*Provides for state party are not subject o timitations
grassroots funds for voter current federal law *Provides for state party
registration, GOTV, sample limitations grassroots funds for voter .
ballots and voter files *Increases individual registration, GOTV, sample
*Increases individual aggregate | aggregate contribution ballots and voter files
contribution limit from $25,000 | limit 1o parties from Individual aggregate himits
per year to $30,000 per year to $20,000 to $25,000 per increased to $60,000/vear with
allow funding for grassroots fund | vear no more than $25,000/year for
individual candidates,
$20,000/vear for state parties
and state grassroois funds
comhined, and $20,000/vear for
nat’] parties
Foreign Money | Individuals not qualified to vote | Individuals not qualified to | Foreign nationals and
are prohibited from making vote are prohibited from permanent residents prohibited
contributions to federal maldng contributions 1o from directing contributions
candidates federal candidates «Minors' contributions count
against parents’ himits
Bundling Bans bundling Bans bundling . No provision
Franked Mail Bans franked mass mailings Bans franked mass mailings | Bang franked mass mailings

during an election vear

during an election year

during gn clection year
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FEC
Enforcement
Provisions

«FEC random audit authority
*FEC injunctive authority
*Electronic filing

WFEC expedited procedures
authority

+increase penalties for willful
violations

*FEC random audit
authority

«FEC injunctive authority
«Electronic filing

+FEC independent litigation
authonty
«FEC expedited procedures
authonty

‘increase penalties for
willful violations

*FEC random audit authority
*FEC injunctive authority
~Electronic filing

«FEC independent litigation
authornty

+FEC expedited-procedures -~

authority
sin¢rease penalties for willful
viplations




Gt

- —

THE WHITE HQUSE
WASHINGTON

January 22, 1997

'MEETING WITH THE CONGRESSIONAL BPONSORS OF
BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM LEGISLATION

: DATE : January 23, 1837

i LOCATION: Cabinet Room

TIME: 4:1% p.m. to 5:158 p.m.
i From: John Hilley

t

Paeter Jacoby

1. PURPGSE

To conduct a working session with the Congressional
~sponscers of bipartisan campaign finance reform leglslation and
representatives from Common Cauge to discuss and develop the .
legislative, political and public relations strategies that’
will be necessary to enact compr&hensxve campaign finance
reform legislation.

Il. BACKGROUND

Your past legislative successes have all begun with a
serious effort to develop and coordinate our legislative,
political and public relations strategies with the :leading
Congresgional sponsors of the legislation. - This meeting will
provide you with the cpportunity . to begin this effort for
campaign finance reform.

Qn January 21, Senators McCain (R-AZ) and Feingold {D-WI}
and Representatives Shays {R-CT} and Meehan (D-MA) introduced
comprehensive bipartisan reform bills in their respective
chambars. In brief, both bills: 1} ban PAC's ~ with lower PAC
limits 1f the ban is found unconstitutional; 2} provide
incentives (such as reduced rate television and radio time and
iow cost mailing; the Senate bill also provides free
television timwe} for candidates who voluntarily agree to-
aggregate campaign spending limits; 3) ban political .
contriputions from individuals who are ineligible to vote; 4)
ban soft money; 5} make it extremely difficult for political
parties to run either independent expenditure ads or express
advocary ads on behalf of their candidates for federal office;
6} expand the definition of independent expenditurss to
include issue advocacy spending designed to influence votbers;
7} ban bundling ¢f campaign contributicons, and; 8)improve FEC
enforcement. capabilities.

t

i
|
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. slative Strateqy:

While the legislative, political and public relations
atrategies will be inextricably intertwined, the qu&stign of
how to get the votes for passage is paramount.

Passage of serious reform l&gzslatlon will be very
difficult and the Congressional sponsors will have to
negotiate with many Members, on both sides Bf the aisle and on
both sides of the Capitol, for support. In the Senate,
Senator MeConnell {(R-KY)} has already indicated that he is
prepared to lead a f£ilibuster against the McCain-Feingold bill
just as he did last session., Consequently, sixty votes wil)
be required to break the filibuster and pass the bill.
Agguming that all 45 Democrats vote for the measure, which
will require much effort, the Senate spongors will still need
to £ind 15 votes from the Republican caucus.

You should explore with Senators McCain and Feingeld
which Senators should be approached to begin negotiations for
gupport. As always, negotiatione for Republican support must
be done in & way that does not erode Demoeratie support.

For their part, the House sponsors will have to line up
cosponsors as quickly as posgible te give their bill gritical
momentun. Like the Senate, Republican support will be
- ¢ritical and the likelihood of gignificant Republican support,
egpecially among the Republican wmoderates, should be explored
with Congressman Shays.

It is also critical to develop the right legislative
meggsage to send Lo potential Hill allies. Senator.McoCain has:
suggested that given the necessity of negotiating for votes,
gur position should be flexible. The Senator has suggested
that while the McCain-Felngold, Shays-Meehan legislatiocn ia a
gound. framework bill, we are open Lo changes that will win
support ag long as the change complies with four key
principles: 1) it must have bipartisan support; 2! it must
help limit the amount of wmoney currently required te run for
federal office; 3) it must help level the playing fiald
between challengers and incumbents; and 4) it must
disadvantage one political parvy for the benefit ¢f the other.
We agree that this is a very workable message.

FinallyJ other legislative strategy concerns inglude |
whether we should adopt a Senats first strategy; whether it 'is
in our interest to set a deadline for legislative action, and;
the role of th& Congressional leadership on both szides of the
aisle.
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The goal of a successful political and public relations
strategy should be teo oreate an environment that makes it
politically difficult to vete against or successfully
filibuster bipartisan campaiogn finance reforw legislation. We -
should explore how such an environment can be created.

Thig should include a discussion of héh'best to webilize
coalitiong of public interest groups, business groups, '
academic groups and others to pressure Congress for reform.
additionally , we should also explore with Common Cause its

ability to garner editorial board support for the reform
efforts.

Finally, we might alsc discugs how the Congressional
hearzngs on DNC fundraising will affect our ability to &naat
campalign fxnance reform legislation.

i
IIL. PARTICIPANTS
See attached list.

IV, PRESS PLAN

Nolpress. Congressional participants will
participate in a stake~-put following the event.

v, SEQUENCE OF EVENTS

You will enter the room, make brief opaﬁxng ramarks
and gonduct the meeting.

VI. REMARKS

Talking peoints attached.
|
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Thank you for coming today. This is the best chance in at least a decade to ensct
mca:zingﬁxi campaign finance reform legislation.

Tam mm;xiezcly comumitted to sceing a good bill pass ang I am willing and anxious work
with you and to commit as many of this Administration’s resources as necessary to seeing
serious campaign finance reform legislation enacted into law.

1 firmly believe that the only way legislation can pass 15 if it is bipartisan and that is why |
believe that this bipartisan core group of Senator McCain, Senator Feingold, :
Congressman Shays and Congressman Meehan has the best chance of being successful,
Thank you for your leadership.

Before we begin let me say that | belisve the final legislative produet must embrace four
principles to be successful: 1) it must have bipartisan support; 2) it must limit the amount
of money it takes to run for federal office; 3) it must level the playing field between
challengers and incumbents; and 4) it must not disadvantage one political party at the *
expense of the other.

Keeping ii%{xse principles in mind [ want your input on three key subjects:
! ;
. 1} Legislative strategy and tactics -- how we do we move in a rapid manner to get
the support we need to pass this through both the House and the Senate?

1

. 2} Political and public relations strategy -- hbow do we create.an environment that
makes it politically difficult to vote against, or successfully filibuster bipartisan
campaign finance reform?

» 3) Message — what is the message that we aeed to develop to accomplish both our
legisiative and public relations strategies?

Now fet me hear your thoughts on how we get this done.
i

f_



|
|

?&R’i’ICIPANTS FOR CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM MEETING
Thursday, January 23, 1997

The President
The Vice President

Senator Russ Feingold (D-W1)
Senator John MeCain (R-AZ)
Rep. Martin Meehan (B-MA)
Rep. Chris Shays (R-CT)

Ann McBride, Common Cause, President
Robert Rozen, Attorney

Erskine Bowles |
John Podesta
John Hilley |
Ron Klain }
Mike McCurry
Rahm Emanuel !
Doug Sosnik.
Michael Waldman
Bruce Reed ;
Don Baer
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‘ DECEMBER 6, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM:. DOUG SOSNIK

|
SUBJECT: | - CAMPAIGN FINANCE
|
|
|

Norm Ornstein asked that I forward the aftached document to you.
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TO: DOUG SGSHIK
FROM: NORM ORNSTEIN

Ornsten
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REFORMING CAMPAIGN FINANCE

The campaign finance system in America has been a problem for some tims. But
in 1996, it went from the political equivalent of a low-grade fever 1o Code Blue-- from
chronic problem needing attention sooner or later o a crisis, with a system clearly out of
control. The svstem needs both an fmimediste fix i a fow § ANt and
sustained attention to the broader problems. We need an approach that breaks vs out of
the uaproduchive Famework— Lyemocrats insisting on a bottom line of tough spending
fimits and public financing, Republicans msisting on 2 hottom iine of no spending limits
and no public financing~- that has doomed any constructive change for decades. [t must
instead use coustructive ideas to lielp reduce existing problems without creating large
unanficipated ncw ones.

And any proposal must accommodate the Supreme Court’s rubings, fom Buckley
v. Valeo to this year's Colorado decision, that give wide leeway to individuals and groups
independently 1o raise and spend resources in public and political debate under the First
Amendment. 10 a Constitulional Amendsrent to alter the impact of the Court’s decisions
were desirable (and it is not clear that amending the First Amendment is the appropriate
eourse of action,) it is not practical in the near ferm. 8o other ways must be found to
reform the gystem within the existing consfitutional context—- ways that will achieve the
abjectives of placing huge donations to candidates or parties off Himits; Ieveling the playing
field for outside groups and candidates in political communications in campaigns,
enhancing political discourse and dialogue in the campaign; strengthening enforcement and
digelosure; and encouraging small individual contributions.

We propose changss in five key areas:

1. *Soft” Money. The idea of “soft™ money, spending by parties cutside federal
regulation, emerged in the reforms of the 1970s, as a way 1o enhance the role and status of
party orgamzations. Unlike tho hard moncy that gocs to campaigns, soft moncy can come
directly from corporate coffers and unions, and in aaizmxz-ad amounts from wealﬁzy
individusais. It is harder 1o traco-dess spenia and. e augtable..

Over time, soft money mnmbut;ms fez ”party bwidmg and grass volunteer
setivitiey” {the language of the faw) came 1o be used for brosder purposesf asd evolved
into a complex system of parties setting up many separate accounts, sometimes funneling
money from the national party to the states or vice versa, or back and forth in dizzying
traiis. Buf soft money was a comparatively minor problem in campaign funding until
1992, Parties sharply increased their soft money fundraising and spending for 2 wide
range of political activities, including broadcast ads, both in and out of election season.
The escalation increased alarmingly in 1996, Doth partics sought and received large sums
of nyoney, often in staggering amounts from individuals, companics and other entities, and

[
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poured unprecedenied sums of sofll money o e equivalent of party-Ananced canipaign
ads. There is now evidence that some of this money came illegally from foreign sources.

The orgminal limited role of soft money, as a way 1o enable funds 10 be ysed to
enhance the role and capability of the parties, especially the state parties, has been
mangled beyond recognition. Still, any change in law must recognize that state parties are
poverned by state laws, that traditional party-building activities, from voter registration and
get-out-the-vote drives to sample baliots, hiave an inevitable overlap between campaigns
for state and local offices and campaigns for federal office, and that the goal of enhancing
the role of parties is 2 lavdable and necessary one.

What to do? We propose the following:

V. Eliminate nutiongd party committee sofl money by eliminaiing _the distinciion
inlaw bedyeen nop-federal and federal party money. In other words, create one pot of

rational party money, that has similar fund-raising qualifications to the money raised for
candidares, namely, 1o corporate and union funds and limits on sume from individugls.
Maney may enly come from individuals and registered political committees, which are
gtjm 3;28{:2}‘" i {zmxrafzam {}See appena’:x ﬁ}r spec:jw fwzgazage y,

cmong ikazr candzda!es for a{}” oz ax they &izase and not 3«5};&1 {0 exising msmc!wns, in
order (o provide a robust role for politival parties even as they lose the soft money
resourees,; this in turn will move the parties away from the sublterfuge, encouraged by the
Colorade dacision, that they are independent of their own candidates.

3. Expand the existing limits on individual contributions to parties. Currently,
individuals can give a total of 325,000 per vear in hard money to federal condidates
and/or parties, with a sub-fimit of 20,000 to a part (and with no fimits on soft money
denaiions.) Chanye the limity so that individuals can yive the cusrent limit of 325, 000
SLr year (o cana‘zdates, but create a separate Z:mff of $25.000 per vear to pofitical parties.
Index both figures to inflation,

4. Sriffen party disclosure reguirements. C' urrently, parties can ransfer unlimited
sEms (o state parties or related entitias for use as they wish, without any federal
disclosure of the statz party expenditure. We propose that any monies transferved fromga
federal party 1o a state party or statg and local entity be covered by federal disclosure
laws, including the source and the nature of uny expenditure of the funds, and that any
transfers from state parties to federal conmmittees come only from federal accounts.. We
also encourage states 1o continuea thelr own trend of strong state-based disclosure
reguiraments.

P

Z. Issue Advocacy. 1996 saw an explosion of political ads both by outside
groups, such as the AFL-CIO ad business enlitics, and by both political purtics, that were
essentially unlimited in funding and outiays because they were classified not as campaigi-
related independent expenditures but as “issue advocacy” ads, The Court in Buckley v
Valeo defined political ads as those that explictily advocate the efection or defeat of a
gandidate. This very narrow definition has allowed groups to employ television and radio
ads that were political ads in every sense excopt that they avoided any explicit candidate
advocacy. Thus, huge numbers of campaign ads aired that were thinly disguised-- at best-
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- ay issue ads. They praised or-- more frequently attacksde~ spectfic eandidates bul ended
“with the tag line “Call Congressman and tell him to.... {(stop “raising taxes,” stop
“cuiting Medicare™, ¢tc.)

The Supreme Court has appropriately stated that issue advocacy is protected under
the First Amendrment, as are independent expenditure campaigns. However, funding for
independent expenditure campaigns can be regulated as are candidate and party funding
for c%mt;ons W’c bcixeve that lhcrf: is room for Congrass to define w:ﬂme,ﬂlan&“mt

ma! mtem ‘}”'izus we pfopose

Any paid communication with the general public thot uses a federal candidute’s
name or likeness within sixty days of a primary or of a general election— the same times
used by Congress 10 limit lowmakers’ postal pairon mass mailing communications— be
considered a campaign ad, not an issue advocacy message, and be covered by the same
rules that govern independent expenditure campaigns, meaning among other things that
they camt be financed by corporate or union funds, but can use publicly disclosed
voluntary contributions in a fashion similar to funds raised by political action committees.
{An axgmption would apply, g it does in current law, for candidate debates and press
coverage.)

This ¢hange would not lhmit in any way groups” sbility 10 communicate in a direct
targeted fashion with their own members or constituents. Nor would it limit advertising
campaigns or the freedom of partics or independent groups to get their issue-oriented
messages out. What 1t would do is change the funding basis of campaigns that include
aciuaf foderal candidates 1o conform o other comparabie clection-related efforts. The
AFL-CIO ar the Chamber of Commerce, the Christian Coznlition or the Sierra Club, for
exampie, could run whatever ads i wanted, funded a5 it wished, whenover it wanted that |
mentioned or referred to no speaific candidate for office. It could run ads that mentioned
candidates or lawmakers m a sunilar fashion except during the sixty days before a primary
or general election. During the two sixty~day periods, ads could run that mentioned a
candidate or used the candidate’s likenessw but those ads would bave 10 be funded in the
same fashion as other independent expenditure campaigns-— m other words, by publicly
discloscd moncy raised on a voluntary basis by a political commitice.

i

3. Enforcement. The lack of strong enforcement of campaign laws has been a
serious problem in the past, but escalated sharply in 1996. The Federal Election
Commission 1s poorly and erratically funded, hampering its ability to gather information,
disserninate it in a fimely fashion, and use it to investigate or act on complaints of
violations of the laws or regu}ations The Commussion’s structure, with six
commissioners, three of each major pasty, makes inevitable frequent deadlock along
partisan lines. Little if any ponalty rosults from blatant violations of the campaign laws,
Elections are not overturned, and if there are subseguent financial penaltics, they are rarely
commensuraie withithe severity of the violations and in any case are of litile importance if
the violations made dhe difference between winning and Josing. Candidates and parties,
knowingly lake advamtage-~ and never maore openly than in 1996,

it would be desirable to change the structitre of the FEC, including changing the
sclection of its membership. Given the Buckley decision and the attitudes of lawmakers
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from both parties, major struclural changes are probably nol practivel. But there are vther
ways to create a more viable disclosurs and enforcement regimen. . We recommend:
; .
1. Mave from the current practice of voluntary electronic filing to a mandatory
ane, with a de minimus thrashold,
2. Move from annual appropriations for the FEC to two-ysar or even longer-1erm

Junding, with a bipartisan mechanism tn Congress to mainiain adeguate funding for the ?&,C vl
commission. Congress should also consider an independent funding source for the FEC, {or &*
such as a modest filing fee for campaigns and related commitiees. Py

3. Allow for the possibility of private legal action against vampaigns for failure to
disclose appropriate information, with the FEC as administrative agens. Streambine the
process far az’z‘egaizom of eriminal violations, by creating more shared jurisdiction
between the FEC zzrzd the Justice Depariment, and fast-tracking the investigation from the
FEC 1o Justice if any significant evidence of fraud exists.

4. Fut :rzta fegislation u reguirement that until @ campaign has provided oll the
requisite zwmr:buror information to the FEC, it canmot put a contribution imo any
account pthar than an escrow account where the money canniot be spent. In turn, the
current ten-day maximum holding period on checks would have to be waived,

5. Adopt a single eigfz;‘»;mr term for Commissioners, with ne holding over upon
expiration. Commissioners’ terms should be staggered, so than no two terms expire in
the same year. Congress should explore ways to strengthen the office of chairman,
including cousidering creating a new position of non-voting chairman and presiding
afficer, as the Commission’s Chief Administrator.

4. Broadeéast Bank. No campaign Bnance reform will be effective unless #
ensures adequaie resources for candidates and parties lo get their messages across. A
positive and consmczwa campaign finance reform proposal will channe! the resourees in
the most beneficial ways, etapowering partics and candidates (including challengers} and
encourcaging smallindividual contributions, while removing as much as possible the unfair
advantages and subsidies available 10 independently wealthy, self-financed candidates. At
the same time, 8 constructive reform will iry fo enconrage hetter debate and deliheration in
campaigns by encouraging more candidate-on-screen discourse, In that spirit we propose:

% ;

1. Creation of a "broadcast bank"” consisting of minutes of television and radio
time on afl broadeast outicts. Some time will be given 10 politicad parties, allocared in the
same proportion ds the public funding available for presidential campeigns. Other time
will be available to individual condidates, as described below. Each party will decide
how to aflocate the time among s candidates. Such time can be used for ads. provided
that no message is.less than sixty seconds, and the candidate must appear o screen on
television messuges, und the cundidate s voice and identification wsed on radic
gommurnications. | \E%

2. Additional time will be aveslable to candidates who raise above a threshold of
325,000 in individual, in-state contributions of $100 or less; for each subsequent suck
contribution, candidatis will receive a voucher for an aquivelent amount of broadeast
fime. '

|
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3. The broadeust bank car be financed in several ways. The first step is to muke
a tradeoff: the “lowest-unit rate” provision, which requires that broadeasters give
discownrs that avaerage thirty percent on tha advertising time they ssif political candidates,
will be repealed. In return, each broadeaster will be assessed a fee of 30 percent on all
the political advertising the broadcaster sells, with the ravenues going 16 the brogdeart
bank. The second step is lo provide additional revenues or broadcast minuies from ong
ar more of a variety of options. One approach would be 10 auction off whatever space
the FCC dutermines is available in the portion of the spectrum, cuerently reserved for
public safety, channels 60 through 69, which is soon 10 bé broadened by technological

advancas. A second is 16 taks advantage of a provision of the 1994 Telecommunications

Act that requires broadeasters 1o pay a fee for employment of any ancillary or
supplamentary mrrwm of the digitaf spectrum, with the fee set by the 1C and the funds
10 be placed in the U.S. Treasury; Congress could direct or the FCC could reguive that
the fee be paid inwhole or part in broadeast mirutes for public purposas, or that the
Junds be ser aside for the bank,

4. Candidales who want (o purchase time outside of the broadeast bank system
may do so, but must do so of markel rates flowesi unit rates wowld no longer be
mandated jor such time.)

5. Small Individual Contributions. Over the past several years, campaigns for
Congresy have seen sharp chunges in the medare of confribulions. A shrinking share of
campaign resources have come from small donations from individuals, while steadily
mereasing shares bave come from both larger contributions ($300 to $1,000) and political
action committees. Of all the sources of private mondes-that go into our politica
campaigns, the most desirable and least controversial is that contributed by inestatke
individuals in small amounts. The more citizens invoived in the campaign process, the
more stake they have in the political system; a small coniribution is a positive way, with
o direct link to a legislative product, to enhance the political process.

QOne of the most significant goals of campaign finance reform, then, is to find ways
1o encourage small individual contributions, especially in-state, and {0 encourage
\Saxdiﬁam to raise mare of their funds in this fashion. The key o doing so is;

. Create a 100% tux credit for in-state cuntributions (o federal candidates of
8100 or less. The credit would apply to the first 8100 ar individual gave to candidates—
in other words, $25. given 10 each of four candidutes wordd result in a 8100, credit. it
would not apply 16 large contributions; it would be phased ot if an individual gave more

‘\\5%17?1 8200 > the condidae.
/1 Asinfi4 above add a large incentive 1o candidaies 1o raise more of thetr

resources from small individual instate contribuiions by creating a matching voucher
system for broadeasi time.

‘ag\j\) 3. Consider funding the tax credit for small contriburions by assessing campaigns

a ten poreeni fee for large comributions (3300, or more.) Cuonsider further the tradecff of
raising the individual contribution limit of $1,000. to $2.500. to take into account
inflation in the two decadas since it was instituted while simultaneously assessing the fée
for large coniributions.
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The reforms above are not top-to-botiom comprehensive changes in the federal
campaign financing system. Comprehensive proposals do exist-- although they include
radically different approaches. But no comprehensive proposal is practical at the moment,
or could in fact “cure” the problems in the system once and for all, Nor wousld any two of
us agree on all or even most of the elements that might be included in a comprehensive
package. The changes we propose are doable and seosible, and if enacted, would make a
very big positive ldiifermw in American campaigns.

-
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December 13, 1996 ' 2~

MEMORANDUM FOR 'I’IXU’RESIDENT

. N i
FROM:  JOHN HILLEY \\\k
BRUCE REED
PETER JACOBY
JIM WEBER
SUBJECT: CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

THE PRESIDENT HAS SEEN
(4~ 9¢

06 DEC 13 abi51

As partof al strategy to make camipaign finance reform a reality, we have met with key
Democratic Members of Congress, labor representatives, party representatives and a core
negotiating group from the outside reformers during the past several weeks.

1

From these ineetings it has become clear that seven key issues must be addressed before a
Congressional and reforts group consensus ¢an be reached on legislation that we could
recommend for your support. These issues include: 1} limiting party independent expenditures;

2) curbing spending on issue advocacy; 3) banning “soft’

* money; 4} contribution limits for

individual PACs; 5) in-state and m«aixsimt fundraismg propasals; &} proposals to codify the

Supreme Court’s decision in Con

of America v, Beck, and; 7) restrictions

on campaign contributions by non-citizens. }zz pwparatlon for a meeting wzii; you early next
week, please find below the background information on these key issues and a brief summary of

our progress toward the resolution of cach.

Limiting Party Indepef;den{ Expenditures

Two issues hme emerged as key to successfully passing campaign finance reform. The
first is Timiting the abili ity of state and patipnal parties 1o make independent expenditures on
behalf of their candidates for federal office. The second, discussed below, is limiting the ability
of parties and outside groups to impact federal races through issue advocacy activities. Both
issues are central 1o a fundamental concern for all Members of Congress -~ the inability to
accurately predict, and effectively respond te campaign sperding by forfTs other than the

political opponent. . Without a way to limit, or at least anficipate, the amount of spending by
outside groups and the opponent’s party, Members are reluctant to adopt a spending limits
regime {such as would be imposed by McCain-Feingold) that curbs their ability to respond to

such spending.

This past Junie in Colorad

Commission, the Supreme Cc:nurt heid i?zaz polmcai pgrzzes may mai{e ;zzdependeni cx{}:‘:ndztures
on behaif of their candidates as long as those expenditures are not made in coordination with the
candidate. The decision overtumed an FEC rule which had held that party activities by their

nature were coordinated with candidates an

fimited under the

FEgeat Tlection Campatgn Act {FECA). The fallout from this ruling was felt almost

e
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immediately during the November elections. In several key races the Republican Senatorial
Campaign Committee made large independent expenditures which greatly exceeded the
contribution imits that would have been applicable if the FEC’s coordinated expenditures
standard had remained in'place. Additionally, because these were independent expenditures

. under FECA they could expressly advocate the ¢lection or defeat of a clearly identifiable

candidate. Finally, because FECA requires that independent expenditures be made with “hard”
money (.. money raised and disclosed under FECA's contribution limits for individuals, PACs
and parties) Democratic party officials were unable to respond in kind given the party’s relative
“hard” money disadvantage.

Consequently one goal of reform legislation, shared by the FEC, reformers and
Democrats alike, is'to broaden the definition of party coordimation to limit the ability of parties to
undertake independent expenditures, Any effort to broaden the definition will be difficult,
however, because it must necessarily address the constitutional hurdies in the Colprado decision,
which require the FEC to establish actual coordination, rather than a presumption of
coordination, when partics act to impact Congressional races. Legislative language to achieve
this goal is currently being drafted.

Curbing Issues Atvocacy Spending

As noted, Members of Congress, on both sides of the aisle, have become concerned about
the impact of spending by third parties on their races. This concern is especially acute with
respeet to issue advocacy spending. In Buckley v, Valeo, the Supreme Court’s 1976 landmark
campaign finance decision, the Court held that the only independent expenditures that could be
disclosed and regulated noder FECA were those used for communications that “expressly
advocate the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate.” (This definition has since been
codified in FECA} Ina otnote in Buckley the Court gave examples of words of express
advocacy, including “vote for,” “elect,” “support,” “gast your ballot for,” “Smith for Congress,”
“vote against,” “defeat’” and “reject.” The Court created this narrow definition to draw a ¢lear
distinction between “issue discussion” or issue advocacy which has strong First Amendment
protections, amd the candidate-oriented speech which is the focus of campaign finance laws.

Since 1976, Federal courts have generally held that unless the magic Buckley
words are used in a political advertisement or activity, that activity is issue advecacy and
thevefore cannot be regulated under FECA. Consequently independent groups such as labor
unions, the NRA, the Moral Majerity, the Christian Coalition and others may use unlimited
contributions from wealthy individuals, corporate treasuries or dues-paying members to fund
issue advocacy campaigns during an election cycle. Perhaps the most publicized campaign of
this nature was the $35 million media campaign by the AFL-CIO earlier this vear to highlight the
anti-family positions taken by Congressional Republicans. Nore of the union ads expressly
advocated the clection ar defeat of these Members and were therefore issue ads outside the scope
of FECA, Additionally, national and state party organizations may also run issue advocacy
campaigns patd for by “soft” money contributions which, as discussed in more detail below, are

|
|
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by definition unlimited contributions from corporations, unions or individuals.

Reformers, Congfessional Demaocrats, the FEC and reform-minded Republicans have all
indicated a desire to expand the definition of express advocacy to include both the magic words
test and a new test that would include campaign activities that, when taken as a whole, could
only be interpreted by a reasonable person as advocating the election or defeat of a clearly
identified candidate. This would have the effect of bringing a broader range of issue advocacy
activities under FECA, thereby limiting the impact of unlimited donations on elections. There is
little question, however, that current constitutional jurisprudence favors a narrow definition of
gxpress advocacy and i will be & challenge to craft legislative language that expands the
definition in a constitutionally defensible manner. We, along with the Office of Legal Coungel at
the Department of Justice, are currently reviewing legislative language that purports to achieve
this goal,

!

|
Banning “Soft” Money

Every credible campaign finance reform initiative during the past several Congresses has
cotained provisions to ban “soff” money. Soft money is a term used for funds that are raised by
state and national parties for party building activities, GOTV efforts, state elections and voter
registration drives.’ Because soft money cannot be spent to directly benefit a federal candidate, it
is unregulated by FECA and therefore is not subject to the Act’s contribution limits or disclosuze
requirements. This allows parties to raise soft money in.unlimited amounts directly from unions,
corporale treasuries and wealthy individuals. Past reform efforts have generally sought to
ban national parties from raising and spending soft money while strictly Himiting state soft money
spending o ai;tivitifs that would not influence « foderal campaign,

Eventsduring the November elections have rencwed the interest of reformers in banning
soft money while causing Democratic party leaders to rethink their past support of ban
initiatives, The reformers’ renewed zeal stems from the unprecedented levels of sofi money
raised asxd spent during this past cycle. Party leaders, however, argue that s50ft money, which was
used extensively by the party o fund issue advocacy campaigns in competitive races, heiped
Democrats win in many races. Consequently, a resolution of this tssue will hinge on an
aceeptable compromise which provides parties with some sort of new benefit, such as free
television time or reduced mailing costs, to offset the loss of soft money resources.

We are currently reviewing legislative language banning soft money and have asked the
Democratic leadership for their input on potential offsetting benefits,

Contribution Limits for Individual PACs

Camypaign finance reform efforts in the past, including last year’s McCain-Feingold
bipartisan campaign finance reform bill, have generally proposed to eliminate all PACs from
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federal clection campaigns. It appears, however, that Senators McCain and Feingold will
concede that a PAC ban is unconstitutional and delete the ban from their reform proposal in the
new Congress, Instead, the Senators’ new proposal, which should be introduced on the first day
of the new session; will likely lower the contribution limits for individual PACs giving to a
federal candidate from the current $5,000 per election (810,000 per cycle) to §1,000 per election
($2,000 per cycle).

Deletion of the PAC ban is favored by both Congressional Democrats and Republicans,
However, in the House, where Members raise a high percentage of their contributions from
PACs, House Democrats and Republicans will hikely oppose the new §1,000 contribution linnt
and insist on a significantly higher limit. The House Demeocratic leadership bill during the lagt
Congress included a $4,000 per election (38,000 per cycle) Himit while the House Republican
leadership bill fowered the current level to $2,500 per vear. Early indications from House
Democrats are that they may accept a $6,000 per cyele Himit, if a contributing PAC is allowed 1o
give up 1o $5,000 in a primary election. In the Senate, individual PAC Himits have been less
controversial since many Senators raise the bulk of their contributions from individuals,

The outside reform groups may accept the deletion of the PAC ban from the McCain-
Feingold legislation. It is unclear whether they will endorse a PAC limit higher than the $1,000
per election level being contemplated by Senators McCain and Feingold. Because we believe
that House passage of any campaign finance reform bill will hinge on preserving a substantial
postion of the current individual PAC contribution level, we have urged the suiside groups o
support and ultimately persuade Senators McCailn and Feingold to raise their proposed
contribution Himit

In the past, you have endorsed legisiation banning PACs, If the McCain-Feingold
legisiation does not contain a ban, it is our recommendation that you endorse a reduction in the
current $5,000 Per election contribution level for individual PACs. We are researching the
impact of each likely reduction to determine exactly what the new Iimit should be.

In-Staie and In-District Fundraising

The McCain-Feingold reform legislation from last Congress required a candidate to raise
sixty percent of campaign funds in-state to qualify for the lepislation’s benefits, such as free
television time. The measure also contained, however, 2 provision for small states which would
allow the sixty percent threshold to be met by showing that sixty percent of a candidate’s
campaign contributors resided in-state. While McCain-Feingold applied the in-state provision
exclusively 1o Senate races, House Democrats greatly fear any reform that would require them to
raise a matority of their funds either in-state or in-districi. For their part, the outside reform
groups do not place either in-state or in-district requirements high on their agenda.
Consequently, we have asked House Democrats to consider whether an in-state requirement that
can be met by showing that either sixty percent of contributions were raised in-state or sixty
percent of contributors resided in-state would be aceeptable.



Codifving the Supreme Court’s Beck Decision

I 1988 the Supreme Court decided a landmark labor law case invelving the rights of
mdmdual emgzioyec;. to limit a union’s use of membership fees and dues. In Communigation
Yorker ca.v. Beck the Court held that 2 union may not, over the obiections of dies-
a}fz?zg mmmem?}er employees, expend funds collected from them on activities unrelated to
collective bargaining activities. As a result of this decision, dues-paying nonmeimbers may
demand a pr&»mteéi return of union dues and fees earmarked for political activity,
b .

i
Since 1988, Congressional Republicans have pursued efforts to codify the Beck decision.
In doing so, however, Republicans have proposed extremely broad interpretations of the
Supreme Court’s decision, effectively seeking to gut organized labor’s participation in the
national electoral debate and disable internad union 10 member communications. The AFL-CID
and its affilates o;%po&e “codification” of Beck, Congressional Democrats scem, ironically, less
energized. Many iiii i Democrats appear willing 1o consider enacting a narrow codification.

Repabiiz:anlé are certain to press Beck issues in the upcoming congressional debate on
campaign reform. While Senate Democrats may well filibuster unreasonable Beck provisions,
the possibility exists that Republicans may be able to force through unacceptable Beck
provisiens which they would trumypet as “reform.” Such a scenario could resuli in the choice of
etther signing a distinetly anti-labor bill or risk being attacked as opposed to reform.

As a result, we may consider whether to pre-empt the Republicans on Beck by including
& narrow “codification™ as a part of bipartisan reform legislation.

|

Prohibiting Non-Citizens from Contributing to Federal Campaigns
|
During the closing weeks of the camipaign you publicly stated your support for banning
federal campaign contributions from those who cannot vote. Banning nen-citizen individuals
from federal campaign giving is relatively easy to implement and it has widespread support on
both sides of the Hill and on both sides of the aisle. A more difficnlt question, both from a
political perspective and as an implementation issue, is whether such a ban should apply to
corporate PAC dm'ﬁa{iozzs by the U.S. subsidiaries of foreign corporations.
I
Such a ban will be strongly opposed by companies with [1.S. subsidiaries who will fear a
diminution in theirability to petition the federal government. Additionally, determining which
company is beneﬁcfiaily owned by a foreign interest could prove difficult as a matter of law and
enforcement. We are currently reviewing legislative language which purports to ban federal
campaign contributions from both individuals and all foreign-awned entities,

|
|
|
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Last Year's McCain Feingold Bill

« Voluntary Systeflenble Spending
Limits

+ Incentives to Participate -- broadcast
discounts/free time, subsidized mailings

¢ Eliminate "soft" money

+« PAC Ban with $1,000 per election fallback

¢ Limits on out-of-state contrlbutlons
¢ End "bundling” =

+» Enhance FEC enforcement



Administration Supported

Additions and Changes

= Possnble Forelgn Provisions
¢ Ban contributions from non-citizens

¢ Ban contributions from U.S. subsidiaries of
foreign-owned corporations



AdministrationaSupporte‘d
Additions and Changes

= "|ssue” Advocacy wnthm a campaign
context

¢ More robust concept of "express advocacy™
expenditures. This would bring more
campaign-related expenditures under FECA
thereby requiring disclosure and prohibiting
use of corporate or union treasury money.
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Administration Supported

= Independent Expenditures

¢ Return party spending to pre-Colorado
status through a more robust definition of
"coordinated expenditures” limiting ability
of party committees to move money into
individual races. - |
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Congressional Democrats'
Concerns |

= PAC Ban/ Indmdual PAC Contrabutmn
Limits

m [n-state and in-district limits on individual
contributions

= Bundling/EMILY's List
= Elimination of "soft" money
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Reform Groups
Approaches/ProbIems

Common Cause

¢ Possible move away from overall spending
limits. To be replaced by spending limits on
categories of spending:
» PAC's
» Personal Wealth
» Indlwdual centrabutlons |ImltS
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Reform Group
Approaches/ Problems

A——— N R

= Ornstein Group
¢ Complete Abandonment of Spending Limits
¢ Enhanced Role for Party Committees

+» Acceptance of Colorado -- Party
Committees allowed to move unlimited
(hard) dollars into races.

¢ Increase contrlbutlon limits tp Party
~ Committees -

+ Party Committee control of TV "bank"




lssues

= Research underway on lmpact of various
approaches

= Comprehensive Legislation Factors
e Direction of the bipartisan/reform coalition
e Critical role of spending limits

e Likelihood of inclusion of meaningful
. incentives (broadcast time, tax credits for _
“small individual contributions)



Issues

: Other ‘ —

¢ Small bill -- forelgn‘ piece, express
advocacy, soft money ban. Small bills can
grow into big bills (e.g. addition of
unwanted Beck provision).

‘@ Unilateral action -- foreign piece, temporary
soft dollar ban

—— o Constitutional Amendment - S
¢ Bipartisan Commission
¢ Broad-based electoral reform




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
November 11, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Bruce Reed

SUBJECT: Background On Campaign Finauce Reform For Meeting With
Congressional Leadership

. - Lot
On Tucsday, November 12, you will be meeting with Congressional Leadership to
discuss the legislative agenda for the next term.  During your meeting with the Leadership,
vou should reaffirm your strong suppost for the bipartisan campaign finance reform bill
introduced last Congress by Senators MceCain and Feingold, You should emphasize your
commitment to sceing McCain-Feingold become law this year and ask that Congress consider
the bill as scon as possible.

it is likely that the Republican Leadership will resist quick action on McCain—
Feingold and try to shift the focus of the discussion to the question of hmiting the usc of
union dues for political purposes and to the issue of eliminating voluntary spending limits in
the bill. On the Democratic side, Senate Minonity Leader Daschie supported McCain-
Feingold last Congress while House Minerity Leader Gephardt supported a Democratic
sponsorcd bill similar to the vae you pushed for in the 103rd Congress.

During your first four years in office you have pursued a strong, wide—ranging
political reform agenda. You imposed the toughest ethics code on your political appointecs,
closcd the tax provision that allowed corporations to deduct the cost of lobbying expenses,
signed the Motor Voter law, and cut the Whilte House staif by 25 percent.  Last year, vou
signed two major reform bills that you had promised to enact when you ran for office in
1992, The Congressional Accountability Act which requires Memhers of Congress to live by
the laws of the land and the Lobbying Disclosure Act.

McCain-Feingold includes many of the campaign finance reform ideas that vou first
championed in Purting People First, Thesc include:

. Spending Limits and Benefits: Campaign spending limits would be bascd on each
State’s voting-age population. '

. Free Broadeast Time: Candidates would be entitled to 30 minutes of frec broadcast
time, '
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Broadcast Discount: Broadceasters would be required to sell advertising to a
complying candidate at 50 percent of the lowest unit rate.

Reduced Postage Rate: Candidates would be able to send up to two pieces of mail
to each voting-age resident at the lowest 3id class non-profit bulk rate.

New Variable Contribution Rate: 1If a candidate’s opponent does not abide by the
spending limits or exceeds the limits, the complying candidate's individual contribution
limit is raised from $1,000 to $2,000 and the complying candidate’s spending ceiling is
raised by 2 percent,

. ! |

Political Action Committees (PAC) Ban: Thc\ bill would ban PAC contributions o
candidates. However, if the PAC ban is ruled unconstitutional, then the PAC
contribution would be lowered to $1,00K).

~ Franked Mailings: Franked mailings arc banned in a campaign year.

Personal Funds: Complying candidates cannot spend more than $250,000 from their
personal funds! :

Bundling: The bundling of campaign contributions is banned.
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The Bipuzsm Clean Congress Act of 1995 and Senate Campaign Finance

PAC
Contributiens

Yoluntary
Spending
Limits

Personal Funds

Home State
Contributions

Individusa}
Contributions

t o

it e ot A s o

Reform Act of 1995

H.R. 2566 (Mechan-Smith)

Ebmiaates PAC contnbutiong in
federal vlections. If the ban is
ruled uncopstitufions!, it woukd
limit individual PAU contribulions
1o $1,808 per election {the same as
an individual contribugion) and
aggregate PAC costributions (o
any candidate 1o 28% of the
spending lmit

Suets g limit of $686,088 in House

ceces with beacfits of TY, radin,

and postage rafe discounts for

politicsl advernising. Candidutes pur-
chasing TV or radle time 30 duys prios
to a primary election or 60 davs before g
goners! election shall be charged $0%
bBolow the lowest charge for the same
uiowst of time {or the same poried sq the
same date. Postage rate disceunt--3
mailings o the voting-age populstion of
the congressional districl; 3nd-class,
special nonprofit bulk rate.

Candidates who agree to fhis system
st algo ot personal funds (o they
campaign, iarge eonirbutions and out-
of-histriet donations, I their opp-
onents do not adhere to these limits,
then complying candidates would re-
euive muore gencrous conteibution
and apending limits. (See bill lor
exuct figures)

Reguires candidates to raise 0%

uf captribuiions (fom within their

home siete. At lesst 50% of the home
stete amount shall some from individuals

" yesiding in the candidate's congressional

distrie.

Caps individoal contributions ex.
cending $2868 to an agpregoate
Lol of no more than 258% af e
spending Hmit,

§ 1219 (McCain-Feingold-)
Thoempson

Ban on PAC centributions.  If the bun

is rulad upeenstitutional, buckup Timits

will afso be included. They will require

sandidates 1o ruise bess than 20% of

thair campaign funds from PACS and

will lower the PAC condribution limits
from 88,880 10 SEA0D,

Spending limits wonid be tused on cuch
state’s valing-sgs population, ranging
from & high of $8.1 million in o Jarge
state hke California (o o low of 81,8
million in 2 ymaller state ke Wyoming,
Candhdates thet volunterily camply with
spending Hmits woald reecive free
broandesst Hme 30 min. of Tee Gme
during prime te), breadeast discounts
far 50% of the lowest rate available),
reduced postuge rafe ond upio 2
pisses of pwil to sach voling-age resident

a1 the lowest Jrd-class nonprafit bulk raic).

if & complving cendidate s fheed with an
apposent whoe deslares an intent o spend
persona! fands in excess of $286,808, the

individun] coeniribinion lmitg are reived for

somplying candudate from 31088 ©
51064,

Reqguires candidaios to raize 60% of
contributions from within their home
slale,

CHz-
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Lobbyist
Contribntions

Franked Mai

Seft Money

Limits contributions from regist.

ered lobbyists to $100 per clect-
jon {current Hmit is S1,000 per
elootion)

RBans fronked mass mathings in
the eslendar year of an clection,

Eliminster the use of soft money

in fpderal oloctions. Political part-
ies-no netlonal party commit-

fee may soliclt, receive, or spend any
funds whisk sre aet subsedt o linat-
ationg, prohubitions, or teporting -
quirements ander foderal law. This
wauid prohibit nstional commitiees from
yaising unhimited funds for "pon-fedeeal”
negounts, whisk have been used to in-
fluence fuders! slectdons. Siate ar

lgeal parfy commiftees which en-

guge in any activity io s federsl election
vear which might affect the ouicomie of s
fodoral elostion can spend only funds sub-
jest to himitations, prohibitions asd repor-
ting requiremncents of the At for such aet-
bvitiex, Uorinin lsted siste campaige sct-
ivilies nre expressly exempied from this
reguirement.  Funds spent by suate or

Bans franked mass mailings m the
calendar year of an election.

New linskta and full disclosure of

soft mioitey contributions, Political part-
fies-—-no nwtienal pavty committec shall
selivll or receive any contributions, don-
ations, or transfers of funds, or spend uny
funds.not subjeet 1o the limitations, pro-
kibitions, sad reporting requirements of
this Act. Any amount axpended or dis
pursed by a Siate, district, or local party
eammiifee which might affect the outcome
of g Federal clection shall be made from
funds subject 1o the limitations, prehib-
itions, and feporting requirements of this
Act. Any amount spent 1 mise funds that
sre used 1o pay the costs of any acyvity
which might affcet zn election sutcome
shall be made frem funds subject to the
funitations, prohibitions, snd rwporting
requiremends of this Act for any nuiional,
State, district, or local commitice. No

focal party commiiitces to ruise funds (o be natlonal, State, district, or Joenl vomm,

uxed for any sotivity whish might affes
the cutcome of a lederal election are alse
subject o the requireruents of federal
election Jaw. No cundidute For federal
office or federal offivcholder can

solieit or receive any funds in connection
with a federal election unless such funds
ate subject 1o the limitations, prohibitions
and yeporting requirements of the Ast.

No cundidate for federal office or federal
officeholder can establish or control &
Eb1(c) tax excpl orgsnization if
the erganization raised money from the
public, Personis other than polit-
fenl parties--Reqguires greater closure for
isternzl communications by corporations
and pniona that spend in excess of
£2.000 {or any nctivity which might aftect
ihe oulseme of a federal election, includ-
mg voter registtation amd get-out-tho-vole

selivity and any gencric smnpaign activity.

shall solicit any funds for or make xny
donations {o any organizaiion that is ex-
empt from Federal taxation nuder 26
1}.8.C. No candidaie for Federal affice,
Federal officeholder, or nuy ngent of
such candidate or officeholider, may solich
recerve any funds in comnection with

any Foederul olection unless such funds are
subject 0 the {imitations, prehibilioas,

and reporling requirements of this At
Persons other than peliticul partics-

If any person to which (see, 323} does

not apply makes dishursemeniz for agi-
ivitics described above m excess of
32,000, such persan should fie 2 statgment
on or before the date that is 48 hes. before
the disbursements are made oF in the case
that they are required to be made within 14
days of the slection, on or belore sueh
14k day.

A.teport of sush disbursemenis must be {iled

with the FEC within 48 hrs. after the
disburscments are minde (or within 24 brs,
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Bundling

independent
Expenditures

Political
Advertising

Use of Campaign
Funds for Personal

Purpeoses
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for such disbursements made within 20 days

“after the election).

Ends the practice of bundling
{grauged donations from indiv-
jduals from the sume organizatian)

Tightens reporting requirements
on independent expenditures.

Strengthens the disclaimer require-
ments for politica! advartising,

Codifies rocent FEC repnlaiions un
persomal usc of campaign funds.
Candidates may aol use campaign fueds
fur imherently personal purposes,

Ban on bundling.

Clarifies definitions retating to independ-
doent expenditures. The person making the
expenditure shadl include any officer, dir-
eclor, cmplayee, or agemt of such person.

Incressed dischosare and
ascountubitity Yor those who engayc

in political advertising.

Bans personal use of campaign funds.



| THE WHITE HOUSE
' WASHINGTON

November 2, 19496

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF

FROM: | MICHAEL WALDMAN M/

SUBJECT: ! CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

[ will be away next week on a long-scheduled vacation {1 thought the President was
going to be away, wo!). | wanted 10 give you my thoughts on campaign finance reform, in
advance of the leadership meeting.

Though I wouldn’t have guessed this 2 week ago, 1 believe we are now so far oul
front on this that it won't be enough to simply mouth support for reform — we have to push
hard to pass something, with all that implies. In other words, 1 believe that the President’s
emphatic words on ¢clection night and since have resolved the entirely reasonable debate over
whether we should risk presidential capital: as far as the press and public is concerned, we
afe risking that capital. (Or, at the very least, we need to push hard enough that a defeat
seen as clearly Congress' fault.)

Moving quickly. History's one lesson on this issue is that the only chance of
accomplishing something is to act guigkly. (Now is the time when incumbents are weary of
fundraising, fess worried than usual about the next election, more anxious to get something
done,} I would urge zrymg to get negotiations started right away. Pushing this off even
three montls zm{} the session, with 2 {loor voie late next year, will makc it much harder,

Siaf‘fi::g I like 1o joke that I'll know we are gerious aboui this only when I am not
Warkmg on it! That's a joke, but it's actually true. [ strongly urge that 2 senior person be
put in charge {}f this issue as their principal respousibility. As of now, it is the very parl-
time responsibility of any number of people {me, John Hilley, Bruce Reed, etc.}, which
means it is nobody's responsibility.  This needs to be someone empowered o speak for the
President, convene and corral the various parts of the White House, involve and guide the
party and money people, etc. It could be someone already here, or it could be someone
brought in from the outside - a former Member of Congress, a journalist, whatever. (I _
would be happy 1o help whoever this is, but 1 have 2 more-than-full-time job as speechwriter,
and don't want to play the lead role.) (Remember that this issue has ajways suffered because
there Is no cabitz;ei department with "ownership ™)

The fisiij I know that there is nervousness because Trent Lot was decidedly chilly
on this issue, ‘We should recognize: Congress will nover be thrilled about this, They
arguably could be roped into doing it with us, however, because they face many of the same
pressures we do. Nobody can be seen o be “opposed” to reform.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

October 31, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR LEON PANETTA
FROM: Bruce Reed

SUBJECT:  Campaign Finance Reform Announcement

Attached is a Q&A which outlines the President's campaign finance reform proposal.
The consensus recommendation of the working group is that the President should:

. Strongly restate his endorsement of McCain-Feingold and challenge Congress to pass -
the bill in the Brst six months of the next term;

. Announce his support ~~if Congress cannot find the political will to pass McCain~
Feingold —— for the creation of a binding, bipartisan commission on campaign finance
reform that will send a reform bill to his desk by the end of next year;

. Call on Congress to include in campaign finance reform legislation a ban on
contributions from non~citizens.

With regards to the President’s campaign finance reform initiative, there are a couple
of issues that could be problematic. Fimst, the working group recommends that the President
ask his campaign and the Democratic National Committee (DINC) to stop taking contributions
from non-citizens immediately. The DNC is concerned about taking unilateral action and
prefers that we wait until Congress passes legislation. Second, the working group
recommends that to avoid charges of inconsistency, we should apply the same rule to the
President’s legal defense fund. At present, the fund does not take mioney from foreigners but
legal immigrants are allowed to contribute. Finally, the Justice Department believes that a
ban on contributions from non~Citizens may be ruled unconstitutional.

i

i

i
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THE WHITE HOQUSE
WASHINGTON

October 31, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR LEON PANETTA

H

FROM: Bruce Reed Michael Waldman
Paul Weinstein Jim Weber
Peter Jacoby Elena Kagan

‘SUBJECT:  Possible Q&A on President's Campalgn Finance Reform Announcement

QUESTION: What exactly is the President proposing?

RESPONSE: The President today is calling on Congress to pass the bipartisan campaign fisance
reform legislation introduced last session by Senators McCain and Feingold. The principles of
McCaln-Feingold are ones the President has advocated since he first rap for office in 1992 and
are the key elements of real reform: spending limits; cwbmg PACs and Eobbymg influence; free
and discounted broadcast time; and ending the sz}ft money” system. :

; :
The President is challenging Congress to enact this legislation in.the first six months of the
105th Congress. He is comnmitted to working closcly with the leadership of both partics in -
achieving this goal. However, if the Congress cannot find the political will to pass this
bipartisan bill, then as a last resort, the President will support legislation to establish a binding
campaign finance reform commission that will send comprehensive reform legislation to his desk
by the end of 1997,

The President also announced today that he agrees with Senators McCain and Feingold that non-
citizens should not be able to influence our elections. From now on, the President will only
support campaign finance reform that includes the following rule: if you are a not a U.S.
citizen, you can't coniribute,

QUESTION: Why are you anpouncing this now?

RESPONSE: This announcement is consistent with the President’s long-standing commitment
to campaign finance reform and to changing business as usual in Washington. In the last three
years, the President repealed the tax loophole for lobbyist deductions, enacted legislation to
muke the Congress and the White House live by the same laws Washington applies to rest of the
nation, signed Jegisiation 10 require lobbyists to disclose how much they spend and what they
sperdd it on, enacted the line-Ttem Veto, and made it easier for millions of Americans to register
o vole. {

£
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In 1992, the President made campaign finance reform a central piece of his agenda and
throughout his first term he pressed the Congress to pass real, bipartisan legislation.

QUESTION: Both parties have been unable to resolve the campaign finance reform issue for
years, why should the American peaple expect you and Congress to take action next term?

RESPONSE: Last Congress we enacted Lobbying Disclosure, the Gift Ban, Congressionat
Accouptability Act, the Line-Ttem Veto. 'We have a proven track record of getting the job done
on political reform. Campaign finance reform is the last step, and most important step. The
President believes that the Congress should and must make passage of McCain-Feingold a
priority. He is challienging Congress 10 pass the bipartisan McCain~Feingold bill in the first six
months of the 105th Congress, and not deny the American people any fonger. If that fails, he
will challenge Congress to create a bipartisan cormission whose recommendations will become
law on a fast~track basis.

QUESTION: There has been u lot of controversy about foreign contributions to the I}NC
Do you think it is wrong te accept contributions from non-citizens?

RESPONSE: Under the current system, both parties have accepted foreign and non-citizen
contributions. The system is broken, and needs to be fixed. The voting public must have
confidence that the process is fair and works for them. That is why we agree with Senators
McCain and Feingold that real, bipartisan campaign finance reform must include effective

" limitations on non-citizen contributions. If you are a not a U.S. citizen, you can't contribuic,
¥ y

QUESTION: Does your suppaort for imitations on non—citizen contributions mean that you
will direct the ONC to stop taking such contributions immediately and return those
contributions received this election cycle?

RESPONSE: It is clear that the system i8 broken and that the rules need to be changed. We

support banning these contributions by law. We need quick action by Congress on this issuc as
part of comprehensive, bipartisan campaign finance reform. While we wiil not ask the DNC to
return contributions already received this election cycle, we will ask them to set up procedures to |
stop taking such contributions in the future.

QUESTION: How will yéu enforce this ban, and how broad will it be? For example, would
the ban include U.S. subsidiaries of foreign—owned corporations?

RESPONSE: Many of the specific details of the ban would have o be worked out with
Congress. However, the principle is clear, if you are a not a U.S citizen, you can't confribuie -~
individual contributors would have to certify citizenship.

With regards te corporate contributions, the McCain~Feingold bill would ban PACs and
climinate the current "soft money™ system. Therefore, no corporate entity, foreign or domestic,
could make a Federal campaign contribution. ‘
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QUESTION: If you believe it is wrong fo accept foreign campaign contributions, is it wrong
fo accept nonwcitizest contributions to your legal defense fund?
H

RESPONSE: The President's Legal Defense Fund does not accept contributions from registered
lobbyists and PACs. In addition, contributions are limited to §1,000. Currently, the Fund does
not take contributions from foreigners, but docs take contributions from legal immigrants,
{Additional recommended response is: “In the future, the President's legal defense fund will not
accept contributions from foreign donors.")

QUESTION: Aren't you, by endorsing the bipartisan commission as o fallback position,
undermining any real hope that McCain-Feingold will pass?

RESPONSE: The President has been and remains a strong supporter of McCain-Feingold, and
believe the principles of that legislation are the key clements of real reform: spending limits;
curbing PAC and jobbying influence; free and discounted broadeast time; and ending the “soft
money” system. He sepports a bipartisan commission only a8 a last resort, if the Congress lacks
the political will to pass McCain Feingold.

i
QUESTION: Will this be a number one priority for your administration?

RESPONSE: This will be 2 key priority in the President’s second term. He has long felt that
this is one of the most imponant issues facing the American political system.  We must restore
the faith of the American people in their political leadership In order to build a bridge to the
21st contury,

QUESTION: How does your plan compare with Bob Dole’'s?

RESPONSE: The President supports the bipartisan MeCain-Feingold bill. When he was in the
Senate, Bob Dole oppesed that legislation. While Senator Dole introduced a bill to create a
campalgn finance reform commission immediately, the President supported ciforts to pass real,
bipartisan campaign finance reform. The President continues to support McCain~Feingold, and
calls on Congress to pass this legislation in the first six months of the next term, However, if
Congress cannot find the political will to pass McCain~Feingold, then as a last resort he
supports creating a binding, bipartisan commission that will send a real campaign {inance reform
bill to his desk by the end of next year. However, Senator Dole and the President do agree that
non~-eitizens should not be able to contribute to campaigns for federal office and that we must
end the current "soft money” system.

QUESTION: How would your plan to ban campaign contributions from foreigners impact -
unincorporated g}zm‘ﬁerskigzs?

RESPONSE: Cozzzrzbazzezzs from upincorporated pantnerships would be pro-rated and counted
against the $1,000 individual contribution limit of cach panner. For example, if a partnership of
ten individuals made a $1,000 contribution to a campaign, 31060 would be counted against the
contribution limit of cach partner. If a non—citizen was a member of a partnership, a greater
share of the contribution would count against the $1,000 limit of the other partners. A

i
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partnership which is owned by a majority of non-citizens should be prohibited from making
contributions.

f
QUESTION: How would the ban on non~citizen contributions affect entities, such as unions,
that collect funds jor independent political expenditures?

RESPONSE: Indcpendent political expenditures would not be covered by the ban on campaign
contributions by nos-citizens. Independent political expenditures would have to be addressed
separately from the contributions issue.

QUESTION: How would your campaign finance reform plan have prevented the
contributions that have caused the recent confroversy?

RESPONSE: It is imappropriate to comment on some of those specific inCidents because they
are currently under investigation, With regards to future elections, passage of McCain-Feingold
and the President's proposal to prohibit contributions from pon~citizens will greatly insure that
the people's interest are protected.

QUESTION: i)aéem’r a ban on contributions from non—citizens raise constitutional
difficulties? i

RESPONSE: . It is unfortunately true that almost any meaningful campaign finance reform
proposal raises constitutional issues and will provoke legal challenge. This is Inevitable in light
of the Supreme Court's view -~ which we belicve to be mistaken in many cases —— that jmoney
is speech and that attempts to limit the influence of money on our palitical system therefore
raise First Amendment problems. We think that cven on this view, the Court should approve
this measure because of the compelling governmental interest at stake. But we also think the
Court should recxamine its premise that the freedom of speech guarantced by the First
Amendment always cntails a right to throw money at the political system.

QUESTION: How does the Supreme Court's decision in Colorado Republican Campaign
Conynittee v. FEC affect the McCain-Feingold bili?

RESPONSE: The Court's recent decision in Colorado Republican Campaign Committee v. FEC,
which disapproved non-voluntary linits on uncoordinated expenditures by political parties, has
little or nothing to do with key elements of the McCain—Feingold bill, including voluntary
campaign spending limits, restrictions on PACs, and broadeast and postage discounts, It is
possible that the decision will require amendment of certain less crucial provisions of the bitl,

but even this is a complicated legal question needing close scrutiny.
i
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

Qotober 30, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: | MICHAEL WALDMAN
. BRUCE REED

SURJECT: CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

Al your request, herc is a memorandum outlining the issues and arguments involving
campaign finance reform.
!
i
Why reform is n:ce(ied
i
It is elear that, this year, the existing system of campalgn finance rules and limits has
been overwhelmed by a {loed of private money.

. Spending on congressionat races has roughly quadrupled in the past 15 years.
[ncumbenis are now forced o spend an inordinate amount of tine fundraising. Most
contributions come from lebbyists and PACs, The arguments for congressional
campaign finance reform are well known and well rehearsed.

*  This year, public auention has suddenly and dramatically focused on the fastest
growing phenomenon — soft money. It has been estimated by the press that each party
will raise at least $100 million in soft money. (ritics argue that soft money eniirely
negates the rules established following the Watgrgate scandal in 1974, In theory, they
assert, a contribution 10 a federal candidate is limited 1o $1000, but in fact individuals
give hundreds of thousands of dollars. In theory, they assert, contributions to
candidates directly from corporations have been-illegal since 1904; 1 fagt, through
soft money they occur all the time.

. Independent expenditures are taking on a greater role this year, too, The AFL-CIO's
%35 million, countered by independent spending by business and Christian groups, 18
entirely outside the limits imposed by campaign spending laws.

. A recent Supreme Court decision struek down existing limits on what political parties
could spend to benefit candidates.

|
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In.the 1992 campaign, you proposed reform that is markedly similar to the current
MeCain-Feingold bill. In Putting People First, you proposed:

. spending limits;

. free TV time;

. PAC limits (PAC contributions reduced to $10600);
. and a ban on soft moncy.

On election pight and in the days after, you said that campaign reform would be one
-of your top priorities. In 1993.-84, you proposed a plan, along with the congressional
Democratic Jeadership, that included these elements as well as partial public funding for
congressional candidates. {In a compromise with congressional Democrats, 11 also allowed
larger PAC contributions.) This legislation passed both chambers, but the conference
committee did not meet for a year. In the last week of the congressional session, the two
chambers finally agreed, but it was too late; the Republicans, led by Sen. Dole, filibustered
the bill 1o death, We were enticized for failing to push harder for reform at the time.

The MeCain-Feingold bill

This is the first genuinely bipartisan campaign {inance reform legislation in over a
decade. N resembles very closely the propoesal you made in 1992, Uis provisions include:

. Voluntary spending limits « These would be set at 600,000 per candidate for the
House, and at a level varying by state population {or the Senate.

. Free TV time ~ Candidates would be given substantial amounts of free TV time,
offered by broadcasters as a conditien of receiving a license.

. PAC limits — The legislation bans PAC contributions.  However, it includes a fallback
timiting PAC gifts to 31000 per election (32000 per cycle) should the ban be found
unconstitutional - which DOJ believes it alimost centainly would.

. Sofi mongy ban. Like our 1992 and 1993 proposals, this bill would ban Jarge soft
money contributions {which it defines as moncy given o federal or state parties that is
designed to influence a federal election). This provision would, in effect, have
prevented large contnibotions from  individuals and foreign-owned corporations. (The
original McCain-Feingold bill did not specifically address non-citizen contributors or
foreign-owned corporations. However, the sponsors have indicated that when they
introduce the bill agatn, it will ban these gifts )

You endorsed this bill in concept during the 1993 State-of the-Union, and by name in

New Hampshire the next month. Senator Dole refused to allow it to come o the {loor of the

Senate.  After his departure, it was brought to the floor. A majority of Scrators supported 1t

(343, but it fell & votes short of breaking the GOP filibusier,

£
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The “Handshake” ~ a bipartisan commission
On June H 1995, you agreed publicly with Speaker Gingrich to set up a bipartisan
commission, modeled on the base-closing commission, to devise campaign finance reforms.

When you wrote to Speaker Gingrich outlining how it could work, he rebuffed the
proposal, complaining it had been made publicly. He failed to respond for months thereafier,
it was clear that, under pressure from the House Republican caucus, he was backing away
from the pmpasaﬂ

O f’\uguszI 4, 1995, in a last-ditch attempt io revive the comnussion idea, you
annaunced that you would appeint twe distinguished citizens — John Gardner and Doris
Keams Goodwin — as your appointees 10 help get the commuassion stanted. On your behalf,
Gardner called the Speaker’s office, and was aiso rebuffed.  Goodwin called Dole’s offics,
who told her that they would only move forward if Gingrich did. In the fall, Gardner quietly
withdrew from the effort, and the comaission negotiations expired.

In Junc, 1996, on his last day in office, Sen. Dole introduced: legislation setting up a
commigsion that was almost identical 10 your proposal. He had been a public suppoiter of
such an idea proviously, as well,

k

Taoday, reform groups and the press are demanding action on legisiation, not a
commission, They acgue that a comunission is a stalling tactic, and that MeCain-Feingold is
bipartisan reform.

Elements of a commissien proposal
Ta work, a commission would have to be hipartisan, distinguished, have tight

deadlines, and a mechanism for forcing congressional action. Here is the proposal you niade
in June, 1985 (wi?ich, at the time, was praised as a strong proposal):

the commyjssion would be binartisan — 8 moembers, appointed by the President with the
advice and consent of Congress. The President would get two appointees; the
Democratic leaders would recommend two; the Speaker would recommend two; and
the Senate Majority Leader would recommend two.  You also proposed that the
members 1ol be Members of Congress or the administration, or officers or counscl to
the political parties.

. Firm deadiine ~ Your proposal in 1995 included a 6 month deadline for reporting to

Congress.
- “Fast aaek” consideration [or proposals ~ You proposed that the conimission’s

legislative recommendations be sent {irst {o the President, whe sends them on to
Congress. They would then be considered on the “fast track™ ~ an up-or-down vole,
with no amendments, within 30 days.
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Couastitutional amendment
E
In recent years, some Democratic members of Congress have proposed a
Constitutional Amendment to address campaign finance reform,

The Supreme Court’s 1975 Buckley v. Valeo decision held that the First Amendment
profoets campaign contribulions and campaign spending, and that the only permissible
ratioisale for limiting them was narrowly tailored o stopping outright corruption. The court
then struck down binding spending limits, and also limits on independent expenditures.

The Court has given recent indication that it intends 1o read this doctrine cven more
broadly. In June, it sided with the GOP and struck down hmits on-panty spending.

Sen. Daschle and Rep. Gephardt both have suggested g constitutional amendment that
would give Congress the power to regulate campaign spending. This would allow legisiation
to limit candidate spending, parly spending, and mdependent expenditures,

Such an amendment has been defeated several times on the Senate floor, when it was
oftercd by Sen. Hollings as an aliemative to Democratic campaign finance reform legislation.

Common Cause and the other reform groups have opposed the amendment when it has
been broughd to 2 vote, because they believe reform can be accomplished under the Buckiey v.
Valeo regime, and because they see it as an evasion of the need for immediate legisiation.
After all, even if the amendment is passed, Congress would still have to pass campaign
hinance reform.
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DASCHLE BACKS PRESIDENT'S CALL FOR CAMPAIGN FINANCE o
'REFORM IN FIRST SIX MONTHS OF NEXT CONGRESS i

. Paiiawmg is 2 response by Senate Democratic Leader Tom Daschle to
President Clinton’s call today for Congress to pass comprehensive campaign
finance mfom in the first six months of the next Congress:

"1 agrm with the President that there is no excuse for walting to pass
real campaign finance reform. I'm teady to work with him to pass the
Mc(ﬁam—?emgold reforms in the firet six months of the next Congress. I hope
Repu‘%:;izcan 1eader*; will match that commitiment.

"Ultxméeiy we may need a constitutional amendment to fix
ery'thing that's wrong with the campaign finance system. But we don’t
need a mnstztutmnai amandment to start making changes.

“’I’he McCam~¥€mgOId propusals are the [irsl step. We need to end the
spending race by putting limits on campaign spending, setting Peasonable
limnits on ?&Cs, and closing the loopholes that allow corparations fo get
arpufid the limits in the current law. We also need tougher enforcement of
the campaign finance rules. The next Congress can make these changes
1mme<izately -'if there is the political will ta do it."
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’I‘nday, ?x&m!em Clinton refwerared his smmg support for campaign f‘zamz::c réform, and
specifically the hipmsan legiglarion 1 have inrroduced with Republican Senators John

- MgCain and Fred Thompson. It is importan 1. m that our bipartisan proposal, the frst of
- its kind in over a decade, has received the endotsement of President Clmtf.m, Ross Perot,

Cosmmon Cause; Publie-Citizén, the AARP, dozeds of Repiblican and Democtatie
1awma.kers azz& somne 60 newspapérs navianwide.

I believe the Amezam people are eager to hear t‘w President’s call for acrion on this crideal
issie and his effort w garner bipardsan support fgr refarm. As a new poll by the Center for
Regponsive Polities clearly indicates, Americans afe fed up with the tidal weve of campaign
cash flowing through Washington, and the levels 6f support for comprehensive campzxg:a
finance yaform have not been this high since the 'dork days of Walr.rga:c

As the Ptmdeni ;wmteﬁ out, We have the valuable opfiormnity 1o fundamentally change the
current systém. | For stirters, the MeCain-Feingdid proposal would shut down The
zznr-:guiamé ard untimited “soft money" system that has allowed corparations, labor umions
and wealthy individuals to contribute liferally millions of doflars to the mwo polizical patries.
In addition, our proposal, for the first time ever, would give challepgers who are not wealthy
or weil-tonnected the opportunity o rum a4 comporitive campaipn sgainst entienched
mmbm Our proposal sumply offers preater and less expensive access to the broadeast
media in exchange for & candidate’s volumary agreemnent o abide by an overall eap on their
campaign speading, to Timit how much of teir personal wealth they spend, ‘and to agree to

© raise at msz 60 pmm of their contributions fmm individuals in thelr home states.

In zes;szmsa to f:hargcs that Presiden: Clinton's a:zm {s too lile w00 late, let me point owt
that Bill Clinton bas donc a grear deal mofe 10 sharmpion the sause of campaign finance
yeform thau Bob Tole, who as Senate majority leader did s:?z:ry‘dlmg tie could 1o block
Senate ccmzéemman of this igsne, inchiding his: lqadmg the opposition to a Stose of the
Senate resolution I'offered in 1995 that stressed ‘the roporance of campaign finance reform
and 121‘35{! the Sebate fo ¢onsider bipartisan 1305.533:353:3 before the end of 1996. Three-fourths
of what Mr. Dole ;m)pe:sed this morming is eithier already in the Me&mmi‘rzmgcid bill, or in
the case of restiictions on foreign conributions, will be when it is reiutroduced. Bob Dole

‘should jusr amﬁafﬁe this Bill, a5 Prasidene Cizm has done.

®

i

$I7E, # Ave, 32?%51 koqm“!n? A28 Eeare 5., Rowsem 232 1640 Maln Stroef

AYAL Cramn Bivd. W
%ﬁiﬂ; ﬂa& 63 il $302 Wi, Wi 1’*5 La Crone. W} 54503 Groem Bay, W 38

B T T—.

@14 68y 235) aaa-sssu {408} PB2-558% {41 4] 4657508


http:ei8:~11.00

T e e

11701796  04:32  B20245688270 ' @004 ',:s?

. 11/01/86  18:062 B SEN FEISGOLD e
[3 i.f i i . .
- g -

Our campsigns hav: intteasingly besome more ahm dollars and cends and less about issu:s o
znd ideas, 'nxis year's explosion in campaign spending, estimated to cost some $1.6 billion-
at the federal icvcl highlights the desperate need 10 address this issue. eariy in the next
Congress, It is paramount thar wa consider bzpaz:zsm cumpaign reform in the first 100 days

of the 105:13 Cangmss and regardless of Ge ontmme of next week's election, I hnpe that
Democrats and Republicans can werk ogsther toachieve that goal, Whan the partisan

sniping of the current clection is over, I hope we can truly forge a hrpamsa& eQnsansys,
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Possible Q&A on President's Campaign Finance Reform Announcement

QUESTION: What exactly is the President proposing?

RESPONSE: The President today is calling on Congress to pass the bipartisan campaign finance
reform legislation introduced last session by Senators McCain and Feingold. The principles of
McCain-Feingold are ones the President has advocated since he first ran for office in 1992 and arc
the key elements of real reform: spending limits; curbing PACs and lobbying influence; free and
discountcd broadcast time; and ending the "soft money" system. ' )

The President is challenging Congress to enact this legislation in the first six months of the 105th
Congress. He is committed to working closely with the lecadership of both parties in achieving this
goal. '

The President also announced today that he agrees with Senators McCain and Feingold that non-
citizens should not be: able to influence our clections. From now on, the President will only
support campaign finance reform that includes the following rule: if you are a not a U.S. citizen,
you can't contribute.

QUESTION: Why are you announcing this now?

RESPONSE: This announcement is consistent with the President’s long—-standing commitment to
campaign finance reform and to changing business as usual in Washington. In the last threc ycars,
the President repealed the tax toophole for lobbyist deductions, enacted legislation to make the
Congress and the Whitc House live by the same laws Washington applies to rest of the nation,
signed legislation to require lobbyists to disclose how much they spend and what they spend it on,
cnacted the linc—Item Veto, and made it casier for millions of Americans to register to vote.

In 1992, the President made campaign finance reform a central picce of his agenda and throughout
his first term he pressed the Congress to pass real, bipartisan legislation.

|
QUESTION: Both parties have been unable to resolve the campaign finance reform issue for

years, why should the American people expect you and Congress to take action next term?

RESPONSE: Last Congress we cnacted Lobbying Disclosure, the Gift Ban, Congressional
Accountability Act, the Linc=Item Veto. We have a proven track record of getting the job done on
- political reform. Campaign finance reform is the last step, and most important step. The President
believes that the Congress should and must make passage of McCain—Feingold a priority. He is
challenging Congress to pass the bipartisan McCain—Feingold bill in the first six months of the
105th Congress, and not deny the American people any longer.



QUESTION: * There kas been a lof of controversy about foreign confributions to the DNC. Do
you think it is m‘ong 'to accept contributions from non~citizens?

RESP{}I&SE Under thc current system, both parties have aceepted foreign and non-citizen
contributions. The system is broken, and needs 0 be fised. The voting public must have
confidence that the process is fair and works for them. That is why we agree with Senators McCain
and Feingold that real, bipartisan campaign finance reform roust include effective limitations on
non—citizen contributions. I vou are a not a US. citizen, you can't contribute.

QUESTION:  Dues your support for limitations on non-citizen contributions mean that you will
direct the DNC to stop taking such contributions immediately and return those contributions
received this election cycle?

RESPONSE: It is clear that the system is broken and that the rules need to be changed. We
support banning these contributions by law. We need quick action by Congress on this issue as
part of comprehensive, bipartisan campaign finance reform. While we will not ask the DNC e
reiumn contributions already received this election eycle, we will ask them to set up procedures to
stop taking such contributions in the future,

e

QUESTION: How will you enforce-this ban, and how broad will it be? For example, would the
ban include U.S. subsidiaries of foreign-owned corporations?

RESPONSE: Many of the specific details of the ban would have to be worked out with Congress.
However, the prmmplc is clear, if you are a not a ULS citizen, you can't contnbutc ~— individual
contributors would have to certify citizenship.

With regards (o corparatc contributions, the MeCain~Feingold bill would ban PACs and climinate
the current "soft money” system. Therefore, no corporate entity, foreign or domestic, could make a
Federal campaign contribution.

QUESTION: If you believe it is wrg?ttg to accept foreign campaign contributions, is if wrong to
accept non—citizen contributions to your legal defense fund? .

RESPONSE: The President's Legal Defonse Fund does not accept contributions from registered
Iobbyists and PACs. In addition, contributions are {imited to $1,000. Currently, the Fund docs not
take contributions from forcigners, but dogs take contributions from legal immigrants. (Additional
recommended. response is: "In the future, the President's legal defense fund will not accept
contributions from foreign donors.™)

QUESTION: Will this be a number one pricrily for your administration?

RESPONSE: This will be a key priority i the President's second term.  He has long felt that this
is onc of the most important issues facing the American political system. We must restore the
faith of the American people in their political leadership in order to build a bridge o the 21st
century. :



QUESTION: How does your plan compare with Bob Dole's?

RESPONSE: The President suppons the bipartisan McCain-Feingold bill, When he was in the
Scnate, Bob Dole opposed that legislation. Before leaving Congress, Senator Dole introduced a bill
to create a campaign finance reform commission. - The President doesn't belicve we need another
study and that a commission is just delay real reform. The President continues to suppon McCain-
Feingold, and calls on Congress to pass this legislation in the first six months of the next form.
However, Senator Dole and the President do agree that non—citizens should not be able to
contribute to campaigns for federal office and that we must end the current "soft money” system.

QUESTION; How would your plan to ban campaign contributions from farezgrwrs impact
unincorporated partnerships?

RESPONSE: Contributions from unincorporated partnerships would be pro-rated and counted
against the $1,000 individual contribution limit of each partner. For example, if a partpership of
ten individuals made a §1,000 contribution to a campaign, $100 would be counted against the
contribution limit of each partner. I a non—citizen was a member of a partnership, a greater share
of the contribution would count against the 31,000 Limit of the other partners, A partnership which
s owned by a majority of non-<citizens should be prohibited from making contributions.
QUESTION: How would the ban on non-citizen contributions affect entities, such as unions,
that eollect funds for §:zdep¢nésn: political expenditures?

RESPONSE: Independent political cxpenditures would not be covered by the ban on campaign
contributions by non-citizens, irzdcpcnémi p&htzcai expenditures would have 1o be addressed
separately from the contributions issue.

QUESTION: How u-'t;uld your campaign finance reform plan have prevented the contributions
that have caused the recent controversy?

RESPONSE: It is inappropriate 10 comment on some of those specifie incidents because they arc
currently under investigation. 'With regards to future clections, passage of MeCain-Feingold and
the President's proposal te prohibit contributions from nonwcmzcns will greatly insure that the
people’s imterest are protocted.

QUESTION: Douesn’t a ban on confributions from nos—citizens raise constitutionat difficulties?

RESPONSE: It is unfortunately truo that almost any meaningful campaign finance reform
proposal raises constitutional issucs and will provoke legal challenge. This is inevitable in light of
the Supreme Cour's view ~ which we believe 1o be mistaken in many cases ~~ that money is
speech and that aticmpis (o limit the influcnce of moncy on our political system therefore raise
First Amendment problems, We think that cven on this view, the Court should approve this

- measure because of the compelling governmental intercst at stake, But we also think the Court
should reexamine it premise that the freedom of speech guaranteed by the First Amendment
always enfails a right to throw money at the poltical system.



H
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QUESTION: How does the Supreme Court's decision in Celorado Republican Campaign
Committee v. FEC affect the McCain~Feingold bili?

RESPONSE: The Courl's recent decision in Colorade Republican Campaign Committee v, FEC,
which disapproved non-voluntary Himits on uncoordinated expenditures by political parties, has
little ar nothing to do with key clements of the McCain~Feingold bill, including voluntary
campaign spending limils, restrictions on PACs, and broadcast and postage discounts. It is possible
that the decision will require amendment of certain less crucial provisions of the bill, but even this
is a complicated legal question needing close scrutiny.

H
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T is time to and this practice. MctUain-Feingold will eud sll corporate conmibusions.
And we should =nd costzibutions to etther pary from individusls who we not citizens, there
nre map, immigrants who play an (mportant role in owr country, But wie essence ¢f
democrasy 1s thal the citzens decide. Only citizens can voie, and only citzens should be
able 1w coninbuts,
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make Jt ~ough fet’s make it bipartisan. The American people should kaow that { personaily
commit nvseif afd my adminissaton to getting this done, once and for all, :
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Over the last four years, we have worked hard to change business
as usual in Washington. During my Presidency, we Iimpoged the
toughest Adaministration ethics on senior government officials,
hanned gifts from lobbyists O lawmakers, passed the flrst reform
of lobbying rules in almost £ifty years, enacted legislation that
makes Congress and the White House live by the same laws it
applies toc the rest of the Nation, signed the historic Line-Item
Veto law, and made it eagier for millions of Americans o
register to vote.

i
Yet in spite of all these important reforms, our pelitical system
is still broken, and needs to be fixed.

The current system of campaign finance laws do not serve the
peaple’s interest. There is too much money in politics, and too
many special interests holding the purse gtrings of campaigns.
Campaigns have become increasingly negative and debate about real
issues gets lost in the onglaught of attack adsg.

This is why I continue to strongly support the hipartisan McCain-
Feingold campaign finance reform bill. The principles behind
this legislation are ones I have supported since I first ran for
office in 1%92, and are the key elements of real reform:

spending limits: curbing PACs and lobbying influence:; free and
discounted broadcast time; and ending the "soft money" system.

I also agres with Senators McCain and Feingold that foreigners
should not be able to influence our elections. From now on, I
will only support campaign finance reform that includes the
following principle: Unless you vote, you cannot contribute to
candidates for Federal office.

Today, I pledge that I will work with Members on enacting this
legislation in the first six months of the next Congress. It 1s
gomething we must do. However, 1f the Congress cannot find the
pelitical will to pass this bipartissn legislation, then, as a
last rescort, I will support legislation to establish a binding’
campaign finance reform commisgion that will send comprehensive
reform 1egiaigtian o my desk by the end of 1397,
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CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM INSERT
TO STUMP BPEECH

And on another critical issue that is now before us, your Wtc will decido. And thm,
issuc is campaign finance reform.

We must make this democracy work for the people it is meant to serve. Campaign
spending has spiralled out of control. Too much money is pouring in from too many large
spooial intorests, and not enough ordinary citizens, . The voices of the powerful continue to

- shout fouder than those of the people. We must make our governmont work for the national
interest, not narrow interests; wo must muke sure that politics serves the poepls.

My prosidential campaipn voluntarily aceepts ne PAC monsy, and abides by striet
limits on what can be spent and on the sizs of individual contnibutions. But the law doem’t
apply these rules to the political parties, and both parties have used these rules to the fullest
to raise money and compete. !

Civer the past depedes, we have made reforms, mnd we hive’ mm some progress. But
we have to be honest with ourselves and with the American psople: e rules in place today
have failed o Hmit tzm':!;cic of big money, £

Boin partics have used the nules o raise every dime they can 1© compete agzinst each
gther, tn this glecton cycle, the Democralic party has raised $241 million, and the
Ropublicans, $399 mullion, "That's what today’s niles sllow. We gl know that Amecrica would
be beter off if the rules were changed.

szimgiwut my public life, I bave fought for political reform. In Arkansas, when the
state logisisture refused w pase political reform, I wont to the poople and passed itin a
reforenduns,

Wo barred top officinls from lo;bbying their own agencies for five yoars after leaving
affico.

And we barred them from ever representing forcign governments and forsign
companies, The days of the revolving deor, wher top trade nagatiators loft to work for the
very countries they were nagotiating agains, are aver,

We passed the most sweeping fobbying disciosure bill in 30 years. From now og,
professional labbyists must giscloss who they work for, what they are spending, and whiat
bitls they are trying o pass oy kil

i a!za?it:zzg:cd Congress o ban gifts from Iobbyists — and they did,

Weo passed the line-item voto, so the Pmsidiimw can stop spocial interest pork from

.
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bocoming law ... the mgter voter law to segister millions of voters ... tho congressional
aceountaiblity act, 0 apply 1@ Congress the same laws they pass for cyeryons else.

¥ P
And I have foughit for renl campaiga finance reform. I proposed 2 tough bill when I
camo inte office — a bill supported by vvery majar reform group in America — but the
Congress wouldn't pass it, and the Republicans — fod by my opponent -- filibustered it to
deoath. '

It is ¢loar that the only way to win reforms is to do it in a truly bipartisan way. In
1995, whes I met with Spesker Gingrich at & town holl in Now Hampshirs, o citizen asked us
if we would creats a bipartizas commission ~ snd wo agreed. 1 bolisved it offered a rosl
chance for bipartisanship and for sction. | even sppointad two distinguished citizons to help
get it started.  Bot the Republicans walked away. My opponent was then the Majority Lender
of tha Senate. When we asked bim 9 work with px and establish this commigsion, he
refused.

In face, campaign finance reform has come bafore the Senate six congresses g Tow,
My opponem flilbustergd 12 six tmes. Right before he {efl office, he blocked his iast
campaign finance bill, .

And we bad & chance to take the partisan politics out of this issue this year ag well, T

supported strong bipartisan logislation that was introduced by Republican Senators John
MeCain - my opponent’s strong supposter -~ and Sen, Fred Thompson, and Democratic
Henator Russ Fomgold,

They have s good approach. It is based on the principios I ran on in 1952

We should curb the power of spocial inforosts by rostricting Political Action
Committees and deamatipally reducing the amount thuy can give'to candidates. We shoud!
ban contributions from lobbyists to thase they fobby. ]

N 2

We should end the big money eontributions to political parties, known a5 “soil
money.” We should prohibit corporatoins and labor unions from giving directly to parties 1o
help foderad candidates. And, for the first ime aver, we should restriet the amount that
wealthy individuals ¢an give to the parties.

We should set voluntary spending spending lmits for candidates,

And we should give freg TV time so that all candidates can talk directly to vouers,
without the buge 2ad growing sapousc of buying 30 second mds.

This is & good approash. It was endossed by Ross Parot, by Common Cause, by the
Loague of Women Voters. It was bipartisan. 1t was tough, It was real reform.

But my opponent opposed it. He refused to bring it to the floor for o vote. After he

laft Cangress, the legiglation was finallly voted on. And it was killed by mombers of my
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apponent’s party. !

Today, it is legal for both parties to receive contributions from corporations that are
owned by foreign corparations, and from individusls who live hore lagally but are not yet
citizens. The Demacrats have raised money this way, so have the Ropublicans. In fact, the
Republicans have raisad at least $2.4 million from foreign corporations — includiag foreign
tobaceo compunies, foreipn oil compenics, foreign a;utemohira manufacturers.

1t is time to and this practice. McCain-Feingold will end all corporate contributions,
And we should end contributions to ¢ither party from individuals wgm ¢ not citizens, There
are many zmzmgrmts who play #n important role in owr country. e assence of
democracy is that the cliigpns docide. Only citizens can vote, an mziy citizens should be
able to contribute,

And o thoso wha suggest setting up & commission to study this issue, I say: We don't
need w study. It is time (0 end this practice. That sbould be tbe rule ~ and both parties
should abide by it,

There is 0o more excuse fur waiting, Ounce apgain, T ¢all on Congross 1o enact real
reform.  And delay will mercly help those who don’t want change, When McCain and
Feingold introduce their bill next year, T will istroduce it with thom. Let's ban foreipn
conwributions, curb the spocial intevests, and open up the airwaves. Let’s make it real; Ist's
make it ough; let's maks it bipartisan. The American people should know that I personally
sormmit myself and my administeation (o getting this done, ance and for all.

Thare ﬁ.ré many chatienges before ws as we approach the 21t Century, The challenge
of making our democracy work may be the nrost important of sil. Will you help me build that
bridge otc.?
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! boldfaced sectionz are the sections
* we would like to pre-retease to the press

will decide - whether we will reform ot

politics by pass;ag mpaagnﬁxmnce reform.

When I ran for President four years ago, I said I wanted to give the governiment back to -
the people. I wanted a government that represents the national interest, not narrow interestz .., &
govemment that stands up for ordinary Americans. That is what I have worked hard to do.

We barred top officials from lobbying their own agmeies for five years after leaving office. <

he days of the revolving door, wher top frade negotiators left to work & yery

(——-"\ And we barred them from gyar representing foreign governments(and foreign compahies
T
_they were negotiating against, are over.

- We poaawé_ the most sweeping lobbying disclosure bill in 50 years. From now on,
professional lobbyists must discloss who they work for, what they sre spending, and what bills
they are {rying to pnss or kill,

i challeng&d Congress to ban gifts from %obngsts aaé they did.

We pasaed, the fing-item veto, so the Presidents can steip special interest pork from

“ legislation . . . the motor voter law to register millions of voters . ... the dongressional
¢ sccoun:abninty act, to apply to Congress the same laws they ;mss fc} éveryone else . . . the White
House Accountability Act.

With all these actions, we have made Washington work betier, brought politics closer to
the people. Put there is still more to do. Special interests stilf have too much say.

Now we have one more big ]ob to do: wr’omg the power that big special interests have in
Qur clwiwas.

| Everybody knows the problems with campaign money: there’s tao much of it; it
takes too much time to ralse; and it raises too many questions. The parties are engaged in an
escalating srms race; in the past 2 years, the Democratr have raised $241 million and the
Republicans have raised $399 million,

Raising that much money straing the political system. We have played by the rules.
But X know, and you know, that it ix time to change the rules,

As Presidest, T have fought for oampaign finance reform. [ proposed & tough bill when I
came into office —ibut the Congress wouldn't pass it. The Republicans have boen reluctant to

l
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give up their wécss to big money. And led by my opponent, they filibustered it to death. In fact,
campaign finance refornn has come before the Senate six congresses in n row. My opponent
filibustered it six times. He blocked snother one right before he left office.

In 1995, when I met with Speaker Gingrich bt a town hall in New Hampshire, a citizen
asked us if we would creaie a bipartisen commisgion — and we agreed. Ibelieved it offered aveal
chance for bipartisanship and for action. I even appointed two dmtmgui hed citizans 10 help get it
started. But the Republicans wulked away. My opponent now says'ho bupporis such a
commission. But when ive had a real chance to succeed, he to work with us to start the
commission. .

And we had & chance 10 take the partisan politics out of this issue this year as well. 1
supporied strong bipariisan legislation that was introduced by Republican Senators John McCain
~ My oppanent’s strong suppmw' - and Sen. Fred Thompson, and Democrstic Senator Russ

Feingold, i

meykavaagoodnppmach It mbaseémzthcpnnmp! 1ten onin 1992,

W ahould curl the power of gpecial interests by ' RE
and dramatically reducing the amount they can give to candidates. We shouid ban contributions
from lobbyists to those they lobby, :

We ma end the blg money contributions to political parties, imewxz as “soft money.”
We should ban corporations end Iabor unlons from giving directly to parties to help federal
candidates, And, for the first time cver, weo should restrict tha virtually unlimited amount that
individuals can now give to the 9amca

We ghould set voluntary spending iimits for candidates.

* And we should give free TV time so that all candidates can talk dfmcﬁy 10 voters, without
the huge and growing acpmc of buying 30 second ads*

This is & good approsch. It was endorsed by Common Cauise and every ether major
reform group. Itwasbaparhsan. It was tough. It was real reform. | » /
F
But my opponent Gppaseé it. He refused to bring it 1o the floor for & vote, After he left
Congress to run for President, the Republican feaders finally allowed the legislation to come to 3
vote, A it was k:lled by members of my opponent’s party.

~ There is on_e more issue that reform must deal with,
Today, i is legal for both parties to receve contributions from corporations that are

‘owned by foreign corporations, and from individuals who live here legally but are not citizens,
The Democrats have raised money this way, 50 have the Republicans.



It is time to end this practice. McCain-Reingold would end ali corporate
contributions. And we should end contributions (o cither party from Individusls who &re
not citizenz, There are many immigrants who play su important role in cur country. But
the essence of eur democracy is that the citizens dectde. Only cihzem can vote, snd only
cltizens should he able to cantribute.

. There Is no more excuge for waiting, Once ngain, X eall on Congress to ennef veal
reform. And delay will merely help those who dou’t want change. When McCain and
Feingold introduce their bill next year, 1 will introduce it with them. Real reform will mean
& government that s mare representative — not less, ‘The American people should know
thxt I am determined to get this done, once and for all.

We should understand: because in & recent cdse the Supreme Court bas made it impossible
to enforce some of the strictest lirnits, this bill will not solve all our problems; Evenasit
establishes limits, it will still allow & millionaire to spend endless sums'to win office. Itmaybe
that further measures are nesded. But in the mesntime, we have an obligstion to act, sand act
now. ; % ;t i 4

i

There are many challenges before us as we appmachﬁw 21st Centuxy The challenge of
making cur democrucy work may be the most important of all,

1
i
)
1
i
|
i

———— Y
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i ey e . . .
And on aaother critical issue that is now beforc us, your voto will doside, And that
fssuc is campaign linanco reform,

Weo must make this domocracy work for the prople i is meant to serve, Campaign
spending has spiralled cut of control. Too much money i pouring in from too mmny large
specisl interosts, and not enough ordinary citizens. The voices of the powerful continue to

- shout louder than those of the people. Wo must make qur govermmaont work for the national
mterest, not narrow intorests; we must make sore that politics serves the poople.

My presidontial campaign voluntarily sccepts no PAC money, and sbides by strict
limity on what can be spent and on the size of individual confributions.  Bat the law doesa’t
ply these rules to the polifical partes, and both partzes have used these rules 1w the fullest
ts raise money and compste, }
i .
Over ths pazt depades, we have made reforms, and we have made some progress. But
u we have fo be honest with ourselves and with the American people: e rulés in place fodsy
‘- have falled to Limit the! wxe of big money. ] ‘-

Both pa.mes have used the ruies, se every dime they can o conmpete against gach
other, In this electon cyclethe Democratic purety has raised 3241 million, and the
Republicans, 3398 mtlion, 2 day's rules allow. We all know that America would
be betor ofY I the rules wore changed.

Throughout my public life, 1 have fought for political reform. in Arkangns, when the
state fegisiature vefused to pasa political reform, | went to tho peopls and passed it in o
referendum,
‘S“.ﬂw Cormniy "f“éﬂ}i
We bm-rod top officials from inbbymg their own agencies for five yoeurs after leaving
office

And we barred them from evar rapresenting foreign govemmenis and foraipn
companies. The days of the revolving door, when top trade negotiators left to work for the
very countries they werg nagotisting #pains, are aver,

We passed the most sweeping fobbying disclosure bill in 30 years, From now on,
professional lobbyists must disciose who they work for, what they are spending, and what
bilks they are wying o pass of kil

I challenged Congiess to ban gifts from lobbyists +- and thoy did.

We passed the ling-item veio, so the meid:ém;{ can ‘stop spocial interest pork from:
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bocomiag law .. the mqta;r voter law o register millions of voters ... the congressional
accountaiblity act, to apply to Congress the samo laws they pass for cyeryons clse.

& £

And I have fought for real campaign financo reform. 1 ;}mposed a wugh bill when I

came into affice — a bill supported by every major reforms group in America -- but the

Congress wouldn’t pass it, and the Ropublicans - Fz.'sd by miy opponent ~ filibustered it to j 0
doath, %

it i clear that the only way to win roform iz to do it in « truly bipartisan way. In
1995, when 1 met with Speaker Gingrich st a wown balf in Now Hampshiro, a citizen asked us
if we would creats s bipartisan cotmiscion - snd wo agreed. I believed it offered a roal
chanes for bipartisanship and for setion, T oven appointed two distinguished citizens to help
get it started.  But the Republicans walked away, My oppanent was then ths Majority Leader
oF the Senate. When wo asked him 16 work with us snd establish this commizzion, he MO
refused.
in fac1, campaign finance reform has come before the MNenate six congresses 1 @ ToOw.
My opponent filibustered 11 51X mes. Right before he eft office, he blocked his Iast :l et
campaign finance bill

And we had a chance to take the partisan politics out of this issus this year as well. 1
supported strong bipartisen lcgisiation that was introduced by Republican Senators John
McCain - my opponent’s strong suppories -~ and Sen. Fred Thompson, and Democratic
Seoator Russ Feingold.

Thay have o good appmac!z it is based on the principles [ ran on in 1992,
2 ék,,.,, conbAls Qd\ﬁ-

‘We should curb the power of special interosts by vestnc& Political Action

Cammxtteeg@ dramatipally reduging the amount they can give'to cmdzdate’s] We shoudl
a bun contributions from lobbyists to those they lobby. A
l‘a \ { 7/ =

Wa should end tha big money contribgticns {o political parties, known as “soft
money.” We shoutd prohibit corporatoins and Iabor unions from giving directly to parties to
help federnd candidates, And, for the first time aver, we should restrict the amount that
wealthy individuals cun give to the parlies.

We should se@lmmﬂspmdmg W timils for candidates,

And we should give free TV timc so that all candidates can talk directly o voters,
without the huge and growing cxpense of buying 30 second ads.

This i4 » good approach. It was endorsed by Ross Perot, by Common Cause, by the
Loagus of Women Voters. It wos bipartisan, It was touph. 1t was real reform.

Buz my opponent opposed it. He refused to bring it to the floor for & vote, After ho
left Congress, the legisiation was finallly voted on.  And it was killed by mambers of my A2
P
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Today, it is legal for both parties to receive contributions from corporstiGis that are
owned by forelgn comorations, end from individuals who live here {agally but are not yer
catizens. The Democrsts have raised moncy this way: 2o have tha Republicans, In fact, the
Republicans have roised at Jeast $2.4 million from foreign corporations - including foreign
tobacco companies, foreipn ol compuanics, foreiyn guwmn{:iie manufscturers,
i v "
It is tme to end Ous practice. MeCain-Feingold will end all corporate mtrig;zians,
And we should end contributions to either pasty from individuais who pe nof titizens. There
are many imgigrants who play gn important role in our wunlry“}gw e nssence of L
; domocracy is sl th citigens decide. Only ciiaens can vote, and only ciizens should be g s
able {0 Wﬁmbﬁw. ' b B {A; drci W e e e S Find, preat ¥ s A
- ek f ” t’k». fﬁwf:;‘xﬁ?&*fﬂ; Z\hf‘:'wa-% ?‘C”h’ﬁ'w“w(h?c o’f*{*—'];?:«-«!“ia* + -
And o thoso who suggest soiting up & commission to study this issue, I say: Wo don't <6 e fowms,
need n study. It is time 10 end this practice. That should be the rule « and both parties :
should abids by iit. '

There is no more excuse for walting. Ouce again, [ call on Congress to enact real
reform. And delay will wercly help those whe don’t want change. When MoCsin and
Feingold introduce their bill next year, ¥ will introduce it with them. Let’s ban foreian
gontributions, curb the spocial interests, and open up the airoaves. Let’s muke {t roal; Iet's
make it tough; Jat's make it bipartisan, The American people should know that I persoaally
comumit myself and my administration o getdng this done, once and for all,

There are .mmy challenpen before us as we approach the 215! Century. The challenge
of waking our demoeracy work may be the most important of ail. Will you help me build that
bridge stc.? ,

L

4



Hovapbeyr 1, 1996

Michael --

!
I would revise the 5th paragraph of the 6:15 pm version of the
campaign flnance insert as follows:

“Both partles, the Democrats and Republicans, have used the rules
to raise revery dime they can to compete agalnst sach other., In
this election cycle, my party has raised $241 miilion and Senator
Dole’s party has raised even more -- $399 milliion. That’s what
today’s rules allow and the unfortunate fact is that if you’re
going to compate effectively, you need to play by those rules.

" But make no mistake -~ we all know that America would be better

off if those rules were changed.” :

Purpose of éhiﬁ change is that, in my view, it is inportant for
the President to express gome recognition that he is not simply
above this all -- that it isn’t some disembodied Republicans and
Democrats out there who are raising all this money ~~ but that
his party fand Dole’s party} have done it; that you can’t really
avold doing[it by teodayfs rules; but that those rules neesd to be
changed. In cther words, I think it important that the President
take some ownership for this (though certainly no more than Dole)
and not suggest that it‘s all separate and apart from him.

I think the rest of the insert is on target and properly lays

blame for lack of progress at Dole’s feet. But I think you only
get theres effectively if you’ve done what I'm suggesting first.

se: Bruce Reed

R
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' TESTINONY OF DONALD L. FPOWLER
i MATIONAL GEBTHEMANW
, DEMOCEATEC MATIONAY COMNITTEN
; bafors the
' commiftee on RXules and Administration
Usited gtates panate
April 17, 19986

Kr. cnairman and Members of ths Commities:

It is .a pleasure to appsar befors you teoday to discuss the

issue of canpaign finance reaform.

- The President nas wmade cleoar hic otrong commitmant to
raforming our campaign finance system, We are proud of that
cmmmitment;an& of the hard work the President has already put inte
this chal 1;3%@ ing endaavor. Togothay with lobbying and athices
TefOorme, on vhich the Adaministration and the Congress hava alrsady
made aa m¥¢h progress., roforming the campaiegn finance syetem ie
somathing wa have to do as part of the massive task of restoring
tha aonfiéen¢e of ordinary citizens in our institutions of
government Democracy does not and cannot work when vast numbers
of pecpia %aliava the government ne lohger kolongs to thom. F o ¢

| thase raasﬁna, we suppert S. 1219, the MeCain~Feingold bill, 2s a

, ‘
bipartisan fremework for campaign €finance reform. Through
!
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enactment o:f MoCain~Feingold with these enhancementa, we oan
achieve mmaningzuz caspaign finance reform while presazving and
enhancing the role of the political parties.

]

Let me %fﬁer some thoughts about the need to étrengthan the
 political paétiasa Aithough I am hers as National Chairman of the
. Demogratic éatian&l Committes, I view thesa iscues fyrom the

peTrspectiva ;f mY owWn experienceas--as a porson who has long basn
interested fn and involved in the political process and, most of
all, as aanéone wha has spant 30 years working at every levsl of
pazty orqanifxatian. i T€ has been my privilege €0 sarva, over those
yHaYe, ap ah%iraan of wy own etate perty in South Carxolina and, for

almost 25 years, as & member of the DNC.

f
i

curianthnaa yeare,; X haw; withessad~--ags zll of us have--a
siqniticant ‘weakening of the parties as instivutions and a decline
in their rale in american political iifu. it used to be that the
paztlies warg ohe of the key means by wvhich citizens falt'conna:zad
To  the paépla who reprasented them, Through pracinct and
neiqhborhao; organizations, ordinaxy citizens were directly
involved iﬁ the werkinge of the party; locsl party officials wers
in touen wfﬁh the ¢ltigena and in curn reflected thair views and
needs to téém party hiérarchy and elected officials. Bacaues
porcies pr?vidnd many @f the resourcees their candidates neaded to
gat eiacta§ and re-alected, candidates werae diractly dependaent on

parties, and once in office, felt a responsibility to thae party

i
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leadarship in the Congress and leglelative bodieg. The rosult was
i

& linkage bastween tho poople, the party and elected officials that

has bean aorely lacking in recent yaars.

There are many rsasons fa‘z: the decline of political partics;
velumes have been written on the subject. One Xey factor, to be
sure, is i:ha: dominance of television. Cappaigning usad to be a
retall pusiness in whicn partieg pilayad a cantral rola in linking
people with their government., by performing many basic pubdblic and
political functicns, including voter registration, pereuasion and
get out the vote.. Television shifted campaigning to & bueiness of
wholesale, nags communications in which sach candidate is required
to ﬁarmulaﬁa:hor QWn MaEcage, to oreate hoer own organitation and to
raise her own substantial funds to gst the messsge on television.
And oo wo imvc nnén candlidates incraasingly ’ forcad to act sy
indiwvidual alntmpmmura, lose and leas connectod to partiaes.

!
It is not surprising {(and no accident) that the shrinking role

Gt pazties éhas Peen acconpanied by dgrowing alienation of the
American pm‘;pla £rom, and cyniciam about, poalitics ang politicians.
The liﬁkage;, the involvement, once provided by partiss is missing.
And into the vacuum created by that ghrinkage have come any number
of institutions, ‘primarily spacial intereat groups of all sorts who
now play tHe ey roles in brékc:ing the relutionyhkp‘botuuan the
citizens and their elected officials. It is thesa specisl interent

groups who nNow représept, OF purport to represent, various sagmencs

-
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of the pop&z},gtian to members of Congress and legislators at &ll

lavgle of qo‘fmrma.nt»
Ir ths.sf' entire trend has peon an unhealully ona for our

‘a:iezwcr&cywmi;d I heliaw. it nhas Ddsen~~than asuraly part of the

golution 18 to find wAYE to strengthen political parties as

;
f

insﬁitutions§ and toc enhance and avpand thair vole in Amesrican
political 11:fa.

|

!

Part ef <that burden falle on tha party arganizations
thangslves. 5.&:&& in shat ragard, I an proud to say that our denerxal
Chairman, Senstor Chris Dodd, and I‘ have mada it a priority to
baglin thae hw.:‘éaim:au of rebuilding the pDemocratic Farty
at the gras;rw:s. We are intenelvely involved, right now, in
nai lding &mﬁf developing s stronger sBLAfLT, in;aro’{'inq oxzr\ tachnoleqgy
and strengthening the infrastrugcture of our state party
etganizatlo:‘ia. We have initiated a new national precinct
quanizatim progran that ¥ bhelisve will ba the first etep in
getting axaimry citizens in thelr neighborhoods imwi*md in the
actual workfcz’ tha party oncs again.

Wa can Jaixaa&y peint to one significant accomplishment in this
respact., wb.mh is the devaloppent of a model we c¢all the
"acorainate;i canpaign.™ Heginning in the 1990 election cycle, and
imuasinql? since that time, the National Demccratic Party has

made it a priorify to have our state partios cresate and carry out
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plans to perform the core functions of voter registration,
H

identification, wvotexr contacet and get oOuN%T the vota Jointly on

behalf of aag‘:oantm candidates up and down the ticket,

Thesa aLoxﬁinata& Canpaigns make use o©f the current legal
apilitcy of zé}ta‘pgttias ta gonauct grassroats volunteex activities
on behaif of federal candidates without counting againat
contrxnutiongund axpenditure limits. Coordinated campaigns have
hean axtxam%ly- pudcesaful«-noet only in getting our candidates
nlactad, hug in unifying candidates arolind common Besgages and
thenes and wmaking the partige, as institutions, onca again, a
principal vehicle of support for candidates—--and thus critically
important playsre in the aystem,

With that bnékgrﬂunﬁ, ist @me turn to. some fundanental
principles that I believe should guide the Congrses in formulating
campaign finance reform legislation. A8 the Prasjident has
articulated, real canmpaign finance reform wsust foeus on four

obtectives:

o First,limit campaign spending;

o Second, rastrict the vola of gpecial intéraota. inoluding
PALS;

¢ Third, opan up the airwaves to all viable canaildates; and

¢ Fourth, ban the use of soft noney, directly or indirectly,
in federnl campaigns.
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As you knmow, Kr. Chairman, the President has expressed his
sapport for $. 1219, the MuCain-Peangold hill, as §ha pipartisan
framework for accomplishing meaningful campaign finance reform. 1
s plessed to note that this legislation ie alss co-sponsored by
our General Chair, génator podd .

The MeCain-Faingold bill would affectivaly asrve the major
g¢ale of c&ﬁpaign finance reform as outlined by the Praesident.
Fizat,’ it would limit campaign eponding. The bill would encourage
candidates to observe voluntary epending limits in exchange for
raducad raté broadcast time and low-cest mailing rates, and by
zaiaing‘cont;ihution linits for a conplying candidate facing a non-
caomplying cﬁpanant.

| ;
saconaf ths hill would restrict the role of spagial interecta
by banning éﬁc contributions to candidatas.
§
Third, ithe Bill would open up the airwaves by sffering reduced

rates for broadcast time to candidates gomplying with the spending
i

H

lLimiva.

Finally, the bill would ban the ugse of soft poney to help
federal candidatas. Specifically, the bill would prohibit naticnal
parties from raising or aspending soft ponay for their own
operations. It would also prohibit stats partiee from spending

non=fedaral, or goft, money Tor gensric campalgn activity and for
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?
any portion of candidate-gpecific activity that affects fedaral
candidates. :wha bill would, however, permit state parties to use
non-fedsral funds, ag permitted by state law, for a portion of
their administrative expensean, for party maetlings and conventions
and for activities affecting only state and logcal candidates.
;_%

Under HéCain—taingold, tha state parties would continua 5 bo
arle to canéact an uniimited amount, not only of gensric¢ voter
raq&sﬁxatian%and qag out the vote activity, but aisc of candidate-
specific aaéivity using volunteers—digtridution of l1lteraturs,
signe and ather materiale, mailings handled by voelunteoore and, for

the Presidential campaign, get ocut the vote phoning, door to door

canvageing and similiar activities,

Yhose piaviaionﬁ woulid gnhancas the rola of the parties in
saveral ﬁaygt Firse, with PAC contributions eliminated, the role
of the partisa’ activiry on bghalf of candidates would become
ralatlively I%ara important. The Yyasourres the parties could
contributa g&uld consist not only of cash expenditures subjact €o
section &61%(&3 i1imits, But aise woluntedr grararoste activitiae
which would rapain unlimited. Thase would repressnt a greater
propartion ?hnn they nowv do of tho candidate’s total ressurdces.

i
:

$acand; with spending caps impesed on candidates, candidatee

Qwuld raqui;a lese total contributions than they d0 now, and pore

:edmxallympérmisaihia funds would be Zyaad TO be contributad to the
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paxties.

Third, the spending caps would mean that parties would ke
spanding ma%u than they now do rclat;ve to capndidates, poth oYy
candidate spacific activity and for activity that henefite the
antire tiaﬁat. In tha total univarse of politicgl money, the

parties would become more signigicant players.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, let me pay that the Demccratic
Narional Committae atande ready to work with your Qommittes and its
staff in refining the provieions of the McCain-Feingold bill to
devalop o h:ipar:eiaan nessure that will achieve veal reform while
preaserving %nd enhancing the role of the political partiss. I Xnow
tho FPresident remains nore atrongly comsitted than evar To geeing
this task c;mplatad, during the current session of Congresa. And
iz this Congress can sccompllsal that task, you wlll hava rendered
an anarmou; gexvice to the Amarican peaple and you will have dona

much to brighten the futura of our democracy.

Thank you very much and I would be pleised o answver any

guestions you may hove,
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FROM,P . I‘aul Weinstein .

SUBJE}CT Campalgn KFinance Reform

. Atftached please f‘i}}é acopy of a szde by side comparison our office compiled regarding H.R.

2366 (The Bl;}ﬁz%m Clean Congress Act of 1995) and S. 1219 (The Senat;, Campmgn
Finance Reform Agt of 19953

Thank }’fz;;zz for y{zér cooperation.
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The Big_a_rtiéan Clean Congress Act of 1995 and Senate Campaign Finance

PAC
Contributions

Voluntary
Spending
Limits

[

Personal Funds;

Hame State
Ceontributions

Individual
Contributions

Reform Act of 1995

H.R. 2566 (Meehan-Smith)

Eliminates PAC contributions in

federal elections. f the ban is
ruled unconstitutional, it would
Timit individual PAC contribuiions
to $1,000 per election (the same a5
ant individual contribution} and
aggregate PAC contributions to
any candidaie to 25% of the
spending Yimit.

Sets a limit of $608,000 it House
races with beaefits of TV, radia,

and postage rate discounis for

political advenising. Candidates pur-
chasing TV eor radic time 30 days prior
to a primary election or 80 days before a
general efection shall be charged 0%
below the lowest charge for the same
amount of time for the same peried on the
same date. Postage rate discount—3
mailings o the voling-age population of
the congressional district; 3rd-class, ¢
special nonprofif bulk rate.

Candidates who agree 10 this system
must also Hmit personal fonds to their
campaign, targe contributions and out-
af-disirict danations, If thelr opp-
onents do ot adhere 1o these Hmits,
then complying candidates would re-
seive more generous contribution
andt spending lmits, {Sce il for
exzct figures)

Eeguires candidates to ise 60%

of comribuions from within their

Bame state. AL least 58% of the home
state amaut shall come ffom individuals
residing in the candidate’s congressional
gdissrict,

Caps individual coniributions ox-
ceeding $230 to an uggregste
Yimit of oo more tan 25% of (he
spending Dmin

S 1219

(McCain-Feingold-)
Thompson
Ban en FAC contributinas, I the ban

is rulad unconstiutionyd, hackuy limik
wit] ajen be included, They will require
candidates to raise lesy ithan 20% of
their campaipn fuads from PACSs and
will Iower the PAC contribution Hmiis
from $5,008 to $1,606.

Soending Hmits would be based on cach
state’s voting.age sopulation, ranging
from a high of $8.7 milllen in 3 lage
state Hke Coliforniz o a low of $1.5
million in 2 smaller state like Wyoming,
Candidates that voluntarily comply with
spending Hmits would receive free
broadeast {ime (30 min. of free tome
during prime time), broadoast discounts
fat 30% of the lowest rate availabie),
reduced postage fate send up o 2
pieces of mail o each voting-age resident
at the lowest 3rd-class nonprofit bolk mte).

if 2 complying candidate is faced with an
opponent who declares an infend 10 spend
personal funds in excess of $250,600, the
individual contribution limits are raised for
complying condidate from $1,000 w0
$2,000.

Requires candidates 1o raise 60% of
contributions from withip their home
stme, :



Lobbyist
Contributions

Franked Mail

Soft Money

C R e e 4 -

L T

Limita contributions from regist-

ered lobbyists to $160 per elect-
ion (corsent L is $1,000 per
electiony

Bans franked mass mailings in
the calendar vear of an clection,

Elminates the use of soft mogey

it federal slections, Politleat part-
jes--no pational party commit-

tee may solicit, receive, or spead any
funds which are not subject to fimit-
ations, prohibitions, or reporting re-
quirements under federal law, This
woukd prohibit national committees from
raising unlimited funds for "non-federal"
accounts, whick have been used 1o in-
fluence federa) elections, State or

jocal party commiltees which en-

goge i any acuivity in 4 federal election
vear which niight affect the outcome of a
{federal eleciion can spend only funds sub-
iect to Hoitations, prohibitions and repor-
ting requirements of the Aot for such act-
ities, Certain fisted stale campaign act-
tvities are cupressly exempted from this
requirement. Funds speai by state or
local party comminees ta raise funds to be
used for any activity which might affect
the outcome of a federal election are also
subject to the requirements of federal
election faw. No candidate (or federal

_office or federal officeholder can

soticit or recgive any funds in connection
with a federsl election unless such funds
are subject 10 the Himiiadons, prohibitions
and reporting requirsments of the Act.
Mo candidate for federal office or federdd
officeholder can establish or contrel 2
361{c} fax excenpt vrganization i

the organization raised money from the
pubdic. Preesons other thas polit-

fcat parties--Requires greater closure for
intersal communications by corporations
andd unions that spend in cxcess of 52,000
for any activiey which might affect the
outcome of a federal clection, including
voter registration and get-out-the-vote
sctivity and 2oy goneric campaign activity,

Bans franked mass mailings in the
catendar year of an clection.

New iimits and foll disclosure of

soft moaey contributions. Political part-
tieg-n0 nationa! party commitiee shall
salicht or receive any coniributions, don-
ations, or rtansfers of funds, or spend any
furds not subject w the Himitations, pro-
hibitions, and reporting requiremenis of
this Act. Any amount expended or dis-
pursed by a State, district, or Iocal party
contmitree which might affect the onicome
of a Federal election shall be made from
funds subject to the limitaions, prohib-
itions, and reporting, requirements of this
Act. Any amount spont to raise funds that
are used 10 pay the costs of any activity
which might affect an lection onicome
shall be made from funds subject 1o the
timitations, prohibitlons, aud reporiing
requirements of this Adt for any national,
State, disfrict, or jocal commitfee, No
mxtional, State, district, or loesl comm.
shall sclicit any funds for or make any
donations 3 any organization that iz 2x-
empt from Federad tasasion under 26
U.5.C. No candidaie for Federal office,
Federat officehalder, or smy agent of
such candidate or officcholder, may solicit
receive any funds in connection with

any Federad election unless such funds are
subjest fo che limitations, prohibitions,
and reporting reguirements of this Act,
Persans other than political parties—

if any person 1o which (sec. 325) does

not apply makes disbersemnents for act-
ivities desoribed above in excess of
$2,000, such pereop should {ie a statement
on of before the date that iz 48 hes. before
the dishursemerns are made or in the case
that they are required o be made within 14
days of the election, on or hefore such
14th day.

A report of such disbursements niust be fited

with the FEC within 48 hrs. after the



Bundling ,

Independent
Expenditores

§_
Political §
Advertising :

‘ i

Use of Campaign|
Funds for Personal
Purposes %

i

-

disbursements are misde {or wilhin 24 by,

for such disbursements made within 20 days

after the election).

Ends the practice of bundling-
(grouped donations from indiv-
iduals from the same organization)

Tightens reporting requirements
on independent expendittres,

Strengthens the disclaimer require-
ments for political advertising,

Codifies recent FEC regoistions on -
personal use of campaign funds,
Candidates may not vse campalgn funds
for inheremiy personal purposes.

Ban on bundling.

Clarifies definitions relating 0 independ-
dent expenditures. The person making the
expenditure shall include any officer, dir-
ector, employee, or agent of such person.

Increased disclosure and
accountability for those who gagage
in political advertising.

Hans personal use of campaign funds;-~ = =oememe somm o v
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MEMORANDLUM FOR THE VICE PRESIDENT
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H
" FROM: Pau% Weinstcin
SUBIECT: Caﬁlpaign Finance Reform and Free Television

On Monday February 26, Rupert Murdoch pledged to provide free air time on his Fox
Television Network to leading presidential candidates this fall, including an hour on ¢lection
eve. Under Murdoch’s proposal Fox would devote one hour of prime time —— a half hour
each for the Democratic and Republican nominees ~- to address the American public. Fox's
two hundred affilintes would bave the option of carrving the segments. Murdoch also
promiscd to give candidates up to ten minutes of time to address ten issucs, which would be’
identified by the public. The spots would air three to four weeks before the gencral election.

i

The purpose of this memorandum s to provide you with background on the President's

and your position on campaign finance reform legislation and more specifically, free
television time fﬁr‘candldath who abide by voluntary spending limits,

Backgreund
-

Over the 1ast three years the Administeation has pursued a strong, wide—ranging
political reform agenda. The President imposed the toughest-ethics code on his political
appointees, closed the tax provision that allowed corporations to deduct the cost of lobbying
expenses, signed the Motor Voter law, and cut the White House staff by 25%. Last year, the
President signed two major réform bills that you both had promised to enact during the 1992
campaign. The Congressional Accountability Act with requires Members of Congress to live
by the laws of theiland and the Lobbying Disclosure Act.

The President and you have consistently supported efforts 1o provide free and
reduced-cost telovision time to candidates for federal office as a way to control the cost of
clections. In 1988 you introduced legistation that would have provided to each of the, major
party’s presidential candidates 6 1/2 hours of free air time. In Putting People First, the
President and you called for “reducing the cost of television airtime 10 promote real
discussion and tum TV into an mstrument of cducation, not a weapon of political
assassination.” In addition, the Administration supported legislation in 1993 which included a
provision that would have provided a {ifty percent discount off the lowest unit rate for
broadeast advertising during the sixty days before a general election.

| :
In his February 17th radio address, the President announced his support of the first

real bipartisan campaign finance reform Jegislation in a generation, the McCain-Feingold
"Senate Campaign Finance Reform Act of 1995". MeCain~Feingold includes many of the
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campaign finance reform idess that you both first championed in Pulting People First,
including free and discounted broadeast time. McCain—Feingold includes the following
provisions: 1

N Spending Limits and Benefits ~- Campaign spending Lmits would be based on each
State's voting-age population, .

. Free Broadceast Time —— Candidates would be entitled to 30 minutes of free
broadcast time,

N Broadeast Discounts —— Broadcasicrs would be required to sell advertising to a
complying camdidate at 30 percent of the lowest unit rate.

. Reducedl Postage Raie —- Candidates would be able to send up to two picces of mail
ta each voting-age resident at the lowest 3rd class non~profit bulk rate.

. New Variahle Contribution Rate -~ If a candidate’s opponent docs not abide by the

spending limits or exceeds the mits, the complying candidate’s individual contribution
it is raised from $1,000 to $2,000 and the complying cazziiidales spending ceiling is
raisedt by, 20 percent.

. Political Action Committees (PAC) Ban ~~ The bill would ban PAC contribuiions to

candidates.  However, if the PAC ban is ruled unconstitational, then the PAC
contribution would be fowered to $1,000.

. Frankedfl\fiaiiings ~= Franked mailings are banned in the vear of a campaign.

. Personal Funds ~— Complying candidates cannot spend more than $250,000 from
their personal funds,

. Bundiing —- The bundling of campaign contributions is banned.
. Soft Moncy ~ Eliminates the use of "soft money”.
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MEMORANDUM F{}}R 'Z%I'EE PRESIDENT

FROM: PAUL Wﬁmsnsz

SUBIECT: B:partisau Campaign Finance Reform Lagxsiaiion et McCam-Faingo!d
Introdaction é

During your visitito New Hampshire, you may be asked whether or not you support 5. 1219, the "Senate
Campaign Finance szfmm Act of 199%" (McCain~-Feingold). There is lacge grassrools movenent in New
Hampshire behind this legislation, led by members of United We Stand and other independent voters.

Background On &, 1219:
H

S. 1219 is the firét bipartisan campaign finance reform proposal in early a decade. The legislation
containg several key reform provisions, most irportantly, voluntary spending limits on the overall amount of
-campaign spending.

We expect a vote on McCain~Feingold in the Senate in approximately one 1o two months. The House has
not yet scheduled their vote. DNC Chairman Chris Dodd and DSCC Chairman Bob Kerey, along with 12 other
Senators, have cosponsored 8. 1219 (10 Democrats and 4 Republicans).  However, apposition to the proposal
exists among some I}emmat:c leaders in the House. In addition, organizations such as Emily's List oppose the
bill's provision to ban the bundling of campaign contributions. Senator Diole has pot indicated support for the bill.

LR

While you did aot mention Mc(fainchingoid By name i your State of the Union addicss, your eall on
Congress o pass the "flrsi bipartisan campaign finance reform legislation in a geaeration™ was interpreted a2s an
endorsement of S, 1219 In addition, your comments on campaign finance reform over the past few months are
routinely vaported by the’ press as indicating your support for the bill and most of the orgmmatzom who support
campaign finance reform assume you support McCam-Feingold.

M(:Cainuf;’{:irzgaiti i generaily consistent with the campaign finance reform groposal you proposed in
Putting People First {o.g, limiting PAC contributions o $1,000, reducing the cost of television airtime, voluntary
spending limits). The key provisions of 8, 1219 aro: -

Spending Limitt And Beacﬁ%s e
1. Feee Bm&dm«zt Time -~ Candidates would bc sritled to 30 minutes of free Hime during prime fime;
2. Broadcast Discounts ~— Brosdcasters would be required to sell advertising to candidaies at 50% of the
kywest avaiiable unit rate; :
3. Reduced Pnst:txge Rates ~~ Candidates would be able to send up (6 two pieces of mail ta cach voting~
age resident at the Jowest 3rd-class nonprofit bulk rate; :
4. Now “Varizble Contribution Limit” —— If a candidate’s opponent doss not agree to the spending limit
and exceeds that lzzmi the complying candidates individual contribution limits arc raised from 31,600 1o
$2,000 to ensure 3 level of fairaess;



i
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Personal Funds -— I a complying candidate is faced with an opponent who declares an intent to spend personal
funds in excess of $250,000, the individual contribution limits are raised for the complying candidate from $1,000
o $2,000; 5 .

Home State Camopaign Fund Regufrement ~— Reguires candidates to raise 60% of campaign funds from individuals
residing in the home state;

Ban On Political Action Commitice Coptributions -~ In case a PAC ban is ruled unconstitutionz] by the Supreme
Court, backup Himits on PAC contributions wil} also be included. Thess limits will require candidates to raise less
than 20% of their campaign funds from PACs and will lower the PAC contribution Hmits from 85,000 to $1,000; -

!

_i

{. Ban on Bundling of Campaign Contributions;

2. Ban va Incumbent Use of Franked Muss Mailings During Election Years;

3. New Limits and Fell Disclosmre on *Seft Money" Contributions;
4. Increased I}xsciosurc and Accountability for Those Engage in Political Advmzszﬁg

Other Provigions —~~

Recommendation i

Your support for McCain-Feingold means vau are the only major candidate ta support legislation that is
strongly backed by Perot and his supporters, independents, and editorial boards across the country,. We
recommend that you state clearly your suppont for ¢he legislation if asked for your position in New Hamgshire,

e e a ——

A b e
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MEMORANDUM FOR HAROLD ICKES

CC: BRUCE REED
FROM: . BILL CURRY

{ PAUL WEINSTEIN

. ELENA KAGAN
SUBIECT: McCain-Feingold (8. 1219)

Por your request, the following memorandum cutlines some modifications that
Democrats in the Senate may offer to the McCain-Feingold "Senate Campaign Finance
Reform Act of 1995”7 The two primary arcas of concern are the bifl's (1) prohibition against
bundling of campaign funds and (2) limits on out-of-state contributions.

Senators McCain and Feingold are targeting the perind between mid-March to the end
of April for a votc on 8. 1219, They would prefer to move a stand-alone bill but if the
Majority Leader does not provide them with floor time they will offer their bill as a rider to
another picce of legislation.

We strongly concur with our current stratcgy of not proposing any specifie changes to
the bill and maintaining the President's call for quick passage of S. 1219, Any proposals to
change the legislation will be seen as an attempt to weaken the bill in order 10 aid Democrats
and will cost the President the credit be received for supporting S. 1219,

1. Bundling

The McCain~-Feingold bili would prohibit the bundling of campaign contributions by
any organization, firm, corporation, or individual., Bundling occurs when an individual or
organization solicits or receives contributions from a number of contributors and "bundles”
them for delivery to a candidate.

Because there is no disclosure of bundling activities, we have 0o data on which party
benefits more from bundling practices. We belicve, however, that corporations {which tend 10
favor Republican candidates) and law firms provide considerably more bundled funds fo
candidates than so—called ideological PACs such as Emily’s List and the Council for a
Livable World, .

Some Senate Democrats may propose an amendment to S. 1219's bundling provision
that would exempt ideological PACs {such as Emily's List). A commission appointed by
Senators Dole and Mitchell in 1990 recommended that ideulogical institutions be exempted

t
'
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from a bundling ban that the commission was proposing as part of a larger campaign finance
reform package. Democrats may try o include a similar exemption in 8. 12198, An
exemption of this kind, however, will diaw considerable criticism from reformers, elite press,
and Republicans, who will paint it as an attempt to weaken the bundling provistons for scif~
interested reasons,

2. Out-O1-State Contribution Limits

S. 1219 requires that all candidates who voluntarily comply with the bill's voluntary
spending limits and receive associated benefits must raise 60 percent of their campaign funds
from individuals residing in the candidate’s home state. In the House bill, this provision
applics to all candidates, regardless whether they comply with spending limits. This Himitation
is meant to strengthen ties between clected officials and constituents as wel] as to control the
cost of clections. ‘

The & percent requirement may hurt Democratic senatorial candidates.  An October
1995 Congressional Research Service (CRS) report on Senate and House candidates from
1950 to 1994 concluded that :

’ Out-of-state individual moncy constitutes a small share of total funding;

. Out-of-statc money 8 more important to Senate than House campaigns, to
incumbents than chatlengers, and to Democrats than Republicans;

. Out-pf-state money has grown somewhat as a component, among all types of
candidates, except Senate Republicans, who showed no clear trend.

. Democratic Senatorial candidates have, on average, raised only 52 percent of their
funds from in-state over the last three election cycles.
I
It is important to note that sincc the data docs not include contributions under $200,
conclusions derived from this information could be misleading. (Individoal contributions
exceeding over $200 accounted for only 39 percent of Scpate and 33 percent of House
receipts in 1994)) -
!

1
Some Senate Democrats may propose to lower the threshold from 60 to 50 percent for
Senate races. Once again, however, any active support of such an amendment by the
President will look like a politically driven effort to dilute the McCain~Feingold bill,
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T Harold Ickes
Erskine Bowles
Don Baer
poug Sosnick
FROM: Bill Curry
RE: Campaign Finance Refornm
LATE: Noveander 27, 1895

The McCain Feingold bill on campaign finan&&\refarm {8.121%)
and its cémpa?ian bill in the House (H.R.25668, introduced by
ﬁagresentativ;s Smith, Shays and Msehan) present us with an
opportunity 25 demonstrate I&adership on an issue people care
about.

The Presidant ghould invite the bipartisan sponsors of these
bills to meet with him at the White House. At the conclusion of
the meeting he should publicly endorse a verslion of the bill (the
House version is ¢losest to our own position). In this way, the
President Qan;saize a central leadership role on what is bound to
be the principle contested government reform issue of 1996.

The main provisions of the bills are as follows:

'S voluntary Spending Limits {$600,000 for a House Race, &

population-based formuls for the Senate);

. campaign Contribution Limit (House version: $60,000);

. Outright Ban on PACS (in the event the courts strike
this down, there is contingent lanq&ag& sharply
limiting PAC activities};

. Large Contribution Limit (House bill limits aggregate

of contributions over 5250 to 25% of total
contributions);



. Limit on Out-of-State Contributions (to maximum of 40%
af tatal contributions);

. Limit on Lobbylsts? Contributions (to $100 per
aandidate),

. autxight Bans on Soft Money, “bundling® of

contributions and, in the House bill, all Leadership

PACS. ¥Franked mailings are banned in election years.
; :

. For all candidates accepting voluntary spending limits,
both bills provide half~price television and radioc, and
reduced rate mailings. 1If a candidate refuses to
accept the limits or exceeds them after accepting them,
his/her oppenent’s contribution and spending limits are

doubled, and media and mailing discounts are retained.

i
| | ~
ﬁaitherimf the bills is perfect, but any kill addressing
this topic m?st disappeint both sides to have any chance of
passage. Tﬁ%ae bills have won early bipartisan suppert, in part
because theyéappmrtion the pain so evenly between the parties.
The bills bag PACs ww'something Democrats have historically
.oppased - b§t they al&belimit both overall spending and large
donor contriiutions -~ both opposed fiercely by Republicans. :
But tbeiprinéiple reason these bills have attracted so much
support and éttention is that the public appetite for reform has
grown so gta?tg In the eyes of ﬁany; campaign centributions are
little more ;han legalized bribery; an exchange of money for
influence ovét public palicy.v From Perot to Tsangas to Jar:y
Brown to Patgﬁnahanan to the "Lamm group,® every recent insurgent
has sought t? capitalize on this issue. <Campaign finance refornm
is sure to b% aeba§ad this year not only in Congress, but in the
Republican p%ixaries and in the general election as well.

Meanwhile, the good government crowd is also cranking up.

Public ciﬁizkn supports both bills while the League of Wonen
| A ‘ “ o
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Voters opposes the Senaté bill version but seoms likely to.
support the abuse version. A few oppose both bills. Thay insist,
that any reform include broad based public financing and severe
limits on the size of contributions (typicslly, $100). A grass
roots movement -- gupported with foundation woney -~ will run
ballot initiatives propesing various reforms in six states and
lobby the issue on a national basis in 1996.
Clearly, we nsed a full internal di&caa&i;n of these bills
in advance ot’any meeting with members of Congress. Note though,

that there has already been some serious vetting on our side of

the aisle. Both Chris Dodd, General Chair of the Democratie

- Party, and Bob Kerrey, DSCC Chair, are co-sponsors of the Senate
i

Bill. On the other side, Bob Dele is expected to oppose the
Senate Bill. ! Newt Gingrich continues ganerally to embarsass
himself on thk issue and will almost ¢ertainly oppose the House

bill.

There arg changes we might propose in each of these bills,
but the impor;ant thing is to avoid nitpicking and to move the
President uut}front early and decisively. This is the mest
seriocus attembt in twenty years to curb the excessive influence

of private money on public policy. We should seize the moment.
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MEMORANDUM FOR LEON PANETTA
CC: ' GEORGE STEPHANOPOULOS

PAT GRIFFIN
HAROLD ICKES .
| ‘ TONY COELHO ' :
FROM: . MICHAEL Wmm‘qﬂ/
" SUBJECT: POLITICAL REFORM - FINISHING THE JOB

Victory on political reform (campaign finance and lobby reform) is within
reach. To make this happen, we need to take several discrete, real steps, to act
quickly, and to be significantly more involved than we have been to date. It goes-
without saying that time is extremely short, especially if we want to move on this
in time to blunt the GOP "First 100 Days" pmposa}s on inatitutional reform.

The purpose of this memo is to sketch out the eurrent atate of play, and to
suggest the thmgs that I beheve need to happen to succesafuny enact t;hm }

This is obviously the right positioning for the President right now. In
addition, there i§ a strong party-wide partisan intersst in finishing this job. First,
reform represents a real opportunity to call the Republicans’ bluff on "who is for
change.” (Thus far, all the criticism has been aimed at the Democrats, bzzz: it 15 the

" Republicans who are the biggest obstacles to change} Second, this i is the laat

chance to enact political reform with a distinetly Democratic imprint - e.g., public
financing, spending limits. If the issue is put over until next year, the Democratic
leadership will lose control of it altogether -- we will be facing a GOP-Synar- '
freshman block that will be hard to resist. At the very least, the PAC limits will
be reduced from where they are now.

L CURRENT STATE OF PLAY -~ OmTACLFS AND (}PPOR’PUNI’I?ES

!
“As you know, the Housﬁ and Senate have passed campaign finance reform
. bills and bills to streamline dand strengthen the lobby disclosure laws.- In both
instances, ihg chambers are deadlocked, and have not yet appointed conferees.

-



{instead, négz}tiatiuns are proceeding Q};mugh a leadership "pre-conference.”} The
principals have met ﬁ&fuﬁy, the last meeting was in mid-July, :

PACs. The major substantive stumbling block remains the aymbohcally ’
powerful but gubstantively relatively insignificant issue of individual PAC limits.-
The Senate bill caps recmpts from PACs at 20% of the spending limit, and also
cuts the individual Himit in half from $5000 per election to $2600 ($10,000 to
$5000 per cyele). The House bill caps receipta from PACs at 173 of the spending
limit (about $250,000), but keeps the individual PAC limit where it is. Because
the legislation passed the Senate only with saven Republican votes, and these. ~
lawmakers have demanded a reduction in the individual PAC limit, Sen. Mitchell’
_will not bring a bill to the floor without some averaii reduction in the individual
limit."

As a compromise, the Senate has pz‘eposed a phase-in of a new $5000 per
cycle limit (whlch would enable a PAC to give that full amount in exth&r the
primary or the general). Rep. Gejdenson has begun to shop this arotnd, although
" he combines it with a demand that the Senate adopt the House's limits on receipts
from large individuul contributors. My sense is that Foley and Gejdenson are
friendly to the compromise; the whips are opposed (as is Tom O'Donnell}; and 'm
not sure where Gephardt himself is.

The ice does may be cracking on this issue. CBC members have been among
the most vociferous in their defense of PACs. Interestingly, Kwesi Mfume, Maxine
Waters and some other CBC members responded to a survey by a reform group
‘that t.hey would support legislation with a phase»ﬁui

Public financing, Con{:&pmaﬂy, the leadership (working with OMB) have
come up with a menu of ways to pay for public funding. Depending on the -
formula, it ehould be possible to pay for this without "general revenue” or |
"taxpayer dollars.” But the Ways and Means Committee has to be bmugh&; fully
into the process, and must mark up legislation to pay for this,

Thus far, the leadership has kept Glenn Browder -- who speaks for the -
Southern Democrats on this -- on board with the financing options. But it is
always possible that there could be a mass desertion from public financing. It is
alsd possible that this could be flamed by talk show hoats and other anti-
government populiste, However, it has never vet been the casge that this erowd
" has nppoaed these r&fcrm measares, and actually bymrzé-iarge supporﬁ them.

Republic gupporters. The legislation thus far has attraci;ed a fair amount
of Republican suppert {7 Benate votes, 22 House votes). The sharpenmg
partisanship on the Hill may affect the willingness of Republicans to work with us
on this legislation, For example, Chafee - whc has been ostracized for his crime




bill apostasy -- was a vote for CFR in the past; whether he wouki want to buck the '
party again is an opien questmn For what it's worth, Mitchell's staff s now more
optimistic on this pomt than in the past.

- The G‘rmgnch" "100 Days Plaﬁ"’ will h,keiy mciude 2 mgmﬁcant inatitutional
reform. component. It may include term limits; more likely, it will include the
GOP's campaign finance reform proposal. In many ways, this is more immediately
saleable than our complex plan -- they would cut individual PAC contributions to
$1000; require that a majority of funds be raised in-digirict or in-state; restrict
bundling {with ne EMILY's List exemption) and soft money (including labor
expenditures on GOTV, which are not covered by the Democratic plama) no pubhc
Sfinancing or fumimg hmﬂ.s <
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Here is a list of things that could move the process forward. ‘This does not
pretend to be a full strategy -- just the beginnings of what we need to put in place
to make this ha;;pen

. A. Finish the deal -- Before we éan move forward, we need to break the
logjam between the House and Senate. Substantively, the primary obstacle -
remaing the individual PAC limit. In addition, there are other relatively minor
matters of éraft;mg {e.g., the restrictions on bundling}, whmh can wait until
conferess actually meet. .

« The WH shouid call & meeting with the leadership, devoted to this topic,
1f possible, Panetta should regularly pammpate in negotiations (as was the
case with the crime, bill), . ,

- immediately win agreement to the strategy of enactment of political -
reform {imed to coincide with the GOP “class picture” on 9/27.

" - if decessary, propose a White House compmmme to move forward on the ‘
outstandmg isgues.

-

- begin ;eaching out to the Republicans zsz:%:

iergies of the White Houge/administration -

- Senior White House and DNC officials must play the key role in bnngmg
. this to fruxtwn -- Panetta, Coelho, Stephanopoulos, Griffin are ideal. Cutler
and Mikva are also possible spokespea;zie




- background the press on the issue's priority status (e.g.. WSJ “Washmgﬁmn
Wire," Newsweek "Periscope”) - )

- begin reaching out to key constituencies through use of senior WH and
. adminiatration officials
e.g., Congressional Black Caucua -- Brown, Espy, Herman
e.g., conaervative Democrats (Earl Browder, ete) -- McLarty, ste.

- gustained involvement'hy_ senior Legislative Affaire staff

- regular WH rsetings o'f a‘dministration people

- signal to Cabinet that thzs is a priority for the remainder of the year .-
Cabmet members with expertise or relevant jurisdiction (Brown, Reng,
Reich, Bentaen) “

NA?’{‘A}, the c;pamenmakmg elite will be mensuring degrees of admmwﬁmuon and
presidential cornmitment. If we are to make this a priority, then, he muat be seen
to be working on it. This need not be all-consuming; it may simply be necessary to
launch a few flares. We also.need to be sensitive to the Membem desxre to do this
“themselves,” without presidential hectoring. . '
. - Radio ad;iress as soon as possible (rego anniversary, making gavernment
work, ﬁg}zi‘,mg specml mtarests)

Ma;t}r presldeniwi speech tying in makmg gavernmeni: wi)rk“ with heglth
‘caref erime/1994 elections "story line”
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- Clear directive to speechwriting, communicationa, ete. that political reform
is a remaining legislative priority and must be included in the boilerplate.
- High profile Presidential meetings with lawmakers (e.g., with bipartisan
‘ freshmen, or (riskier) with CBC or Southemers}

- Possible Presidential meetings with reform advocates

- Health care tie-in - If it becomes clear that health care is dead for the
sesgion, we should seek to mobilize the health care coalition {(who are
already unhappy} to push for our politicai reform bills. '

, D. Public sales campaign -- Like NAFTA and assault weapons, the opmma
slites are already strangiy for reform. They need to be predded to action, and in'so
‘doing to associate these issues with President Clinten and the Democrats. This

¥ ’ 4



pubhc campaign can only really happen once the deal is cut, ‘however -- further
reasoa 1o pre&s ihat to conclusion. -

- Op- etis
- editorial board maz}mga
. radw talk shows

ce:  Martha Foley .
Bruce Reed
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} THE WHITE HOUSE «
; WASHINGTON .
; December 2, 1993
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF §TAFF

THROUGH: GEORGE STEPHANCPOULOS
FROM: MICHAEL WALDMAN /%/
SUBJECT: CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM CONFERENCE

Az you know, the campaign finance reform bill passed the House and is now
headed for conference committee with the Senate. In order to win passage
through both Heouses, the legislation was crammed with dubicus or
unconstitutional provisions; in addition, core elements of both bills are in conflict.
In order to produce a final product that will be regarded as genuine reform, the
conferess w%ii significantly rewrite the legislation.

To date, we have more-or-less kept our distance from this issue as it has
warked 1ts way through the Hill. This posture was designed to give the House
leadership the running room to gather the votes for initial passage. Other than
the announcement of our legislative proposal, the President has never spoken at
length on a!smxbject that he has identified as one of the most important, Now, with
the conference approaching, I believe that a somewhat different approach is
appropriate.

Fam asking for authorization to increase the White House'’s visibility and
role on this issue. This would enable us to play a constructive role in negotiating
the final product, in conjunciion with the congressional leadership. In addition,
and just as.important, il would allow President Clinton to receive due credit for
helping push this legislation through the process. To date, we have received little
credit, since we have not sought any. Political reform .. if done right -~ can be a
way of reaching out to the problematic Perol constituency and show the
President's continued willingness to take on the status quo. 1 belisve that a bill
signing ceremony won't be encugh to identify the President with reform.
Alternately, we will not be able to aveid blame if the process breaks down.

This effort should involve three elements, initially:

. Active participation in the negotiations, preceded by a private indication to
the leadership of the seriousness of our intent;

* ??zar;}zig}; tnternal analysis of the legislation, especially for constitidional
infirmities (1 have already begun working with the White House Counsel's



office and the Department of Justice to analyze the bills as passed by the
House and Senate; the Hill has already asked for this help); and

An early public Presidential signal of what his standards and goals are for
political reform. In particular, the President should give a full-fledged
speech on his goals for political reform, laying down a marker for the
unfolding conference, before the State of the Union. Such a statement
should not be minutely detailed ("PACs should be at X level”), but rather
identify standards ("We need strong PAC reform that significantly reduces
their role in elections," or whatever.) If we move forward, 1 intend to seek
suchi time from scheduling,

| e .
Please let me know what your decision is on this matter.
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