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GENERAL

Alexander, Herbert E. Financing polLitics: money, elections, and political
reform. Washington, Congressional Quarterly Press, cl980. 190 p.
(Politics and public policy series) JK1991.A6797 1980

A comprehensive look .at campaign financing and its regulation today.
Chapter 4 deals with the role of interest groups and PACs in the
financing of elections.

PACs: what they are, how they are changing political campaign financing
patterns. Washington, Conn., Center for Information on America, 1979.
14 p. (Grass roots guides on democracy and practical politics; booklet
no. 62) JK1991.A713
A succinct review of PACs and the role they have been playing in
American politics.

Political action committees and their corporate sponsors. Public
affairs review, v. 2, 1981: 27-38.
Looks at the future of business PACs and predicts continued corporate
political activity, as well as continued controversy over PACs in general.

Ascik, Thomas R. Restricting political action committees: an update.
Washington, Heritage Foundation, 1979. 6 p. (Heritage Foundation,
Washington, 0.C. Issue bulletin no. 54)

"On October 17, 1979 the House, by a 217-198 vote, amended the annual
Federal Election Commission reauthorization bill (S. 832) to include new
limitations on the »"ontributions of political action committees (PACs)
to candidates for the House."

Restricting political action committees: H.R. 4970. Washington,
Heritage Foundation, 1979. 16 p. (Heritage Foundation, Washington, D.C.
Issue bulletin no. 50)

Examines "the Campaign Contributions Reform Act of 1979, H.R. 4970,
a bill to further limit the campaign contributions by non-party multi—
candidate political action committees (PACs) to candidates for election
to the"House of Representatives.”

Brenner, Steven N. Business and politics— an update. Harvard business review,
v. 57, Nov.-Dec. 1979: 149-163. HF5001.H3, v. 57
"A survey of HBR subscribers shows that executives think that for
the 1980s greater involvement in politics is proper; the public is less
sure.™ Compares 1978 poll with 1968 poll.
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Conference on Congressional Campaigns and Federal Law, Washington, D.C., 1979.
The Political Campaign and Election Law Committee of the Federal Bar-
Association presents a conference on congressional campaigns and Federal
law, Four Seasons Hotel, Washington, D.C., November®27-28, 1979.
Washington, Federal Bar Association, 1979. 223 1. KF4886.A5C66 1979

Conference addresses such issues as the effects of the Federal
Election Campaign Act on campaign strategy; permissible party activity
on behalf of candidates for Federal office; corporate and union political
activities; the Federal Election Commission; and congressional ethics
guidelines.

Federal Election Laws: symposium. Emory law journal, v. 29, spring 1980:
313-436. K10.0885, v. 29
Partial contents .- Politics, money, coercion, and the problem with
corporate PACs, by W. Mayton.- Federal regulation of the campaign
financing activity of trade associations: an overview, by D. Swillinger.

Gray, Robert T. Involved business people: powerful new force for change.
Nation®s business, v. 66, May 1978: 23-26, 28, 30. HF1.N4, v. 66
Examines "what 1is perhaps the ms<fc significant development in current
political life. That development is the growth of a movement among businss
men and women— from the operations of small shops to top executives of
giant corporations— to obtain a voice in the process by which government
makes the decisions that affect them.™

Jacobson, Gary C. Monev in congressional elections. New Haven, Yale University
Press, 1980. 251 p*~ JK1991.J32
Documents the incumbency advantage in the financing of congressional
elections. Provides data on sources of funding, including PACs.

Keller, Bill, and Irwin B. Arieff. As campaign costs skyrocket, lobbyists
take growing role in Washington fund-raisers. Congressional quarterly
weekly report, v. 38, May 17, 1980: 1333-1346. JK1.C15, v. 38

Discusses the increasing amount of money provided to congressional
campaigns by interest groups and lobbyists.

Louviere, Vernon. Every candidate needs a landslide of dollars. Nation"s

business, v. 67, Oct. 1979: 41-44, 46. HF1.N4, v. 67
Observes that as political spending increases in each successive

election, fund-raising is becoming more difficult, and direct mail
solicitation more common. Concentrates on the proliferation of political
action committees and the increased involvement of diverse businesses
in PACs due to Federal election laws limiting campaign contributions.
Includes a separate, brief survey of campaign financing arrangements in
foreign elections.

Malbin, Michael J. Campaign financing and the "special interests.” Public
interest, no. 56, summer 1979: 21-42. H1.P86
Asserts that campaign financing laws need revision, but rather than
changing financing laws because of political action committee funding,
Congress '"should be considering . . . the more basic difficulties
besetting our representative institutions. PACs are only a small part
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of these, and if Congress persists in reacting only to PAC growth it

may unintentionally strengthen other forces in ways that will haunt us

in the future. There may well be an argument to be made on behalf of some
form of public campaign financing, but the arguments now being made, and
the bills presently being considered, react to a minor phenomenon while
ignoring major threats Congress unwittingly has been helping." ,

Malbin, Michael, ed. Parties, interest groups, and campaign finance laws.

Washington, American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research,
1979. 384 p. (American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research.
AEl symposia 791) JK1118.P37
Papers presented at a conference sponsored by the American Enterprise
Institute and held in Washington, D.C. Sept. 4-5, 1979.
Contents.- Interest groups and the law: some perspectives from
inside.— Interest groups and the law: two overviews.— Campaign finance
and campaign strategy.— Parties and campaign finance laws.— Campaign
finance regulation in international perspective.

Muller, Nathan J. Political action: what®"s it all about? Practical Dolitics,

v. 1, Sept.-Oct. 1978: 6-10. JK1.P79, v. 1

Discusses the growth, current popularity, and membership composition
of political action committees (PACs); describes some of the various
groups; and discusses some of their projects.

Pigott, Richard J., and Richard S. Williamson. Corporate political activity.

Business lawyer, v. 34, Feb. 1979: 913-919. LAW

Authors present a general overview "of the intricacies of corporate
political activity. Two broad avenues for participation are available.
The first is attempting to influence congressional and administrative
action on particular issues. The second is financially contributing to
political campaigns through political action committees. Both approaches
require careful planning to obtain optimum effectiveness."

Political action committees and campaign finance: symposium. Arizona law review,

Rees,

v. 22, no. 2, 1980: whole issue. . LAW

Partial contents.- Constitutional limitation on restricting corporate
and union political speech, by J.“Bolton.- PACing the Burger Court: the
corporate right to speak and the public right to hear after First National
Bank v. Bellotti, by T. Kiley.- Political parties and political action
committees: two life cvcles, by C. Sproul.- The Federal Election Commission:
a guide for corporate counsel, by J. Baran.- The Obey-Railsback Bill: its
genesis and early history, by H. Alexander.- Congressional responses to
Obey-Railsback.

John. The political action committees are throwing ringers. American

opinion, v. 23, June 1980: 27-29, 31-46, 85-86. AP2.04732, v. 23
"The rise of the independent and business-related political action

committees is seen as a beneficial counter-trend to public apathy and

lack of involvement in the political process. Restrictions on campaign

contributions, limits on individual PAC contributions and on total

PAC contributions have been intended to choke off money flowing to the

new Conservative political candidates coming from outside the established

"Liberal®™ party hierarchies.”
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Reeves, Richard. When reform backfires. Esquire, v. 93, Mar. 1980: 7, 11.

AP2_.E845, v. 93
Asserts that campaign finance laws have "had resu s different from
those reformers anticipated.” Notes the increase in the number of.
political action committees, the increase in corporate campaign contributions
and the increase in single interest political issues which have resulted
from campaign finance reform legislation.

Rothenberg, Randall. The PACs go to market on the Hill. Nation, v. 227,

Nov. 18, 1978: 536-539. . AP2_N2, v. 227
"Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1974 law, corporations,

trade associations and allied special-interest groups are allowed to form

political action committees (PACs), defined in the Federal Election

Commission regulations as ‘“separate., segregated funds to be utilized for

political purposes.™™ Discusses the implications of this act on congressional

elections and discusses the amounts of contributions made by corporate

and labor political act"ibn committees to 1978 congressional candidates.

Considers solutions to the problem, which include public financing of

congressional elections.

Shabecoff, Philip. Big business on the "offensive. New York times magazine,
Dec. 9, 1979: 134, 136, 138, 141, 143, 145-146. AP2_.N6575, 1979
"After decades of reticence, the business community has quietly
become the most influential lobby in Washington.”™ Discusses lobbying

techniques and 1issues gaining support of the business lobby.

Silberman, Jonathan, and Gilbert Yochum. The market for special interest

u.s.

funds: an exploratory approach. Public choice, v. 35, 1980: 75-83
JA1.P77, v. 35
"Existing theory and econometric work on the determinants of reported
campaign contributions has focused almost exclusively on supply aspects.”
This study evaluates "the supply and demand of special interest
contributions.”

Congress. House. Committee on House Administration. An analysis of
the impact of the Federal Election Campaign Act, 1972-78. From the
Institute of Politics, John F. Kennedy School of Politics, Harvard
University. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1979. 141 p.

96th Congress, 1st session. House. Committee print.

"The study reviews the impact of the Federal Election Campaign Act
on campaigns for the U.S. House of Representatives, as well as the impact
of the Act on political parties and the resultant growth of political
action committees. An additional aspect of the study is an analysis of
the implementation of the Act by the Federal Election Commission."

Study concludes that "post-Watergate “reforms®™ in federal election laws
have given the country five years of overregulated, underfunded political
campaigns even more dependent on special interest money than they were
before."
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HISTORICAL ACCOUNTS

(Citations of books and articles that trace interest group spending and PAC
growth and the laws affecting them)

Adamany, David W., and George E. Agree. Political money: a strategy for
campaign financing in America. Baltimore, Johns Hopkins University Press
1975. 242 p. JK1991.A64

An analysis of the reform efforts in the 1970s regarding campaign
funding, and a discussion of many reform proposals.

Alexander, Herbert E. Monev in politics. Washington, Public Affairs Press
[1972] 353 p. JK1991 .A694
A study of campaign financing in American elections and the efforts
to reform and regulate it. Chapters 9-10 focus on interest group,
business and labor activities in campaign financing.

Brown, Diane V. Corporate political action committees: effect of theFederal
Election Campaign Act amendments of 1976. Catholic University lawreview
v. 26, summer 1977: 756-793. ) K3.A79, v. 26

Comment concludes that while the 1976 amendments are on the whole
sound, the restrictions on the right to solicit contributions- distinct
from the right to contribute- ar.e too limiting of the corporation®s
right to communicate.

Congressional Quarterly, inc. Dollar politics. [Washington], 1971-74. 2 v
JK1991.C66 1971
Provides background on campaign financing issues through 1974 and
attempts to regulate it through that period. |Includes spending data
for candidates and groups between 1970 and 1974.

Egan, John. Affiliation of political action committees under the
antiproliferation amendments to the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971. Catholic University law review, v. 29, spring 1980: 713-731.

K3.A79, v. 29
Comment examines the unresolved status of the relationship between
the AFL-CIO*s Committee on Political Education and its member unions®
political action committees and between trade associations®™ PACs vis-a-
vis the 1976 amendments to the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibiting
contributions to a candidate by multiple PACs of a single entity.

Epstein, Edwin M. Corporations and labor unions in electoral politics.
In Political finance: reform and reality. Philadelphia, American Academy
of Political and Social Science, 1976. (Annals, v. 425, May 1976)
p. 33.-58. H1.A4, v. 425
Reviews the court decisions, legislation, and administrative actions
which created the favorable climate for PAC proliferation as of 1976.
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Epstein, Edwin M. Corporations, contributions, and political campaigns:
Federal regulation in perspective. Berkeley, Institute of Governmental
Studies, University of California, 1968. 222 p. KF4920.Z9E6

Traces in detail the various legislative and judicial decisions
which regulated corporate (and labor) political spending daring most
of the 20th Century, prior to the campaign finance laws of the 1.970s.

The emergence of political action committees. In Alexander, Herbert E.
Political finance. Beverly Hills, Calif., Sage Publications, 1979.
p. 159-198. (Sage electoral studies yearbook, v. 5) JK1991.P58
Traces the various incentives to PAC growth provided by the
legislative, judicial, and administrative actions of the 1970s.

An 1irony of electoral reform. Regulation, v. 3, Mav-June 1979: 35-41.
K18.E6, v. 3
Examines the impetus, for PAC growth provided by the campaign finance
legislation of the 1970s and argues that, in each case, organized labor
was the major force behind the legislative changes which rebounded
ultimately to the benefit of the business sector.

Labor and Federal elections: the new legal framework. Industrial
relations, v. 15, Oct. 1976: 257-274. HD6951.152, v. 15
Considers potential effects of the Federal Election Campaign Act
and its 1974 and 1976 amendments on campaign contributions by labor and
corporations. Sincethe 1976 amendments and Federal Election Commission

regulations are so new, the 1976 election reflected the uncertainty
surrounding their interpretation.

Heard, Alexander. The costs of democracy. Chapel Hill, University of North
Carolina Press [1960] 493 p. JK1991.H39
An early overview of the role of money in elections, with several
chapters on the activities of business, labor and other interest groups.

McKeown, Margaret T. A discussion of corporate contributions to political
campaigns. Delaware journal of corporate law, v. 2,%no. 1, 1977: 138-145.
K4.E38, v. 2
Comment discusses the law affecting "the role that corporations
may play in the federal electoral process, not onlv financially, but
also through other little known avenues of participation, all within
the framework of the law."

Mager, T. Richard. Past and presentattempts by Congress and the courts to
regulate corporate and union campaign contributions and expenditures 1in
the election of Federal officials. Southern Illinois University law
journal, v. 1976, Dec. 1976: 338-399. K23.078, v. 1976

"This article summarizes and discusses the history of the
prohibitions and regulation by Congress of corporate and union campaign
<"ontributions and expenditures. The language and logic employed by the
courts 1in construing these acts . . . [is] carefullv analyzed. The author
also suggests some solutions to the interpretation problems which will
continue to arise out of the anomalies created by the history of the
law in this field and the present Federal Election Campaign Act and
its Amendments."”
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Mayton, William T. Nixon®s PACs Americans. Washington monthly, v. 11,
Jan. 1980: 54-57. E838.W37, v. 1
Maintains that corporate political action committees are in essence
the legalization of the Corporate Group Solicitation Program designed
by the 1972 Nixon reelection committee for allegedly coercing
contributions from employees.

Mazo, Mark Elliott. Impact on corporations of the 1976 amendments to the
Federal Election Campaign Act. Business lawyer, v. 32, Jan. 1977: 427-450
LAW

"The 1976 Amendments continue the prohibition against political
"contributions and expenditures®™ made by any corporation. However, the
new statute does make several significant changes in the scope of
permissible corporate political activities."

Overacker, Louise. Labor®s political contributions. Political science
quai ®rly, v. 54, Mar. 1939: 56-68. H1.P8, v. 54
Examines the early movement toward separate segregated funds by
organized labor, including spending data since 1900.

Presidential campaign funds. New York, AMS Press, 1978. 76 p.
(Gaspar G. Bacon lectures on the Constitution of the United States, 1.%45)
JK1991.072 1978
This work 1is a "Reprint of .the 1946 ed. published by Boston
University Press, Boston., which was issued as the Gaspar G. Bacon
lectureship on the Constitution of the United States, Boston University
lectures, 1946."
Chapter 3 traces the early political activities of organized labor,
focusing on the early forerunners of today"s PACs.

Tanenhaus, Joseph. Organized political spending: the law and its consequences
Journal of politics, v. 16, Aug. 1954: 441-471. JA1.J6, v. 16
An account of legislative efforts to curb unions®™ political power
and a review of labors® political spending since World War II.

CONGRESSIONAL DOCUMENTS

(Citations to congressional hearings and reports on the campaign finance
laws of the 1970s and other documents that relate to topics discussed
in this report)

1971 Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA)

U.S. Congress. Conference Committees, 1971. Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, conference report to accompany S. 382. Washington, U.S. Govt.
Print. Off., 1971. 37 p. (92d Congress, 1st session. Senate. Report
no. 92-580)

This report was also issued as 92d Congress, 1st session. House.
Report no. 92-752.
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Congress. House. Committee on House Administration. Federal
election reform; report, together with separate, additional, supplemental,
and dissenting views (to accompany H.R. 11060). Washington, U.S; Govt.
Print. Off., 1971. 36 p. (92d Congress, 1st session. House.

Report no. 92-564) . KF32.H6 1971
Congress. House. Committee on House Administration. Subcommittee on
Elections. To limit campaign expenditures. Hearings. 92d Congress,
1st session, on H.R. 8284. June 22, 1971. \Washington, U.S. Govt. Print.
Off., 1971. 226 p. KF27.H645 1971
Congress. Senate. Committee on Rules and Administration. Federal

Elections Campaign Act of 1971; report, on S. 382. Washington, U.S.
Govt. Print. Off., 1971. 128 p. (C92d Congress, 1st session. Senate.
Report no. 92-229)

Congress. Senate. Committee on Rules and Administration. Subcommittee

on Privileges and Elections. Federal election campaign act of 1971.
Hearings, 92d Congress, 1st session, on S. 382. May 24 and 25, 1971.
Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., ,1971. 204 p. KF26.R867 1971

1974 FECA Amendments

Congress. Conference Committees, 1974. Federal Election Campaign
Act Amendments of 1974; conference report to accompany S. 3044.
Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1974. 128 p. (93d Congress, 2d
session. House. Report, no. 93-1438)

This report was also issued as 93d Congress. 2d session. Senate.
Report, no. 93-1237.

Congress. House. Committee on House Administration. Federal
Election Campaign Act Amendments of 1974; report to accompany H.R. 16090,
93d Congress, 2d session. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1974.
160 p. (93d Congress, 2d session. House. Report no. 93-1239)

Congress. House. Committee on House Administration. Subcommittee on
Elections. Federal election reform. Hearings, 93d Congress, 1st session,
on H.R. 7612, S. 372, and related elecgion reform bills. Oct. 2-Nov. 29,
1973. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1973. 493 p. KF27.H645 1973a

Congress. Senate. Committee on Rules and -ministration. Federal
Election Campaign Act Amendments of 1974; K. yt to accompany S. 3044,
93d Congress, 2d session. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1974.
90 p-. (93d Congress, 2d session. Senate. Report no. 93-689)

Congress. Senate. Committee on Rules and Administration. Subcommittee
on Privileges and Elections.Federal Election Reform, 1973. Hearings,
93d Congress, 1st session, on S. 23, S. 343, S. 372, S. 1094, S. 1189,

S. 1303, S. 1355, and S.J. Res. 110. Apr. 11-June 7, 1973. Washington,
U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1973. 406 p. KF26.R867 1973
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PubLic financing of Federal elections. Hearings, 93d Congress, 1st
session, on S. 1103, S. 1954, S. 2417. Sept. 18-21, 1973. Washington,
U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 19073. 634 p. KF26.R867 1973b

1976 FECA Amendments

Congress. Conference Committees, 1976. Federal Election Campaign Act
amendments of 1976; conference report to accompany S. 3065. Washington,
U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1976. 77 p. (94th Congress, 2d session. House.
Report no. 94-1057)

Congress. House. Committee on House Administration. Federal

Election Campaign Act Amendments of 1976; report to accompany H.R. 12406,
Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1976. 96 4. (94th Congress, 2d session.
House. Report no. 94-917)

Congress. Senate. Committee on Rules and Administration. Federal
Election Campaign Act amendments of ,1976; report to accompany S. 3065
together with minority views. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1976.
62 p. (94th Congress, 2d sassion. Senate. Report no. 94-677)

"To amend the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 to provide for
its administration by a Federal Election Commission appointed 1in
accordance with the requirements of the Constitution, and for other
purposes.”

Congress. Senate. Committee on Rules and Administration. Subcommittee
on Privileges and Elections. Federal Election Campaign Act amendments,

.1976. Hearings, 94th Congress, 2d session, on S. 2911, S. 2911-Amdt.

no. 1396, S. 2912, S. 2918, S. 2953, S. 2980, and S. 2987. Feb. 18, 1976.
Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1976. 207 p. KF26.R867 1976
"Bills to amend the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended, to reconstitute a Federal Election Commission, and for other

purposes.”

Miscellaneous

Congress. House. Committee on House Administration. Public financing
of congressional elections. Hearings, 96th Congress, 1st session, on
H.R. 1 and related legislation. Mar. 15-27, 1979. Washington, U.S. Govt.
Print. Off., 1979. 535 p. KF27.H6 1979

Congress. Senate. Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities.
The final report of the Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities,
pursuant to S. Res. 60, Feb. 7, 1973: a resolution to establish a select
committee of the Senate to investigate and study illegal or improper campaign
activities in the Presidential election of 1972. Washington, U.S. Govt.
Print. Off., 1974. 1250 p. (93d Congress, 2d session. Senate. Report
no. 93-981) KF31.5.P7 1974
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TRENDS AND STATISTICS ON PAC ACTIVITY BY ELECTION CYCLE

(Includes citations for books, aticles, and monographs which provide data
and assessments of PAC activity and spending as they applied to particular
points in specific election cycles. Some assessments were based on *
provisional data, but all accounts provide a jlimpse of overall trends
during this period.)

PRE-1970

Alexander, Herbert E. Financing the 1960 “lection. Princeton, Citizens”
Research Foundation, 1964. 108 p. (Citizens ”Research Foundation.
Study no. 5)

Statistical data and narrative on the financing of the 1960
national election, including details on interst group activity.

Financing the 1964 election. Prinjceton, Citizens®™ Research
Foundation, 1966. 137 p. (Citizens"™ Research Foundation. Study no. 9)
Statistical data and narrative on the financing of the 1964
national elections, including details on interest groups activity.

Financing the ? 38 election. Lexington, Mass., Heath Lexington
Books [1971] 355 p. JK1991.A683 1971
Statistical data and narrative on the financing of the 1968
national elections, including details on interest groups activity.

1972
Alexander, Herbert E. Financing the 1972 election. Lexington, Mass.,
D.C. Heath, 1976. 771 p. JK1991.A684

Statistical data and narrative on the financing of the 1972
national elections, including details on interest groups activity.

Common Cause. Campaign Finance Monitoring Project. 1972 Federal Campaign
finances, interest groups, and political parties. Washington, 1974. 3 v.
JK1991.C655 1974
Statistics on interest group contributions to congressional
candidates in 1972.

1974

Common Cause. Campaign Finance Monitoring Project. 1974 congressional
campaign finances. Volume 5: Interest Groups and Political Parties,
(various paging) JK1991.C655 1978.

Statistics on interest group contributions to congressional
candidates 1in 1974.
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1976
Alexander, Herbert E. Financing the 1976 election. Washington, Congressional
Quarterly, cl1979. 871 p. JK1991.A6798

Statistical data and narrative on the financing of the 1976 national
elections, including details on interest group activity.

Cohen, Richard E. There®s a special interest in t."e congressional campaigns
this year. National journal, v. 8, Oct. 23, 19?-* 1514-1520.
JK_N28, v. 8.
Reports on the increasing role-of special interest groups in the 1976
congressional elections due to the growth in the number of tolitical action
committees of business and trade associations, expanded activities of
conservative PACs, wider dissemination of rating of Members®™ voting records.

Common Cause. Campaign Financ.e, Monitoring Project. 1976 Federal campaign

finances. Washington, cl977. 3 v. JK1991.C655 1977
Statistics on interest group contributions to congressional candidates
in 1976.
[
Freed, Bruce F. Companies moving to set up political units. Congressional
quarterly weekly report, v. 34. Jan. 10, 1976: 46-49. JK1.C15, v. 34

Describes how, under a provision of the 1974 Federal Election Campaign
Act, corporations are establishing political action committtees to solicit
money from stockholders and employees for campaign contributions.

Malbin, Michael J. Corporate PAC-backers chart a trail through Congress.
National journal, v. 8, Apr. 10, 1976: 470-475. JK1.N28, v. 8
Reports on the proliferation of corporate political action committees
under the Federal Election Campaign Act.

Labor, business and money- a post-election analysis. National journal,
v. 9, Mar. 19, 1977: 412-417. JK1.N28, v. 9.
"Organized labor clearly knew what it was doing when it supported
efforts in 1974 and 1976 to revise the campaign finance law. The one
sure result of the changes was to increase labor®s relative influence on
the electoral process, particularly in presidential races.”

U.S. Federal Electici Commission. Corporate-Related Political Committees;
receipts and expenditures, 1976 campaign. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print.
Off., 1977. 82 p. (U.S. Federal Election Commission. Disclosure series,
no. 8)

Data on corporate PAC spending and receipts during the 1976 election.

Labor-Related Political Committees; receipts and expenditures, 1976
campaign-. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1976. 65 p. (U.S. Federal
Election Commission. Disclosure series, no. 10)

Data < labor PAC spending and receipts during the 1976 election.
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1976 House of Representatives campaigns; receipts and expenditures.
Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1977. 113 p. (U.S. Federal Election

Commission. Disclosure series, no. 9)
Data on House candidates spending and receipts during the 1976
election.

1976 Senatorial campaigns; receipts and expenditures. Washington,
U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1977. 17 p. (U.S. Federal Election Commission.
Disclosure series, no. 6)

Data on Senate candidate spendings and receipts in the 1976 election.

1978

Cook, Rhodes. Political action committee spending soared in 1978.
Congressional quarterly weekly report, v. 37, June 2, 1979: 1043-1045.
JK1.C15, v. 37.

Discusses the extent"of financial contributions made to political
campaigns by political action committees. '"According to a recently
completed report by the Federal Election Commission (FEC), PACs contributed
$35.1 million to federal candidates during the 197 election cycle- the
period betwen Jan. 1, 1977, and Dec. 31, 1978. That was nearly triple the
$12.5 million 1in PAC contributions in 1974 and more than 50 percent above
the 1976 level of $22.6 million."

Felton, John, and Charles E. Hucker. Business groups gave GOP a late windfall
Congressional quarterly weekly report, v. 36, Nov. 11, 1978: 3260-3262.
JK1.C15, v. 36
Asserts that "last-minute injections of cash by corporate and trade
association political action committees (PACs) boosted the campaigns of
Republican congressional candidates this fall. The business PACs-— some
participating in their first campaigns- apparently set aside at least a
third of their budgets for contributions to many Republicans and some
moderate Democrats 1in the final weeks before the Nov. 7 elections.
Labor unions, which have run PAC-type committees for years, followed
tradition in giving almost all their money to Democrats.™

Glen, Maxwell. At the wire, corporate PACs come through for the GOP.

National journal, y. 11, Feb. 3,1979: 174-177. JK1.N28, v. 11
"With a month to go in lastyear®s congressional election, the growing

number of corporate political action committees were giving practically

as much money to Democrats as Republicans. But in October, corporate

PAC contributions went overwhelmingly to Republicans, with the result that

GOP candidates received 61 percent of all corporate PAC funds through

Oct. 23. That trend is likely to fuel efforts in the Democratic Congress

to enact public financing of congressional election campaigns.”

Hucker, Charles W. Corporate political action committees are less oriented
to Republicans than expected. Congressional quarterly weekly report, v. 36
Apr. 8, 1978: 849-854. JK1.C15, v. 36

Reviews the legal foundation, growth, fundraising methods, and giving
patterns of corporate PACs.
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Organized labor takes a hard look at whom it will support this fall.
Congressional quarterly weekly report, v. 36, Jan. 28, 1978: 193-298.
JK1,C15, v. 36
Examines the status .of organized labor as a political force in the 1978

elections.
Rirschten, Dick. Corporate PACs- the GOP"s ace in thehole? National journal,
v. 10, Nov. 25, 1978: 1899-1902. JK1.N28, v. 10

"This full picture won"t be known until the final reports on 1978
campaign giving are in later this year, but the preliminary figures show
that corporate political action committees, formed for the purpose of making
selective campaign gifts, are having a substantial 1impact on congressional
politics. There are now 776 such corporate PACs— up from 450 only two years

ago— and they donated $14.2 million through Sept. 30, compared with $6.8
million for all of 1976."

Perham, John C. Big year for company political action. Dun®s review, v. |11,
Mar. 1978: 100-102, 105. HF1.D8, v. 111
"Corporate political action committees are growing in numbers and know—
how as thev gear up for the 1978 races."”

Ulman, Neil. Companies organize employees and holders intoa political force.
Wall Street journal, Aug. 15, 1978: 1, 18. HG1.W26
Discusses the then-burgeoning development of corporal®™ PACs as a
political force.

U.S. Federal Election Commission. FEC reports on financial activity, 1977-
1978; final report: party and non-party political committees. Washington,
1980. 4 wv.

Final-data on PAC (and party) contributions, spending, and receipts
during the 1977-1978 election cycle.

FEC report on financial activity, 1977-1978; interim report no. 5: U.S.
House and Senate campaigns. Washington, 1979. 340 p.

The final FEC data on House and Senate candidate receipts and
expenditures during the 1977-1978 election cycle.

1980
Cohen, Richard E. Congressionl Democrats beware— here come the corporate PACs.
National journal, v. 12, Aug. 9, 1980: 1304-1308. JK1.N28, v. 12

"Corporate political action committees have raised more money than

labor PACs and are gunning for Democratic incumbents who face strong GOP
challengers.”

Corporate PACs: a major break with traditional policy. Dun"s review,
v. 115, Feb. 1980: 23, 26. HF1.D8, v. 115
"While corporate political action committees (PACs) are expected to
exert considerable clout in the 1980 elections through their contributions
to candidates, it is only very recently that the election laws have allowed
U.S. companies to give money to political campaigns at all. . . A new
era began in 1974 when Congress finally decided to allow corporations, as
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well as unions, to create PACs and established the Federal Election
Commission to oversee the activities of all PACs. The status of the PACs
was further clarified by changes in the election laws in 1976."

Glen, Maxwell. The PACs are back, richer and wiser, to finance the 1980
elections. National journal, v. 11, Nov. 2, 1979: 1982-1984.
JK1.-N28, v. 11
"A year before the 1980 elections, political action committee (PACS)

are already busy selecting the candidates who will receive their financial
contributions- and the candidates are looking for friendly PACs. But the
PACs are choosy: they lika to contribute only to candidates who agree with
them and face clearly less desirable opponents. They also try to support

winners.”
Landauer, Jerry. Hedging political bets, firms give to liberals in positions
of power. Wall Street journal, Oct. 13, 1980: 1, 12. HG1.W26

Discusses the tendency of corporate PACs to contribute to congressional
candidates more on the basis of their incumbency status than on their
political philosophies.

Lanouette, William J. PAC gifts to Presidential candidates include some
political surprises. National journal, v. 12, Aug. 9, 1980: 1309-1311.
JK1.N28, v. 12
Examines the impact of political action committee campaign
contributions on the outcome of the 1980 Presidential primaries.

Light, Larry. Democrats may lose edge 1in contributions from PACs.
Congressional quarterly weekly report, v. 38, Nov, 22. 1980: 3405-3409.
JK1.C15, v. 38

"Democratic congressional candidates traditionally have received the

lion"s share of the campaign funds doled out by political action committees

(PACs). But this year may be different. A Congressional Quarterly study

of the financial reports of 10 large PACs shows that committees representing

businesses have stepped up their giving to Republican candidates.”

Perham, John C. PACs: the new zest of the corporate. Dun®s review, v. 115,
Feb. 1980: 50-52. HF1.D8, v. 115
Asserts that "business-sponsored political action committees should
rack up their greatest impact to date in this year"s primaries and general
elections” because of their increased wealth and numbers.

U.S. Federal Election Commission. Costs of campaigning increase (press
release). Aug. 1981.
Provides House and Senate spending data for the 1979-1980 election
cycle, including breakdowns on PAC giving to House and Senate candidates
(by ty.pe of PAC) both for the full election cycle and for just those
candidates who ran in the general election of 1980.

FEC issues final summary data on PAC giving (press release). Aug. 4,
1981.

Provides the near-final data for PAC spending in the 1979-1980 election
cycle, with breakdowns by contributions to Presidential, House, and Senate
candidates and by each category of PAC.
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PROFILES ON SPECIFIC PACs OR GROUPINGS OF PACs

(These cititations are for accounts of individual PACs or categories thereof,
at a given point in time)

Anson, Robert Sam. The American Petroleum Institute: it"s both stronger and
weaker than it seems. Co.Tnon cause, v. 6, Oct. 1980: 24-29.
Examines the manner in which the petroleum industry®s lobby has
operated since the onset of the energy crisis. "It is a far cry from
the days when the industry could dismiss its critics with the wave of a
hand, or the signing of a campaign check."

Bankers®™ political action committee: one honest and effective way to

participate. ABA banking journal, v. 72, Apr. 1980: 76-79.
HG1501.B6, v. 72
Discusses the Bank PAC and its 1980 fund-raising drive. The purpose

of this political action committee "under the federal election laws, is
to enable bankers at the grass-roots level to make financial contributions
at the national level, legally, effectively, and conveniently, to those
candidates who are most likely to affect the banking community."”

Berlow, Alan, and Laura B. Weiss. Energy PACS: potential, power in elections.

Congressional quarterly weekly report, v. 37, Nov. 3, 1979: 2455-2461.
JK1.C15, v. 37
Examines the diversity and rapid growth of 133 political action

committees that are affiliated with corporations, trade associations or
private investors having substantial oil and gas interests and evaluates
their role in future elections. Includes a chart on PAC contributions
in 1978 Senate contests and a listing of these PACs with their corporate
affiliation, date organized, energy interest, and total contributions to
Senate and House campaigns from 1977 through September 1979.

Clymer, Adam. Conservative political committee evokes both fear and
adoration. New York times, May 31, 1981: 1, 26. . Newsp
A profile on the most controversial ideological PAC during the 1980
elections— NCPAC- one which continues to serve as a precedent-setter
for other such groups.

Conservative evangelical Christians in politics. New York times, Aug. 17, 1980,
p- 1, 52; Aug. 18, p. B7; Aug. 19, p. D17; Aug. 20, p. B22.
Newsp

Decribes the growing network of conservative evangelical Christian
leaders who are "organizing to arouse a particular electorate, to shape
the ways it views issues, to register its members to vote, to give it
a common language and means of communication, to use it to influence law
and policy at state and national levels, to raise funds to suport certain
candidates and to select and train other candidates for public office."



CRS-244

Cottin, Jonathan. Washington pressures: BIPAC seeks to elect pro-buuiness
members to Congress. National journal, v. 2, July 18, 1970: 15215-1531.
JKI.N28,v. 2
An in-depth look at one of the earliest business-oriented PACs,
describing its organization, its methods, and its goals.. Provides a
useful background on a major forerunner of today"s PACs.

Davis, L. J. Conservatism in America. Harper®s magazine, v. 231, Oct. 1980:
21-26. AP2_H3, v. 231
Examines the beliefs and activities of conservative activists Paul
Weyrich, Howard Phillips, Terry Dolan, and Richard Viguerie and the
organizations they lead. "Like the Old Right, the New Right consists of a
small, tight-knit group of true believers.”

Demkovich, Linda E. The AMA- reports of its death have been greatly
exaggerated. National journal, v. 11, Dec. 1, 1979: 2017-2022.
JK1.N28, v. 11
"Despite some evidence that its influence has diminished in recent
years, the American Medical Association remains a power on the Washington
scene. It played a key role in the defeat of President Carter®s hospital
cost containment bill and- in part because of the campaign contributions
by its political arm, the American Medical Political Action Committee
(AMPAC)- is respected on Capitol Hill. Its influence may be primarily
negative, but that"s fine with the AMA."

Energy PACS- a quiet explosion. In common, v. 10, summer 1979: 22-26.
JX1.163, v. 10

"Large campaign contributions from oil and gas industry executives
have been a long-standing tradition in the 1J.S political process. Now
these energy interests are moving into a new influence game, that of
political action committees (PACs). The explosion in the number of
energy PACs has been a quiet one, unnoticed by most observers. But its
potential 1impact on U.S. energy policy is enormous."

Glen, Maxwell. Liberal political action committees borrow a page from the
conservatives. National journal, v. 13,-July 4, 1981: 1197-1200.
JK1.N28, v. 13
"Last year, conservative political action committees (PACs) helped
.swing the White House and the Senate into the Republican column. Now
liberals are adopting some of the conservatives®™ own tactics."

Graves, Florence. The power brokers. Common Cause, v. 7, Feb. 1981: 13-20.
Discusses the National Association of Realtors political action
committee and examines that association®s political goals in California.

Holloway, .Harry. Interest groups in the post partisan era: the political
machine of the AFL-CIO. Political science quarterly, v. 94, spring 1979:
117-133. H1.P8, v. 94

Describes the tools used by COPE in its electoral activities and
examines the connection between these and the AFL-CIO"s lobbying arm.
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Kalin, Alan B. The right of ideological nonassociation. California law

review, v. 66, July 1978: 767-808. LAW , 1

Comment reviews case law dealing with compelled support of political
activity and sets forth the contrasting approaches of two recent Supreme
Court decisions. Argues for broad construction of a right of ideological
nonassociation. Considers government interests which might justify
infringement of such a right and outlines application of such a right to
government financing of elections.

Katskee, Melvin R. Political action committees: should national banks stay

away? Banking law journal, v. 96, Sept. 1979: 738-745. LAW
"Federal law prohibits national bank contributions and expenditures

in connection with federal elections and state general elections. But to
what extent are national banks prohibited from setting up political action
committees, funded by individual voluntary contributions, to support
candidates for federal and.state offices? Does the law permit bank loans
to political parties, committees, or candidates? May bank PACs solicit
contributions from bank employees? The author answers these and many
other questions by placing the 1976 Amendments to the Federal Election
Campaign Act against wide variety of political activity that national
banks may be presently engaged in or contemplating.”

Keller, Bill. In a bull market for arms, weapons industry lobbyists push
products, not policy. Congressional quarterly weekly report, v. 38,
Oct. 25, 1980: 3201-3206. JK1.C15, v. 38
Examines the lobbying activities and influence of defense
contractors. "The consensus among tho.se who handle defense legislation
is that the industry®s influence is probably marginal compared to other
factors that shape defense spending.”™ Includes a separate discussion

(p- 3204) of the spending practices of defense company political action
committees.

"New Right" wants credit for Democrats®™ Nov. 4 losses but GOP, others
don"t agree. Congressional quarterly weekly report, v. 38, Nov. 15, 1980:
3372-3373. . JK1.C15, v. 38

A post-election analysis of the role of the New Right PACs in the
1980 election outcomes.

La Mere, Joanne. PACS: channel for corporate action. |Industrial development,
v. 148, July-Aug. 1979: 22-26. HC107.A13132, v. 148
In the first of two articles, a corporate government affairs manager
asserts that "companies-can employ the same product marketing and research

techniques to elect a reasonable and intelligent Congress.” Describes the
growth and operation of corporate political action committees (PACs) and
discusses some employee and corporate skepticism about PACs. In the

second article, executive director of the business round table states
that "grassroots and political action programs play an integral part in
determining legislative action while encouraging active individual
participation in the electoral process."
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Larson, Reed. Right to work battles big labor®"s $3-billion kitty. Human
events, v. 40, Sept. 13, 1980: 14-15, 17, 19, 21, 23-25.
DA5.H8,- v. 40
Interview with "Reed Larson, head of the National Right to Work
Committee and arch-foe of forced unionism and compulsory union dues used
for political purposes, who looks back on R-T-W*s past activities and
foresees a major blow to Big Labor®s clout if the Helms-Dickinson bill
curbing the use of union funds for political campaigns is passed by

Congress."”
MacWilliams, Matthew. Introducing the new filthy five. Environmental action,
v. 12, May 1931: 10-16. - HC110.E5E496, v.

"After months of investigative research into 1980 congressional
campaign contributions by some of the nations®s worst polluters,
Environmental Action has released the names of the new Filthy Five. The
five corporations— the Weyerhaeuser Co., Dow Chemical. Occidental
Petroleum, Amoco Oil and Republic Steel- spent a total of $1,031,190to
elect their friends to office. These corporations are the target of
Environmental Action®s campaign to clean up Congress.”

Nelson, Nels E. Union dues and political spending. Labor lawjournal, v. 28,
Feb, 1977: 109-119. K12.A2, v. 28
Article examines the legal context of labor union political spending
and recent case law on labor union dues rebates to those members who
object to the political activities of their union.

The Regulation of union political activity: majority and minority rights
and remedies. University of Pennsylvania law review, v. 126, Dec. 1977:
386-424. K25_.N69, v. 126

Comment analyzes section 112 of the Federal Election Campaign Act

Amendments of 1976, regulating union political activity and Federal
elections. The discussion considers the history of union political
activity, constitutional questions in the regulation of union activity,
the delimma of dissidents, and remedies for statutory violations by
unions.

Republican National Political Action Committee. Financial support by
organized labor to House and Senate candidates in 1976. PAC brief., v. 1,
Dec. 1977: whole issue.

Shaw, Robert D., Jr. Direct-mail pleas raise thousands for fundraisers, little
for cause. Miami herald, Mar. 30, 1981: 1A, 4A. Newsp
Discusses the role of direct-mail in the fundraising operations of
New Right PACs, arguing that this activity consumed the great bulk of
the money spent by these groups in the 1980 elections.

New right gave candidates little. Miami herald, Mar. 29, 1981:
1A, 20A. Newsp
An examination of the financial activities by the New Right PACs
in the 1980 elections.
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Tumin, Jonathan. How to bury liberals. New republic, v. 182, May 24, 1980:

13-15. AP2_.N624, v. 182
"The enormous increase in the number of corporate and trade PACs

represents two major threats to liberal policies and politicians: first,
through sheer numbers, conservative PACs are now greatly oiitspending labor
union PACs, often endangering liberal Democrats in Congress; and second,
these donations are jeopardizing pro-consumer legislation across a whole
range of issues.”

Wagner, Susan. The political action committee: an new way for publishers
to make their voices heard. Publishers weekly, v. 209, Mar. 8, 1976:
36-38. Z1219.P28, v. 209

Outlines concerns facing publishers, such as copyright, postal
rates and freedom of information and describes the lobbying activities
of the Committee set up for publishers to support candidates and to
make their feelings known- on the Hill.

HOW P. Cs WORK

(Primarily, these citiations are to guides on setting up a PAC or which offer
some description of how PACs operate; some are articles which explore the
inner workings of PAC operations)

American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. Federal Election Campaign
Guide Task Force. Compliance with Federal election campaign
requirements: a guide for candidates. _New York, cl980. 192.p.

KF4920.A95 1980
Appendix 5 summarizes laws on PACs and chapter 5 describes tax
considerations for PACs and others.

American Society of Association Executives. Political action committees: a
guide to association involvement in the political process. [Washington]
cl979. 56 p.

This pamphlet "is designed to help association executives and their
volunteer leaders understand how to form and operate political action
committees, and to acquaint them with other political activities in which
they may become involved."

Boggs, Thomas H., Jr, and Douglas Stevens. Keeping up with the PACs: the
frontrunners of campaign finance. District lawyer, v. 4, Dec.-Jan. 1979:
20-24. KF200.D58, v. 4

Explains some of the key legal considerations involved in the
formation and operation of a PAC.

Bradford, W. Murray. How to get business heard in the political arena.
Price Waterhouse review, v. 23, no. 2, 1978: 12-19. HF5601.P7, v. 23
Summarizes the Federal rules for establishing a business political
action committee, soliciting and disbursing funds, and keeping accounting
records. Also highlights tax implications of PACs.
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Chamber of Commerce of the United States of America. Public Affairs Dept.

Corporate political action committee guidelines. Washington [1979] -1 v.
(various pagings) KF4886.G84
"This document is designed to provide corporations, trade and
professional associations, and chambers of commerce with a reference
source for organizing, operating, and conducting the activities .of a
political action committee in accordance with both the Federal election
laws and regulations and the Federal tax laws, regulations, and
rulings.”

Kendall, Don R. Corporate PACs; step-by-step formation and troublefree

operation. Campaigns and elections, v. 1, spring 1980: 14-20.
JK1976.C33, v. 1
An overview of what PACs are and how they are formed, focusing on the
corporate sector.

The PAC handbook; political action for business. Washington, Fraser Associates,

PACs:

1981. 363 p.
A "How-to" Guide for those interested in establishing a PAC, including
case studies, legal guidelines, and strategies for the future. It

emphasizes corporate and trade PACS.

how to back the "right" candidates. Engineering news-record, v. 201,
Nov. 2, 1978: 24-25, 27. “ TA1.E6, v. 201
"Whether it was situs picketing or labor law reform or higher taxes

on foreign-earned income- or maybe just closer look at recent changes 1in
the federal election law- the result is this: construction, like business
in general, 1is getting into politics. A growing number of construction
companies and trade associations are following labor®s lead- they®ve
stopped talking about political action and started taking it through
political action committees (PACs)." Includes a list of construction
corporate political action committees.

Sansweet, Stephen J. Political-action units at firms are assailed by some

over tactics. Wall Street journal, July 24, 1980: T, 12.
HG1.W26
Discusses the issue of alleged coercion of corporate employees for
PAC contributions, based on interviews with managers, employees, and
outside observers.

Schwarz, Thomas J., and Vigo G. Nielson, Jr. The corporation in politics 1980.

New York, Practising Law Institute, c. 1980. 497 p. KF4920.C58 1980
Parital contents.— Recent developments in Federal election law, by

J. Baran.- Enforcement under the 1979 FECA amendments, by C. Steele.-

Contribution and expenditure limitations under the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1972, as amended, by J. Murphy, Jr.- Public financing of

elections: an overview, by D. Swillinger.— Business corporations and labor

unions, by B. Vandegrift.- Contributions to state and Federal candidates

(dual committees), by V. Nielsen, Jr.- Registration and reporting, by

V. Nielsen, Jr.
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U.S. Federal Election Commission. Regulations. Washington, 1981. 253 p.
KF4885.A33 1981
Regulations for compliance with.the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended.

THE IMPACT OF PAC CONTRIBUTIONS

(These citations offer various perspectives on the connection between PAC
contributions and outcome of policy decisions; these mostly focus on particular
PACs or 1issues)

Are Congressmen for sale to business? Business and society review, summer
1980: 10-14. HD60.5.U5B855
"It is widely estimated that business and trade associations, through
lawful political action committees (PACs), will give approximately $30
million to congressional and presidential candidates this year. And this
figure does not include donations by. wealthy individuals, nor the huge
sums given to state and local candidates."

Cargogate. Ripon forum, v. 13, Aug. 15, 1977: 1-8. JK2351.R55, v.13
Charges that the Carter administration®s proposed cargo preference
legislation is a return favor for merchant marine support and that this
link is being kept from public scrutiny. Includes copies of memos to the
President on options concerning cargo preference legislation.

CC"s role in energy and inflation. In common , v. 10, summer 1979: 13-32.
JK1.163, v. 10
Outlines Common Cause®s efforts in the energy policy area and says
that "Common Cause, by working to free Congress from the paralysis of the
Special Interest State, can make a unique contribution to the search for

solutions.™
i
Chappell, Henry W., Jr. Campaign contributions and voting on the cargo
preference bill: a comparison of simultaneous models. Public choice,
v. 36, 1981: 301-312. JAL1.P77, v. 36

Correlates congressional voting on the Energy Transportaion Security
Act, a 1977 House bill which would have required that 9.5% of America’s
oil imports be carried on U.S. built and operated ships, with campaign
contributions from three maritime union political action committees-
the National Maritime Union, the Marine Engineers, and the Seafarers.
The author finds "unavoidably ambiguous™ results for his hypothesis
that interest group contributions influence legislative voting.

Common Cause. AMA campaign contributions helped kill hospital cost
containment bill. Washington, 1979. 4, 7 p.
Concludes from comparison of the Nov. 15, 1979, House vote on the
Hospital Cost Containment Act with 1976 and 1978 congressional election
financing disclosure reports that opponents of the measure "received
almost four times as much 1in campaign contributions from the political
committees of the American Medical Association (AMA) as did supporters.”
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Common Cause assails Agriculture Department for yielding to dairy
interests, cites role of dairy PAC contributions to Congress. Washington,
1980. 5. 1.

Presents figures on dairy industry political action committee
contributions to Members of Congress who have supported the industry®s
position opposing elimination of Agriculture Department administrative
restrictions affecting the sale of reconstituted milk.

A Common Cause guide to money power and politics in the 97th Congress.
Washington, 1981. 239 p.

"Lists all campaign contributions from PACs to some of the most
important and powerful government decisionmakers in Washington- the
Democratic and Republican leadership in Congress and House and Senate
Committee Chairmen."”

- House Agriculture Commit.tee members facing key vote to limit dairy price
supports received more than $350,000 from dairy industry PACs in last two
elections. Washington, 1981. 5, 1.

Presents statistics on campaign contributions received by House
Agriculture Committee members from the" three major dairy political action
committees. The committee is considering a measure to freeze automatic
dairy price support increases.

How money talks 1in Congress: a Common Cause study of the impact of
money on congressional decision-making. Washington, 1978. [I1llp.
JK1991.C655 1978
This study is "intended to demonstrate the various ways 1in which
political contributions, financial holdings, honoraria, outside earnings
and lobbying expenditures affect congressional decisions that have an
impact or. the lives of all Americans.”

More than $1 million in political contributions pays off in key
legislative victory. Washington, 1979. 5, 10 p.

Argues that the $1.1 million contributed to 1978 congressional
candidates by the National Association of Realtors®™ -political action
committee was a factor in the June 7 House vote eliminating from the
1979 Housing and Community Development Act the power of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development to issue cease-and-desist orders where
there was reasonable cause to believe that fraudulent sales techniques
had been used, in violation of the Interstate Land Sales Full Disclosure

Act.
Green, Mark, and Jack Newfield. Who owns Congress. Washington post magazine,
June 8, 1980: 10-19, 21. Newsp

From examination of political action committee contributions, alleges
that many Members of Congress are under the influence of particular
business interests— the oil, banking, defense, nuclear power, tobacco,
Insurance, shipping, trucking, airline, and automobile industries, and
the medical, gun, and anti-FTC lobbies. Includes a discussion (p. 16)
of spending by union PACs, by Spencer Rich.
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Susan L. M. Buying Congress. American Opinion, v. 19, July-Aug. 1976:

7, 9-14, 121-123, 125-126" AP2.04732, v. 19

Alleges Chat organized labor has violated campaign financing laws by
making large contributions to congressional candidates.

Buying Congress. American opinion, v. 21, July-Aug. 1978: 7, 9-16, 129,
131-132. AP2.04732, v. 21
Charges that labor unions and "various Leftist political organizations'
in effect "buy" sympathetic Members of Congress with huge campaign
contributions.

McMenamin, Michael, and Walter McNamara. Milking the public; how the dairy
lobby buys friends and favors in Carter®s Washington. Inquiry (San
Francisco), v. 1,Nov. 13, 1978: 9-13. E839.5.15, v. 1

Authors discuss the operation of the dairy lobby in Washington,
asserting that "you don*t find the dairy lobby driving tractors or herding
animals through the strre“ets of Washington. When dairy farmers want
another subsidy from the federal government, they go to Capitol Hill
quietly and smoothly, with well-paid lobbyists and lawyers carrying
briefcases full of money. Next to the American Medical Association, the
dairy lobby gave more campaign contributions to House and Senate
candidates 1in 1976 than any other interest group- over 1.3 million
dollars.”

Public Citizen, 1inc. Congress Watch. Nader study links oil contributions to

pro-oil House vote. Washington, 1979. 2, 10, 2 p.

"95% of U.S. Representatives who received more than $2500 from oil
industry “political action committees®™ voted on June 28, 1979, for an
industry-favored version of the windfall profits tax, according to a
study done by Public Citizen"s Congress Watch, a consumer advocacy group
affiliated with Ralph Nader."

Robinson, Gail. Many happy returns. Environmental action, v. 12, Dec. 1980:

28-32. HC110.E5E496, v. 12

Expresses skepticism that the Reagan administration will promote
environmental protection and analyzes the impact of the 1980
congressional elections on environmental causes in the 97th Congress.
Includes separate discussions on the outcome of antinuclear referenda in
western states (p- 29) and on the effort to have congressional candidates
reject contributions from the political action committees of the "Filthy
Five"- corporations which are allegedly major polluters (p. 31).

Roeder, Edward. Catalyzing favorable reactions: a look at chemical industry
PACs. Sierra, v. 66, Mar.-Apr. 1981: 23-26. F868.5S55476,
V. 66

Discusses the impact of chemical industry political action committee
funds on legislation and elections.

Lubricating Congress. Sierra, v. 65, Mar.-Apr. 1980: 6-8, 10-11.
F868.555476, v. 65

"A shocking analysis of how Big Oil buys votes— and influence. How
can we have independent legislators when so many are on the payroll?"
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Sedacca, Sandra. Dirty money . . . dirty air? A Common Cause 3tudv of

political action committee contributions to House and Senate Committees
reviewing the Clean Air Act. Washington, 1981. 14 p.

Finds that*members of the Senate Environment and Public Works
Committee and the House Energy *nd Commerce Subcommittee.on Health and
Environment, with jurisdiction over the reauthorization of the expiring
Clean Air Act, received almost $1.15 million 1in 1980 campaign®
contributions from the political action committees of seven industries
— automobiles, chemicals, forest products, metals and mining, oil and
gas, steel, and electric utilities- affected by provisions of the law.

INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES

(Citations to some of the discussions of this form of campaign spending and

how

Glen,

it overlaps with PAC activity)

Maxwell. 1 Free spenders— the “other® campaign for Reagan chooses its
targets. National journal, v. 12, Sept. 13, 1980: 1512-1515.
JK1.N28, v. 12
Describes the independent expenditure plans and activities of
conservative groups seeking to advance Ronald Reagan®s candidacy for®
President in 1980.

How to get around the campaign spending limits. National journal,
v. 11, June 23, 1979: 1044-1046. JK1.N28, v. 11
Anticipates the increasing incidence of independent spending,
particularly by PACs, as a means of influencing ejections.

Light, Larry. Independent Reagan groups have shaved spending plans.

Publ

U.S.

Congressional quarterly weekly report, v. 38, Oct. 19, 1980: 3152-3153.
JK1.C15, v. 38
"Last summer, five groups announced media efforts totaling up to
$70 million to aid the GOP presidential nominee. Now the organizations
project overall spending of slightly less than $15 million."

Surge in independent campaign spending. Congressional quarterly weekly
report, v. 38, June 14, ™80: 1635-1639. JK1.C15, v. 38
Provides background on the independent spending phenomenon and its
increasing popularity among PACs, particularly ideological ones.

ic Citizens. New Right exploits campaign loophole (press release).
May 1981.
eReports on independent expenditures by individuals and groups (e.g-,
PACs) in 1980, arriving at a total of $16.1 million.

Library of Congress. Congressional Research Service. The evolution of
and 1issues surrounding independent expenditures 1in election campaigns.
By Joseph E. Cantor. [Washington] 1980. 42 p.
Traces the evolution of the independent expenditure method of
campaign spending, both in the law and actual practice since 1976.
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Montana Curbs What Candidate Gets From PAC

toTb» Urn Yurt Tiro* "Itwill mean that PAC Swill not be-

in politics who might not otherwise

HELENA, Mont., April 28— sespite come the dominant financiers of legis— know enough toget InvClved. =

heavy lobbying from special Interest lativecampaigns," sold Jonathan Motl,

Miss Fallon said that members of

groups, Montana has become the first Common Cause 3 legislative represent— public interest PAC $ such as the Mon —
state to place a celling on tho amount of ative, who drafted tho hill. "But they I tana Committee for an Effective Legis—

funds state legislative candidates can stillplay a significant role.””

lature, can spend as much time and ef—

collect from political action commit— But the Montana Chamber of Com — fortas they wish incampaigns. "Ifyou
tees,

- merce, which opposed the legislation,

The measure, based on model legisla—says It hinders the political process.
tion devised by Common Cause, the "PACs are made up of people,” said
public affairs lobby, limits House candi—Janelle Fallon, public affaire manager
dates to a combined total of $600 from for the business group. "Those are
all political action committees, and voluntary contributions from private
Senate candidates to a total of 51,000. individuals. PAC 3 get people involved
Tha legislation does not affect guberna—
torial candidates.

The billwas passed by the Senate by a
vote ol 25 to 22, then passed by the
House, 68 to 29, and signed on April 15
by Gov. Ted Schwinden. At the time, the
Governor caid. "1 am pleased tho Legis—
lature of Montana and not PAC men will
build the future of our great state."

Many states limit political action
committees, but most limit the amount
a PAC can donate, rather than the
amount a candidate can receive.

limit money, you favor those with more
time," she said.

In the 1982 elections, 85 House candi—
dates received more than $600 from
political action committees, while 16
senatorial candidates got more than



(g jS COMMON CAUSE/MONTANA

P.O. Box 822
Helena, Montana 5960/

MEMO

TO: Common Cause State Organizations
Interested Parties
FROM: Jonathan Motl, Common Cause Montana Lobbyist
DATE: May 17, 1983
RE: Montana Aggregate PAC Limit Bill

As you may know, Montana®s legislature recently enacted a
law which sets strict limits on the aggregate amount of
money a candidate for the Montana Legislature can accept
from political action committees or PACs.

The. Legislature®s action was hailed by the New York Times
and other media as the nation®s TfTirst aggregate PAC limit
bil! and consequently Montana Common Cause has had a
nuhber of requests for information concerning the reform.
This memo 1is designed as an explanation of the reform.

1. Please Describe the "Aggregate PAC Limit"

The new Montana law limits a Mont? "a House candidate to
acceptance of no more than $600 from all PACs and a Senate
candidate to acceptance of no more than $1000. We have
enclosed a copy of the new law.

2. Where Did This ldea Come From?

We"re not sure. The bill 1is very simple to draft and its
key concept 1is to focus the limit on a candidate"s receipts
thereby (hopefully) avoiding the constitutional problems
that would accompany a direct limit on the PAC. This 1is
the same approach that was championed by National Common
Cause in 1its work in designing the corresponding portion of
Clean Campaign Act of 1983 (H.R. 2490).

3. Didn"t Montana Common Cause Try Other PAC Reforms?

Yes, we drafted and fcund authors for five PAC reform bills.
We have enclosed a one page summary of those five bills.
Please write back if you need more information about a par—
ticular bill. Four of the five PAC bills were rejected by
the Montana Legislature.



4. How Were the $600 and $1000 Figures Arrived At?

We used existing campaign contribution data to help us choose
a limit that we thought would give reform and yet not alienate
potential allies. We were particularly concerned that we

gain the backing of the Montana AFL-CIO and therefore we

met with them once we had the needed data (see graphs in
enclosed Heffernan study). As it turned out, the $600

and $1000 represents about 20% of the cost of an average
Montana Legislature campaign.

5. Who supported the reform?

As mentioned above, the AFL-CI0 was supportive and worked
actively toward passage of the reform. The reform also had
the support of the Montana Democratic Party, Women®s Coali—
tion Fund, Montana Public Interest Research Group, League

cf Women Voters, Montana Senior Citizens Association, and
the Montana Committee for an Effective Legislature.

6 - Why Did These Groups Support the Reforms?

The groups were supportive because the reform was sound and
needed and it was 1in the best interests of Montanans to
support the reform. The groups were also supportive because
Common Cause/Montana took great care to involve these groups
in the pre-session development of the proposed reform and

therefore these groups were comfortable that their consti—
tuencies would be served by the proposed reform.

7. What Groups Opposed the Reforms?
The reforms (all 5 PAC bills) were vigorously opposed by the

Realators Association and the Chamber of Commerce. Other PACs
opposed one or two (but not all of) the reforms.

I (R T (
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The Problem

PACs play major roles in individual and ballot issue campaigns

and often appear on contribution lists printed by the news

media. Yet, PACs such as a tavern owners® PAC called Respon-—
sible, Sensible Voting Parents use names that do not give useful infor
mation about the PACs special interest to the public”.

The Solution

House Bill 386 would require that PACs accurately name themselves
in a manner that reflects the special economic interests or

place of employment of the PACs contributors and affix that

name as a label to any public advertisements made by the PAC.

Questions?
1. Are there PACs whose name does not reflect its special interest

Yes. Attached to this memo is a copy of a news ad placed by

a PAC (Responsible Sensible Voting Parents) whose name does not
in any way reveal the special 1interest of the PAC. RSVP was
active in a 1978 1initiative effort. Also attached 1is a copy

of news report of a candidate®s campaign receipts which lists

a PAC whose name does not reflect its special interest.



2. Mow many PACs would be affected by this bill?

Of the 100-plus PACs which were active in legislative and
initiative efforts during the 1976-82 campaigns, it is our
estimate that at least ten would have been required to
change their names 1if House Bill 386 had been law. Attached
to this memo is a list of selected PACs and the probable
effect of House Bill 386 on those PACs.

3. How will this bill be enforced?

House Bill 386 specifies that the naming and labeling re—
quirements would be enforced through Section 13-37-128, M.C.A.
the general enforcement provisions regarding election laws.
This system makes use of the courts and the self-enforcement

incentive due to the adversarial nature of election races and
initiative efforts.

i. why are accurate PAC names necessary?

H.C. 386 insures that the public would be able to identify the
special interest of a PAC so that information can be used to
sudge the merits of any message promoted by the PAC. In addi-
*_ion, the public would > able to identify the interests of
those PACs who contribute to candidates.



MEMO

T0: House State Administration Committee
RE: Effect of House Bill

386G

The following chart shows the effect the sponsor expects
that H.B. 386 would have had on 25 of the 100-plus PACs

that have been active
efforts since 1976. It is the bill

PRESENT
NAME

Banc-' ?.C
Bank tac

Billtnjs ..rea
Citizens LAC

Butte mJc ""rs Onion

Citizens for Responsible
Government

Concerned Citizens Hind

Concerned Citizens for
Gambling

Contractors of Mt. PAC
Credit Union PAC
Farmers Union PAC

Legislative Campaign
Committee

SPECIAL ECONOMIC
INTEREST

banking

banking

n/a

in effect.

in Montana Legislative and

initiative

sponsor"s estimate that
10-15 PACs of the 100-plus PACs would have had to rename
the..,.elves had H.B. 386 been

COMMON
EMPLOYER

Northwest Banks

Butte Teachers/Schools

Utilities
Petroleum

Bar and Tavern
CXvners for Gambling

Contracting/Building
Loans/Investments

Loans/Fanning

n/a

Montana Power

ARCO

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Co.

EFFECT OF
11.B. 386

Northwest Bank PAC

n/a

n/a

n/a

tontana tower Go. PAC
ARCO PAC

Mt. Bar and Tavern
Owners for Gambling

n/a
n/a

n/a
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The Probleiii

Money from Political Committees (Pacs) to legislative candi—
dates in Montana has increased to $123,000 in 1932 elections
or 19.30 of all receipts by candidates for the Montana legis—

lature. In Montana PACs are funded by and represent a wide
variety of such special interests as utilities, banks, labor
unions, oil interests, businessmen and professionals. The

following chart shows the extent of PAC growth
Figure 1. Contributions to Legislative Races, 1976-1902

1976 1978 1930 1932

Special Interest
PAC Dollars 22,643 43,777 111,330 122,767

Total Contributions -273,609 382,140 582,708 035,596

i PAC Contributions 8.1 12.8 19.1 19.3
The Solution

1.13. 356 proposes a limit of $600 in total PAC campaign contri—
butions for a candidate for the Montana House and a $1000 limit
for a Senate candidate. This would allow PACs a definite

financial role in Montana legislative campaigns but it prevents



a situation where PACs become tho majority financiers of
campaigns, now common in U.S. Congressional races.

Questions?
1. Why are PAC contrihutions a problem?

Too much money from any one source has compromised our demo—
cracy 1in the past. A poll conducted by the University of
Montana polling service for Common Cause of Montana showed

that 785 of Montanans surveyed believed a campaign contribution
v/as synonomous with power over the candidate.

2. Why not instead limit the amount one PAC cangive to a
lower amount - say $50 a candidate?

PACs are very easy to form and lowering the allowed amount
would probably just encourage a special interest to form

y smaller PACs. H.B. 386 guarantees that a candidate
w .it receive more than $600 (House) or $1000 (Senate)
frum _"ACs and therefore is a better reform.

3. What type of effect would this reform have?

The following charts show the amount of PAC moneyreceived by
legislative candidates in 1982:

TOTAL PAC MONEY RECEIVED OY CANDIDATES
FOR 1C82 MONTANA SENATE

TOTAL PAC CGHTRIUUTrIOIl BY DOLLAR CLASSES



TOTAL PA!l rfINFY PFCEIVtO DY CA'iOIOATFS
FOR 1532 i.Uil[HANA 1IUtJ..E (ir REPRESENTATIVES
(GON1E51EU RACES ONLY)

=m0 chart demonstrates, H.B. 356 would accomplish signi-
fiorii“it reform.

4. Why not use a % limit rather than a fixed dollar amount?

A £ limit would create reporting problems for candidates.
The fixed dollar 1is easier to understand and simpler to
deal with.

5. Aren"t PAC contributions leveling off by themselves?

No, PAC contributions have risen steadily during the last four
elections. The data wo have shows that PAC contributions
increase most rapidly in presidential years and we can

expect an oven more rapid increase in the 1964 elections if

we do not pass H.B. 356 or a similar reform.

6 . Where did the PAC contribution limits in H.B. 366 coine from?

Those numbers represent about 20-25% of the cost of an average
legislative race at this time.

7. Will there be any enforcement costs?

No. Enforcement occurs through the courc system as described

in 13-37-128, M.C.A. As 1is the case wi h present campaign
financing laws, the system will be largely self-enforcing due

to the adversarial nature of elections that makesit politically
costly for a candidate to violate the law.

3. Won"t limiting PAC contributions skew the system toward
incumbents?

?71"".  An average incumbent candidate now receives over double
tho a.iuunt of PAC contributions as an average challenger.

Xy *



Many political scholars believe the overall political systenm
favors the incumbent over the challenger so PAC reform should
help upon up the political process.

9. Does MN.P.. 356 infringe on corporate free speech?

No. H.B. 356 limits a candidates receipts of PAC money and
the state has a legitimate interest in acting to prevent the
possibility of the type of cctr'iption that has often followed
the flow of money to candidates for elected office. In addi —
tion, a PAC wishing to contribute to a candidate will be able
to find a candidate who has not reached his/her PAC receipt
limit even if the PACs first choice has reached his/her PAC
receipt limit.

U). Would contributions by political party PACs be included?

Yes, political party PACs will be included. ]



SUMMARY OF CAMPAIGN FINANCING
REFORM BILLS; 1933 MONTANA LEGISLATURE

Concern

Money from political committees (FACs) to candidates for the House
and Senate in Montana has increased dramatically in the last four
elections. Special interest (PAC) money alone has increased from
$22,000 in 1976 to over $120,000 in 1982.

Reform #1: House Bill No. ; Chief sponsor Representative Vincent

This bill would limit the influence of PAC money by limiting
the total amount of PAC money a candidate can receive to $1000.00
for a candidate for a Senate position and $600.00 for a candidate
for a House position.

Reform 02: House Bill No.387." Chief sponsor Representative Vincent

F?2ibill would limit tho growth of PACs by limiting the amount
total contributions one individual can give one PAC to $900.00
per oniondar year.

Concern

PACs play major roles in individual and ballot issue campaigns and
often appear on contribution lists printed by the news media. Yet,
PAOs such as a tavern owners®™ PAC called Responsible Sensiblel Voting
ParonlLs use names that do not give useful information about tire
PAC"s special interest to the public.

Reform 03: House Bill No.3 fi6 ; Chief sponsor Representative Vincent

This bill would require tiiat PACs accurately name themselves
in a manner that reflects the special economic interests or place
of employment of the PACs contributors and affix that name as a
label to any paid public advertisements made by the PAC.

Reform #47 HoL.se Bill No. 670 ; Chief sponsor Representative Vincent

This bill would require that PAC contributions be made to a
candidate at least 5 days prior to the date of election and require
that a candidate immediately deposit and report any PAC contributions
to the public.

Concern

The cost of Montana®s political campaigns has risen dramatically in
recent years with, for example, the total amount spent in Montana“"s
Legislative races rising from $278,609 in 1976 to over $600,000 in 198

Reform 05: Senate Bill No.372. ; Chief sponsor Senator Eck
This bill would establish an expenditure limit for campaigns for

statewide offices in Montana and establish a public funds pool for
partial public financing of these campaigns.
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The Problem
a PAC contribution can be timed so that a candidate re. -eives
it too late in the campaign to be reported to the public
through the media.

The Solution

House Bill 650 proposes that a PAC contribution be received
no later than 6 days proceeding the elate of election.

Questions?

1. Are there examples of this type of practice?

Yes. Attached to this memo 1is a copy of an offer by a
Montana PAC to contribute $150 to the campaign of Represen—
tative John Vincent (D-Bozeman). Please note that Vincent

could have chosen any date (November 1, presumably) on which
to receive the contribution.

2. don"t this cause reporting problems for a candidate?

No. A candidate needs to file a closing report and the
candidate™s report must not show any PAC receipts after

the 6th day preceding the elections. It is a straight—
forward law that should be easy for candidates to under—
stand. In a nutshell, a candidate cannot take PAC money

after the 6 th day preceding the election.



CITIZENS FOR
RESPONSIBLE

P.O. BOX 624
GOVERNMENT BUTTE, MT. 59703
Employees of PHONE 406 723-5421

Montana Power

September 13, 1982

Representative John Vincent
1317 South Grand
Bozeman, MT 50715

Dear John:

I"m pleased to inform you that The Montana Power Company
uyees®™ PAC (Citizens for Responsible Government) has
authorized a contribution of $150 for your legislative
campaign. All that is necessary for you to do is fTill out
the form on the bottom of this letter, return it to me
before October 1, 1982 and the check will be mailed to you
whenever you wish.

Good Luck on your Campaign!

\ *
n s f°S-

Everett Shuey, Manager
Governmental Affairs

Marne of Campaign Committee
Treasurer of Committee

Address of Committee

Return this form to:

Everett E Shuey, Manager
Governmental Affairs

The Montana Power Company

40 East Broadway, Butte, MT 59701

ES/jd/2:1

A copy ol our report is tiled with Hie Federal Election Commission and is dkdilaolu lor purchase from the Federal Election Commission, Washmflton DC.
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(This is the first of a series of reports detailing the
amounts of money spent in this year's campaigns for
Hclcna-arcn county and legislative offices.)

liv 111.1 sKinaioui:
11l Staff Writer

itwas Lewis and Clark County"s first race for a district
court judgeship since the early 190s, and it was big
business. Helena lawyers Henry Loblc and Marc
Haricot, who vied for the position keiryj; vacated by Peter
G. Meloy, filed post-election campaign reports showing
they spent a total of $27,410.02 in the contest.
Loblc =" victor in the November election, spent
31v** _c¢  _uis lace, while Haricot spent $12,(18.57.
vjndid&tes spent heavily throughout the political
year, including their efforts tomake the gencral-election
ballot in June 3 lour-candidate primary election.
Not surprisingly, most suppm (came from practicing
attorneys throughout the state.
Following isa listing of <i.ntrinotors ol $100 or more to
each candidate®s campaign:
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The "Lobbying Newsletter™ (previously called the "Lobbyist
Bulletin™) 1is published periodically to provide information to
lobbyists and lobbyist employers concerning their reporting
obligations under the Political Reform Act. The "Lobbying
Newsletter™ will report on pending legislative changes arid
proposed regulations affecting the lobbying provisions, and
will provide important reminders about the proper methods of
reporting receipts and payments in connection with lobbying
activities.

The Commission staff encourages your comments and solicits
your suggestions for ways in which the "Lobbying Newsletter"
can be more useful. Please send your comments and suggestions
to the Technical Assistance and Analysis Division, P.0. Box
807, Sacramento, CA 95804.

NOV 29 1984

APOC-ANOH
PM HO



REVISED INFORMATION MANUAL AND
DISCLOSURE FURMS

The "Information Manual on Lobbying Disclosure Provisions of
the Political Reform Act"” and the lobbying disclosure forms have
been revised for use 1in 1984. The registration and disclosure

forms now contain a cover sheet with general filing information,
and the quarterly reporting forms (Forms 620 and 650) contain
instructions on the back of each page which provide the basic
information needed to complete each section of the forms. More
detailed information and examples are provided in the 1984
"Information Manual on Lobbying Disclosure Provisions."” The manual
and forms are available from the Fair Political Practices
Commission and from the Secretary of State®"s Political Reform
Division.

LOBBYING INFORMATION SEMINARS

Seminars on the lobbying registration and disclosure
provisions of the Political Reform Act will be conducted by the
Fair Political Practices Commission in July and possibly in
October. All lobbyists, employers of lobbyists and other persons
who have reporting obligations under the lobbying disclosure
provisions are invited to attend. To ensure that an adequate
supply of materials 1is available at the seminars, please complete
the coupon on the next page and return it to the Commission®s
Technical Assistance and Analysis Division.

We have scheduled two seminars in July to assist filers with
the new provisions before the deadline for filing the second

quarter report. We realize that July may be inconvenient because
of vacations. Therefore, if enough people indicate a need for an
additional seminar, we will hold another one in October. If you

are unable to attend a seminar in July and would like us to hold
another one 1in October, it is important that you complete and
return the coupon so we can determine if there 1is a need for a
seminar in October, and so we can send you notice of the dates.



LOBBYING INFORMATION SEMINARS ARE SCHEDULED AS FOLLOWS:

July 10, 1984, 10:00 a.m. - 1;00 p.m.
July 18, 1984, 10:00 a.m. - 1:00 p.m.
LOCATION: Governor®"s Conference Room

State Capitol, First Floor
Sacramento

FOR RESERVATIONS, PLEASE RETURN THIS COUPON TO THE FAIR POLITICAL
PRACTICES COMMISSION, P.O. BOX 807, SACRAMENTO, CA 95804.

I would like to attend the lobbying information seminar 1in
Sacramento scheduled for:

() July 10, 1984

() July 18, 1984

() I would like to attend a lobbying information seminar 1in
OCTOBER. IfT a seminar is scheduled, please notify me.

Name

Office Represented

Address
Telephone

Number of People Attending



Seminars in Los Angeles and San Francisco

In past years, the Commission has held lobbying seminars in
Los Angeles and San Francisco when enough people have requested
them. ITf you are located in Los Angeles or San Francisco and are
unable to attend a seminar in Sacramento, please let us know. It
enough people request a seminar in Los Angeles or San Francisco, we
will hold seminars there and will notify you.

I am unable to attend a seminar 1in Sacramento. Please
schedule a seminar for:

() Los Angeles
( ) San Francisco

Name

Office Represented

Address .

Telephone

Number of People Attending

RETURN COUPON TO THE FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION,
P.0. BOX 807, SACRAMENTO, CA 95804.



AMENDMENTS TO LOBBYIST QUALIFICATION
REGULATION EFFECTIVE APRIL 1, 1984

The tests for when a person must register as a lobbyist have
been changed by amendments to 2 Cal. Adm. Code Section 18239 which
went into effect April 1, 1984. The new qualification tests are
based on (@) the amount of compensation an individual receives for
influencing legislative or administrative action; or (2) the number
of "contacts” an individual has with qualifying officials for the
purpose of influencing legislative or administrative action.

The most significant changes 1in the lobbyist qualification
tests are:

e Exclusion of administrative testimony: An individual whose
only direct communication consists of administrative testimony 1is
not required to register as a lobbyist.

e Compensation Test: Under the previous compensation test, an
individual who received $1,000 in a calendar month for "direct
communication™ was required to register. Under the revised
compensation test, an individual who receives $2,000 or more in a
calendar month for engaging in any of the activities which
constitute "influencing legislative or administrative action,”™ and
the individual engages in any amount of direct communication, meets
the compensation test and must register as a lobbyist.

Like the previous compensation test, compensation received by
a full-time employee engaged primarily to perfo"--" services other
than influencing legislative or administrative action is not
included in determining whether an individual meets the new
compensation test.

e Contacts Test: Previously, an individual who received any
amount of compensation and who spent a certain amount of time
engaged irx lobbying activities was required to register. Under the
new test, rather than counting the number of hours an individual
spends, the individual must count the number of contacts he or she
has with elected officials, legislative officials and certain
administrative agency officials for the purpose of influencing
legislative or administrative action. If an individual receives
any amount of compensation and engages in direct communication,
other than administrative testimony, on at least 25 separate
occasions 1in any two consecutive calendar months, that individual
has met the "contacts™ test and must register as a lobbyist.*

* To determine whether an individual will meet the "contacts”
test, a record of all contacts with officials should be kept. The
record should include the date of the contact, the nature of the
contact, and the name of the official.



The Commission staff has prepared guidelines to assist in
determining the types of activities that constitute a "contact."
The guidelines also list common situations and explain how many
contacts should be counted in each situation.

The "Definition of Lobbyist” regulation, 2 Cal. Adm. Code

Section 18239, and the Guidelines are available from the Commission
offices.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO FPPC REGULATIONS
AFFECTING LOBBYING DISCLOSURE

There are no pending proposed amendments which will
substantively change the lobbying disclosure provisions. Notices
of proposed amendments to regulations are published 1in the monthly
FPPC Bulletin. In addition, the FPPC Bulletin contains a summary
of regulations adopted by the Commission and advice letters issued
by the Commission. Substantive changes affecting lobbyist and
lobbyist employer reporting will be provided in the FPPC Lobbying
Newsletter, which 1is published periodically.

UPDATE ON 1984 PROPOSED LEGISLATION
AFFECTING LOBBYING PROVISIONS

AB 2541 (Mojonnier) - would require itemization of lobbyist
employer expenses only when the payment benefits an official
("activity expenses"™) and would remove the $25 threshold for
reporting such payments; and would allow all lobbyist employer
expenses for "general support™ to be reported as a lump sum. Also,

deletes sections previously declared unconstitutional but never
repealed.

AB 3147 (Mojonnier) - would require lobbyists to report bills
and administrative actions they have actively attempted to
influence. Also deletes sections previously declared
unconstitutional but never repealed.

LOBBYIST PROHIBITIONS

In addition to Gov. Code Section 86203 which prohibits
lobbyists from making, arranging, or acting as an agent or
intermediary 1in the making of, gifts aggregating more than $10 1in a



calendar month to a state candidate, an elected state officer, a
legislative official or certain agency officials, the Political
Reform Act imposes the following prohibitions on lobbyists (Gov.
Code Section 86205):

No lobbyist shall:

(@ Do anything with the purpose of placing any elected state
officer, legislative official, agency official, or state candidate
under personal obligation to him or to his employer;

(b) Deceive or attempt to deceive any elected state officer,
legislative official, agency official, or state candidate with
regard to any material fact pertinent to any pending or proposed
legislative or administrative action;

(c) Cause or influence the introduction of any bill or
amendment thereto for the purpose of thereafter being employed to
secure its passage or defeat;

(d) Attempt to create a fictitious appearance of public favor
or disfavor of any proposed legislative or administrative action or
to cause any communication to be sent to any elected state officer,
legislative official, agency official, or state candidate in the
name of any fictitious person or in the name of any real person,
except with the consent of such real person;

(e) Represent falsely either directly or indirectly, that he
can control the official action of any elected state officer,
legislative official, or agency official;

(f) Accept or agree to accept any payment in any way
contingent upon the defeat, enactment or outcome of any proposed
legislative or administrative action.



IMPORTANT INFORMATION REGARDING "UNLAWFUL GIFTS"
(Government Code Sections 86201, 86203 and 86204)

Government Code Section 86203 provides:

It shall be unlawful for a lobbyist to make gifts to one
person aggregating more than ten dollars ($10) in a calendar
month, or to act as an agent or intermediary in the making of
any gift, or to arrange for the making of any gift by another
person.

In addition, Gov. Code Section 86204 makes it unlawful for any
person to accept a gift made unlawful by Section 86203.

Government Code Section 86201 defines "gift" as used in
Section 86203 as follows:

"Gift" as used in this article means a gift made directly or
indirectly to a state candidate, an elected state officer, a
legislative official or an agency official.

The term "gift" 1is defined in Gov. Code Section 82028, and
includes anything of value for which consideration of equal or
greater value 1is not received in return.”

Lobbyists are prohibited from making gifts of more than $10 in
a calendar month to any state candidate, elected state officer or
legislative official, regardless of whether or not the lobbyist has
attempted to influence the candidate or official.

A gift to an agency official, however, comes under the gift
prohibition only if the official®s agency 1is, or should be, listed
on the lobbyist®s registration statement. Gifts to officials of
agencies the lobbyist has not attempted, and is not attempting, to
influence do not come under the gift prohibition.

DEFINITION OF "ARRANGING"™ A GIFT

It is not necessary for a lobbyist to actually pay or 1incur an
expense to meet the definition of "arranging” a gift. A lobbyist
has "arranged”™ a gift, and the gift prohibition applies, if the
lobbyist does anything which facilitates the making of the gift.

To "act as an agent or intermediary in" and "to arrange for"™ the
making of any gift include:

e Taking any action involving contact with a third party
which facilitates the making of the gift.

e Having any contact, which facilitates the making of the
gift, with the public official who is to be the recipient
of the gift.



Example 1: Lobbyist A invites an official to lunch. After
the lunch has been arranged, Lobbyist A decides to invite Lobbyist
B. Lobbyist A pays the entire cost of the lunch (Lobbyist A"s
share, Lobbyist B"s share, and the legislator®s share). Lobbyist B
is not required to report the activity because he has not paid for
the gift, and he has not "arranged"” or acted as an intermediary in
providing the gift. Lobbyist A must report the entire cost as the
"Total Amount of Activity,” and also must provide the name and
official position of the official and the amount attributable to
the official.

Example 2: Lobbyist A and Lobbyist B agree to share the costs
of providing holiday gifts to a number of legislators. Lobbyist A
purchases the gifts and delivers them to the legislators. Both
lobbyists must report the total cost of each gift as the amount
benefiting each legislator; the lobbyists may not report only the
one-half each actually paid, because both lobbyists participated 1in
"arranging" the entire gift. The total cost of each gift may not
exceed $10.

Example 3: A company which is an employer of a lobbyist
arranges a reception for some legislators and their staffs. The
company®"s lobbyist is the contact person for the legislative
officials, and the officials call the lobbyist if they have
questions about the event. Although the lobbyist does not pay any
of the expenses, the lobbyist must report the same information
required to be reported by the employer, because the lobbyist"s
activities come within the definition of "arranging." The pro rata
benefit to each of the legislative officials may not exceed $10.

Example 4; A company which 1is the employer of lobbyists
arranges a tour of 1i1ts facilities for a group of legislators. The
arrangements include transportation for the legislators from their
districts to the start of the tour. The tour itself meets the
definition of "informational material”™ and therefore 1is not
reportable by the company or by the legislators. The
transportation from the legislators® districts to the start of the
tour, however, 1is excluded from the definition of "informational
material,” and therefore 1is a reportable gift. (However, 1if there
is no public transportation available to the facility, such
transportation provided by the company would be considered a part
of the tour end would not be a gift.) Since the cost of the
transportation will exceed $10, the company®"s lobbyists may not
have any contact with the legislators with regard to arranging the
transportation, and may not accompany the legislators on the plane
trip as representatives of the company.

For further discussion of activities which meet the definition
of "arranging,” see the following Fair Political Practices
Commission opinions;

Institute for Governmental Advocates, 7 FPPC Opinions 1
(No. 81-003, Feb. 1, 1982)

Institute for Governmental Advocates, 4 FPPC Opinions 1
(No. 77-004, Jan. 11, 1978)



REPORTING AN ACTIVITY EXPENSE WHICH IS REIMBURSED BY
AN OFFICIAL; ACTIVITY EXPENSES WHICH EXCEED THE
GIFT LIMITATION

IT a lobbyist makes a payment which benefits an official and
the official reimburses the lobbyist before the end of the calendar
month, the lobbyist has no obligation to report that portion of the
payment which has been reimbursed. In the case of a payment made
less than one week prior to the end of the month, 1if reimbursement
is received within one week of making the payment, the lobbyist
need not report it. However, 1if reimbursement is not received
within the times indicated above, the lobbyist must report that
portion of the payment which benefited the official as a note to
Part 111, Section A of the Form 620, with a notation that either
(1) reimbursement has been requested but not yet received; or ()
reimbursement has been received. IfT the amount being reimbursed is
$1.00 or more, reimbursement must be made by check, and a copy of
the check must be kept with the lobbyist®"s records.

With respect to the gift prohibition contained in Gov. Code
Sections 86203 and 86204, to avoid the appearance of an improper
gift, lobbyists and officials should make every effort to avoid a
situation in which a lobbyist makes a payment of more than s10 1in a
calendar month which benefits an official. IT such a payment is
made, no violation of the gift prohibition will occur so long as
reimbursement 1is received pursuant to the conditions indicated
above for disclosure, i.e., the lobbyist is reimbursed by the
official before the end of the calendar month 1in which the payment
was made; except in the case of a payment made less than a week
prior to the end of the month, 1in which case no violation will
occur 1if the lobbyist receives reimbursement within one week of
making the payment. FPPC Advice Letter No. 83-210

REPORTING CONTRIBUTIONS MADE OR
DELIVERED BY A LOBBYIST

Lobbyists must report on their quarterly reports (Form 620,
Part 1V) all contributions of $25 or more to a state candidate, an
elected state officer or a committee primarily formed to support
such candidates or officers. In addition to contributions made by
a lobbyist from his or her personal funds, a lobbyist must report
contributions made from a separate account which the lobbyist
controls, and contributions from others which the lobbyist
personally delivers to state candidates or elected state officers.
Copies of checks for contributions a lobbyist is required to report
should be maintained in the lobbyist™s records.

10



REPORTING BY LOBBYIST EMPLOYERS AND PERSONS
WHO SPEND $2,500 -- IMPORTANT REMINDERS

Reporting Payments for Reception or Other Event Which Benefits
Officials

A lobbyist employer or "person spending $2,500 in a calendar
quarter to influence legislative or administrative action”™ who
makes a payment for an event at which legislators or other
reportable persons are guests, must report the payment as an
"activity expense”™ in Part 11, C of Form 650. The "Total Amount of
Activity" 1is the entire amount paid for the event by the filer, not
just the portion that benefited officials. If the amount paid by
the filer 1is a portion of the total cost of the event, the balance
of which was paid by another person, a notation must be made to
indicate the total cost of the event. To determine the amount
benefiting each reportable person, all payments must be aggregated,
including payments for rental of the facilities, food and
beverages, decorations, entertainment, and payments to bartenders
or food servers. The total of all payments 1is then divided by the
number of guests to determine the pro rata benefit to each guest.
(The cost of producing and sending invitations and compensation and
reimbursement of expenses to the filer"s employees who work on the
event are not required to be included in the "activity expense."
These costs are reported as "Other Payments to Influence™ 1in Pare
I, D of Form 650.)

NOTE: IT a lobbyist participates in arranging the event, the
lobbyist must report, as an attachment to his or her quarterly
report (Form 620), the same information required to be reported by
the employer, including the total cost of the event. A lobbyist
may not participate 1in arranging a gift aggregating more than $10
in a calendar month to an official.

Reporting Contributions Made by the Filer®s Political Acti>
Committee

Lobbyist employers and persons who spend $2,500 in a calendar
guarter to influence legislative or administrative action must
report in Part Ill of their Form 650 all campaign contributions of
$25 or more made to a state candidate, an elected state officer or
a committee primarily formed to support such candidates or
officers. In addition to the contributions which are made directly
by the filer, if the filer 1is an organization which sponsors a
political action committee, the filer must also report such
contributions made by its political action committee. PAC
contributions are required to be reported by the filer because of
the close relationship between a sponsoring organization and 1its
PAC and because a sponsoring organization 1is deemed to have made
the contributions made by the PAC.

11



Reporting Payroll Taxes and Payments for Employee Benefits

Lobbyist employers must report payments to the Internal
Revenue Sr"vice and Franchise Tax Board for payroll taxes and
payments for the employer®s share of Social Security and other

employee benefits. Such payments are reported on the Form 650 as a
lump sum amount under Par.t 11, D, Line 2 - "Other Payments
(including office overhead and operation costs)."™ However, the

amount reported should not include any portion which represents
employee 1income tax withholding or the employee®s share of Social
Security, etc. These payments are required to be included in the
amount reported as '"gross salary™ paid to employees.

12
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1985 REVISIONS TO INFORMATION MANUAL AND FORMS

The Commission 1is reviewing the "Information Manual for
Lobbying Provisions™ and the lobbying reporting forms to
incorporate the legislative and administrative changes which go
into effect in 1985. The manual and forms were revised in 1984,
and we would appreciate your comments on how they are working.
Please take a few minutes to complete the questionnaire on the last
page of this Newsletter.

FILING DEADLINE APPROACHING

October 31, 1984 is the deadline for filing reports covering
activity occurring during the third quarter (July, August and
September). There are no provisions in the Political Reform Act
for extensions of filing deadlines. Persons filing late reports
are subject to a fine of $10 per day. Lobbyists and employers of
lobbyists must file reports for each calendar quarter that the
lobbyist is registered, whether or not any payments have been made
or received during the quarter. Persons who spend $2,500 during a
calendar quarter to influence legislative or administrative action
must file a. report for that quarter.

ATTENTION LOBBYISTS; IMPORTANT INFORMATION
ABOUT *ARRANGING"™ A GIFT

The Commission continues to get 1inquiries from lobbyists who
have inadvertently violated the gift prohibition in Gov. Code
Section 86203. That section provides:



officials are guests the aggregate amount the lobbyist has
participated 1in arranging might exceed $10 per month per official,
and the lobbyist would be in violation of Section 86203.

Lobbyiipi who wish to attend events at which officials may be
guests may avoid the possibility of arranging a prohibited gift by
paying only the amount of their own actual costs, 1i.e., the actual
amount of the meal, and not contributing toward the gift being
provided to the officials.

Por a discussion of some other acitvities which meet the
definition of "arranging,” see FPPC Opinion No. 81-003 (Institute
of Governmental Advocates, 7 FPPC 1).

IfT you have any questions about the gift prohibition, call the
Technical Assistance and Analysis Division at (916) 322-5662.

LEGISLATIVE CHANGES TO THE LOBBYING PROVISIONS

AB 2541 (Ch. 161, 1984 Stats.) makes the following chafes to
the Political Reform Act, effective January 1, 1985:

Amends Gov. Code Section 86109. Periodic Reports; EmpT rs and
Others; Contents. Provides that only the following payrac
influence legislative and administrative action are requi
itemized by Lobbyist Employers and Persons Spending $2,50i
Influence Legislative or Administrative Action: payments to a
lobbyist? payments to a retained entity; payments which benefit in
whole or in part any elective state official, legislative official,
agency official, state candidate or member of their immediate
family ("activity expenses"™). Also, removes the $25.00 itemization
threshold for activity expenses.

Previously, all payments of $25 or more in connection with
influencing legislative or administrative action were required to
be itemized. Effective January 1, 1985, Employers and Persons
Spending $2,500 will no longer be required to itemize "general
lobbying™ type payments. Such payments will be reported as a lump
sura. (This change is reflected in the 1984 Form 650.)

Previously, only activity expenses of $25 or more were required
to be ite»i*«d by Employers and Persons Spending $2,500. Effective
January 1, £985, all activity expenses of any amount must be
itemized.



REPORTING CONTRIBUTIONS MADE OR DELIVERED
BY A LOBBYIST

Lobbyist#; are required to report in Part IV of the Form 620 all
campaign cdSfcributions and independent expenditures of $25 or more
from the lobbyist"s personal funds or from a separate account under
the control of the lobbyist to state candidates, elected state
officers and committees supporting such candidates or officers. In
addition, lobbyists must report contributions of $25 or more which
are personally delivered by the lobbyist to state candidates or
elected state officers.

A lobbyist is not required to report as "personally delivered”
a contribution that the lobbyist delivers for an employer or other
person to a state candidate®s fundraiser unless the lobbyist or his
or her agent actually hands the contribution to the candidate or
hands it to a treasurer, campaign worker or other agent of a
candidate or state officer 1in the presence and with the knowledge
of the candidate or state officer.

CHANGE IN LOBBYIST EMPLOYER REPORTING:
REPORTING PAYROLL TAXES AND ROUTINE FRINGE BENEFITS

The last "Lobbying Newsletter™ (Vol. 6, No. 1, June, 1984)
carried an item on page 12 which indicated that employers must
report as "overhead"™ on their quarterly reports payments to the
Internal Revenue Service and Franchise Tax Board for payroll taxes
and payments for the employer®s share of Social Security and other
employee benefits.

The staff has reconsidered this interpretation of the
regulations and has determined that the additional benefit which
the public would receive from this information is minimal, and that
requiring the information poses a significant burden on lobbyist
employers who, because their employees are not engaged in lobbying
on a full-time basis, would report only a portion of their payments
for payroll taxes and employee benefits.

Therefore, lobbyist employers are no longer required to report
on their quarterly reports payroll taxes, payments to Social
Security and routine benefits which are made on behalf of all
employees, such as contributions to pension or retirement plans and
employer paid health or life insurance plans.

Retained entities, should contact the Technical Assistance and
Analysis division regarding reporting these payments.



QUESTIONNAIRE

1984 Inforyfeion Manual for Lobbying Disclosure Provisions of the
Political Act: Is the Information Manual easy to use? Are
the explanations and examples clear? Is the manual well-organized?
What additional information would you like to see included in the
manual? Other comments?

1984 Reporting Forms for Lobbyists and Lobbyist Employers: Are the
instructions for the forms clear? Are the forms convenient to

use? What changes would you like to see made to the forms? Other
comments?

PLEASE SEND THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE TO THE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
AND ANALYSIS DIVISION, P.O. BOX 807, SACRAMENTO 95804, AS SOON AS
POSSIBLE SO YOUR SUGGESTIONS CAN BE CONSIDERED FOR THE 1985

REVISIONS.
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Attachment

Corporate
Alabama $500 per candidate

or party per election
Alaska $1,000 per year

per candidate
Arizona Prohibited
Arkansas $1,500 per year

per candidate
California None
Colorado None

Connecticut Prohibited

Delaware $1,000 per statewide
candidate, per election
$500 per non-statewide
candidate

Florida $3,000 per statewide

candidate, per electionV
$1,000 to others

*/ Florida has three primaries.

COMMON CAUSE SUMMARY OF
CONTRIBUTION LIMITS FOR STATE ELECTIONS

PAC

None

$1,000 per year
per candidate
None

$1,500 per year
per candidate

None
None

If established by

individuals - no limit

If established by labor
organization, same as

individual limit - $50,000
aggregate limit per election
If established by corporation,

twice individual limit

$100,000 aggregate limit

per election

$1,000 per statewide
candidate, per election
$500 per non-statewide
candidate

$3,000 per statewide

candidate, per election
£1 non nfhprR

Labor

None

$1,000 per year
per candidate
Prohibited

$1,500 per year
per candidate

None
None

Prohibited

$1,000 per statewide
candidate, per election

$500 per non-statewide
candidate

$3,000 per statewide
candidate, per election

July 1983

Individual

None

$1,000 per year
per candidate

None

$1,500 per year
per candidate

None
None

Between $2,500 for

governor to $250 for

state representative

per election

(varies for each office)
A.ggregate limited to $15,000
Individual contribution to
political committee also

limited

$1,000 per statewide
candidate, per election

$500 per non-statewide
candidate

$3,000 per statewide



Corporate PAC Labor Individual

Georgia Prohibited from agents of None None None
public utility corporations

Hawai i $2,000 aggregate per $2,000 aggregate per $2,000 aggregate per $2,000 aggregate per
candidate, per election candidate, per election candidate, per election candidate, per election
$50,000 aggregate limit
from immediate family

ldaho None None None None
Illinois None None None None
Indiana $3,000 aggregate to None $3,000 aggregate to None
statewide candidates statewide candidates
and committees and committees
$1,000 aggregate to others $1,000 aggregate to others
$1,000 aggregate to all $1,000 aggregate to all
party committees party committees
($8,000 aggregate per ($8,000 aggregate to all
calendar year) party committees)
lowa Prohibited None None None
Kansas Prohibited from certain $3,000 to statewide $3,000 to statewide $3,000 per election to
corporations and their candidates per election candidates per election candidate for statewide office
majority stockholders $750 to others per election $750 to others per election $750 per election for
Otherwise, $3,000 to legislative office

statewide candidates
per election
$750 to others per election

Kentucky Prohibited None None $3,000 per candidate per
election
Louisiana None None None None
Maine $5,000 per candidate $5,000 per candidate $5,000 per candidate $1,000 per candidate
per election per election per election per election

$25,000 in the aggregate
per calendar year



Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

MontanaV

Nebraska

Nevada

*/ House candidates

Corporate
$1,000 per candidate

$2,500 aggregate per
election

Prohibited

Prohibited

Prohibited

$1,000 per calendar year
$250 per primary for
judicial candidates

None

Prohibited

None

None

in Montana cannot accept more

PAC

None, except for limits
on out-of-state PACs to
$1,000 per candidate,
$2,500 per election

None

$1,700 to statewide
office, $450 to state
senator, $250 to state
representative

Between $150 and $12,000 in
non-election years
depending on office

Limits are increased five
times for contributions in
election year

None, except for $250 per
primary for judicial
candidates

None

$8,000 to governor and
lieutenant governor

$2,000 to other statewide

$600-300 non-statewide

None

None

than $600 from all PACs.

Labor

$1,000 per candidate
$2,500 aggregate per
election

None

$1,700 to statewide
office, $450 to state
senator, $250 to state
representative

Between $150 and $12,000 in
non-election years
depending on office

Limits are increased five
times for contributions in
election year

None, except for $250 per
primary for judicial
candidates

None

$8,000 to governor and
lieutenant governor

$2,000 to other statewide

$600-300 non-statewide

None

None

Senate candidates cannot accept

Individual

$1,000 per candidate
$2,500 aggregate

$1,000 per candidate and
per committee per calendar
year

$1,700 to statewide
office, $450 to state
senator, $250 to state
representative

$25,000 aggregate limit
from immediate family

Between $150 and $12,000 in
non-election years, depending
on office

Limits are increased five
times for contributions in
election year

None, except for $250 per
primary for judicial
candidates

None

$1,500 to governor and
lieutenant goven, ;r

$750 to other statewide

$400-250 others

None

None

more than $1,000 from all PACs.



Tennossee
Texas
Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

Sources: Federal
Haley,

Corporate
Prohibited
Prohibited
None

$1,000 per candidate
per election

None
None
Prohibited

Prohibited

Prohibited

Election Commission®s National

PAC

None
None
None

$5,000 per candidate
per election

None
None
$1,000 per candidate

$1,000 to statewide

$500 to state assembly
Others: 4% of spending limit
which varies depending on
of fice

No limit

Clearinghouse on Election Administration,
1982.

Martin Companies, Inc., Campaign Contributions and Lobbying Laws,

Labor

None
Prohibited
None

$1,000 per candidate
per election

None

None

$1,000 per candidate
Prohibited, if labor
organization was

incorporated after
December 31, 1977

Prohibited

Individual
None
None
None

$1,000 per candidate
per election

None
None
$1,000 per candidate

$10,000 statewide per election
$1,000 for senate
$500 to state assembly
Aggregate limit of $10,000
per year for state and local
office and committees

$25,000 aggregate biennally
$1,000 per candidate biennally

"Campaign Finance Law 81" (Washington, D.C. 204G3)



New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina

South Dakota

Corporate

Prohibited

Prohibited from certain
corporations and their
majority stockholders

$000 per gubernntorj al
candidate

None
$5,000 for all political
activity per year

Formula based on voter
population

Prohibited

Prohibited
Prohibited

Prohibited

Prohibited from certain
corporations

Prohibited
None
None

Prohibited

PAC

None

$800 per gubernatorial
candidate

None

Formula based on voter
population

$4,000 per candidate

per election

None

None

$5,000 to state candidates
$1,000 to local candidates

None

None
None
None

None

Labor

Prohibited

$800 per gubernatorial
candidate

None

Formula based on voter
population

Prohibited

Prohibited

None

$5,000 to state candidates
$1,000 to local candidates

None

Prohibited
None
None

Prohi bitcd

Individual

$5,000 per election per
candidate

$800 per gubernatorial
candidate

None

$50,000 per campaign,
$150,000 for all political
activity per calendar year,
Formula based on voter
population

$4,000 per candidate
per election
None

None

$5,000 to
$1,000 to
$5,000 to

None

None
None
None
$1,000 to fcatewide candidates
$250 to 1-"gislative or county

candidates
$3,000 to parties



ONHIE . = .

TheWashington press corps asks the tough questions

President Fred Wertheimer

announced a “War on

PACs”” in a speech before
the National Press Club in February,
Following the speech, which was
broadcast live on Nauonal Public Radio,
Wertheimer took questions from the
Washington press corps and others in
the audience. Eelow are edited ex—
cerpts from the quesdon and answer
session,

Q

Why weren't you complaining
about PACs {political action com-

mittees] when organized labor had the
overwhelming share o fthem ?

I glad you asked that quesdon.

L N E

The advantages o fincumbency in a
political campaign Ifree mailingpri-

vileges, publicity, etc.] have been valued
at as much as a quarter of a million

A We were! You can look at the state— (dollars. What do you propose to give the
ments that CC put out in 1971, '12 anghallengers so they may beat incum-

"73 and 74 when labor was the
dominant [PAC] force. In fact, the lead-
cis of the fight in 1974 to open the door
for the PAC movement & growth were
labor organizadons. We were on the op—
posite side at that dme and ftwas a very
bitter fight. We think [PAQ] are bad for
the system regardless of where they come
from.

bents!

What we propose isa new system of

financing these elecuons. It3 in—
cumbents who really benefit most from
the present system— the percentage of
PAC money that went to incumbents,
rather than challengets, reached an all
dme high in 1982.

CC President Fred Wertlieimer amouncedCommon GLee™s " War inPACS nageahitefare teNaticaelResClilb in A rsoftte\\eshi
thpesand dtessstadattte heed teoke irduck @pray, E EdFaJKéDC TV; MaryMgrary, The Washington Pose, Rep. Daviid Cbey O-WE);
JomPRasm, Detroit News; andDon Traffic World Cllbm&umnm HDAN MBIk, CC
progranqaaatio's; Donvd eod, AP; Xy oookufff, NBC TV; Bven Trones, Time; 1; andWimielog, CC\olrie.
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We’'re asked, "Well, isn’t public
Financing of congressional races an ‘in-
cumbents’ protection act’?” You can ask
former Presidents Carter and Ford. They
were the first two presidents to ran under
the new system of public financing for
presidential races and also the first two
incumbent presidents to be defeated in a
40-year period. They will not tell you it’s
an incumbents’ protection act.

Also, for some strange reason, after a
decade, we have still not been able to
convince the majority of Members in
both the House and the Senate simul-
taneously that public financing is such a
good deal that they should grab it. The
fact is the new system [of public finan-
cing for congressional races] will give
challengers a better chance to compete,
but it won’t stop incumbents from being
able to run their races.

With public financing of congres-
sional elections, how would candi-

dates in the primaries be selected to

receivepublicfunds?

A

We think it has to be demonstrated that
the system will work at the general elec-
tion level first to show that it can work at
the primary level as well. The way funds
would be provided would be auite
similar to the way they are provided for
presidenual primaries now. You would
establish a financial threshold of small
contributions [that candidates would
have to raise before becoming eligible for
public matching funds] to separate the
viable candidates from the non-viable
ones.

Q

real aim o fyour organization full public

financing?

financing of general clecdons for

presidential campaigns. We believe
system for Congress that allows a role for
small private contribuuons [to congres-
sional campaigns] and which provides
public [matching] funds to make those
contributions much more important [to a

At this stage, we support public fi-
nancing of general elections— not

Common Cause has recently been
advocating partial public financing

No. We have supported full public

CoN&R&SIMW, YoURE
SUFFERING fronm
OVER-REGULATORY ZEAL

\

THERE'S AN ANTI-TRUST
EXEMPTION FOR DOCTORS

PENDINCr IN CON&RESS-

primaries. The reason is a practical one.

DUT T THINK
T KKJOW THE
CURE

\

TAKE A COUPLE THOUSAND
OF THESE AND VOTE
YES IN THE fAORNINCr

\

r-~-7

© 1983, LosAtedles TinesSyndicate. Reprinted with permission.

candidate]. That also allows a viable role
for the political parties. Candidates can

for congressional elections, but isn't then for office without being dependent

on [PACs] in a system that allows small
private contributions. They cannot do
that with PAC contributions playing the
role they’re playing today.

na
Are you at all concerned about
Qwealthy candidates, like Sen. Ed-
wa¥d Kennedy (D-Mass.) and H. John
Heinz (R-Pa.) who can afford to bankroll
theircampaignsfrom familyfortunes?

Yes, we're very concerned about the

advantage wealthy candidates have

under our current system. That ad
tage will always be there unless we can
pass public financing. Under a Supreme
Court ruling, a wealthy candidate is free
to spend as much of his or her money as
the candidate wants. But we can limit
that spending as pan of a public finan-
cing system, if the candidate agrees to
participate in it. If the candidate doesn’t
participate, you can provide additional
resources and public funds for the op-
ponent so that the opponent can com-

Common Cause

van-
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The source o fmoney is not the issue, it5 the
concept behindit, The whole system is infected
Lby PAC contributions] andthat’ what

as to be cured.

pcit. Public financing gives us the best
chance to stop the extraordinary advan-
tages that a wealthy candidate has today.

I f money is so important (for win-
ning campaigns], why dian 7 [mil-

sional campaign] in Minnesota?

Qlionaire Mark) Dayton win [his congresQ

Wealthy candidates don’t always
A win. Money isn’t a guarantee, but
I'd

situauon.

The source of the money is not the
issue, it’s the concept behind it. The
whole system is infected [by PAC contri-
butions] and that's what has to be cured.

Sorne people, such as New Yorker
political correspondent Elizabeth

o fpresidential races hasn 7 really [elimin-
ated special interest money]. Ifthat's the

like to point out that althougtease, why would public financing work

Dayton lost his race in Minnesota, he also
forced [his opponent], Sen. Durenburger
[R-Minn.], to spend three or four times as
much as he spent to win the same scat
just four years ago. Dayton made Duren-
burger a million-dollar PAC man.

Q

menting it?

Isn 7 public financing really an im-
practical solution? What about the

No—it's not an impractical solution.
We could spend a lot of time
talking about the difficulties of imple-
menting public financing, but we know
it can be done—because it has been
done, not only at the national level, but
at the state level. It’s been done in New
Jersey for gubernatorial races, and in
Wisconsin for state legislative races. The
real question is, will a new system put
us in a better situation than we’re in
today? The answer is yes. We’re in such
bad shape today there’s nowhere to go
butup.

How doyoufeel aboutsuch organi-
zations as the Councilfor aLiveable

Wodd[a group which supports a nucle

freeze] and the National Committee for
an Effective Congress [a liberal political
organization] which contribute [through
PACsJ to campaigns of congressional
candidates?

Our organization has problems with
PACs regardless ofwho forms them.

bureaucracy and disputes over impl

Q

any betterfor congressional races?

I don't agree with that analysis.

There have been some problems
with public financing of presidential elec-
tions, but 1think the system has worked.
The people who arc elected president
under this system cannot be indebted to
those who finance their campaigns—they
can and do get enough [public] money to
fin their elections without having to
become dependent on private groups or
individuals putting up money.

There arc some problem areas—such
as the role of independent expenditures
[since individuals or groups who are sup-
posedly independent of the candidate’s
official campaign organization can cir-
cumvent the current limits on campaign
contributions]. Such problems can and
should be dealt with—but they do not
mean the system doesn’t work. Imagine,
for example, how the presidential elec-
tion would L. tun in 1984 without public
funds, with individuals free to give a
million rather than a thousand dollars,
and you can see that the system to date
has accomplished its most basic goals.

I fyou limit the rote ofPACs, isn’t
there a danger of weakening the

tion Congress?

If we really clamp down on PAG, |
don’t think General Motors, the

AFL-CIO or ocher groups are going

lose their ability to speak. What they're

Alt’s natural for any group to lobby for itgoing to lose is their ability to use money

own point of view, whatever its philo-
sophy. But when you combine that
natural act with campaign contributions,
and then watch PACs’ campaign contri-
butions increase from $12.5 million in
1974 to $80 million in 1982—you know
you've gotten into a very unnatural

20 Common Cause

to obtain public policy decisions on their
behalf.

We're not going to eliminate interest
groups. We’re not going to eliminate
competing ideas. We’re not going to
eliminate lobbying, and we should not.
We are going to eliminate the vehicle

that is allowing corruption of the entire
political process today.

I fyou were to wage a successful war
on PACs, what role, ifany, would

Qyou leavefor PACs? What wouldyou of-

ferin theirplace to help provide access to
lawmakers?

Drew, have argued that public funding

Ideas, words, hard work—not
money. Our approach would leave a

role for PAG, but a vastly diluted role

such as that played in publicly financed
presidential campaigns. PAG gave less
than $2 million to the 1980 presidential
campaigns. That’s a minimal role, and
one which docs not allow them to
dominate or influence the system exces-
sively with money. We believe in preser-
ving a role for private money, and we also
believe that if you allow individuals to
give a small amount, you can allow a
group to give asmall amount.

Q

most o fus are ordinary people who have
primary responsibilities to our famdies
andjobs and have no desire to run our-
selves raggedgoing to political meetings?
What contribution can we make?

What do you see asa modelfor citi-
zen involvement in the electoral

Well, vote, for startets. There are a
variety of ways that people can be
involved in a campaign—and our
proach leaves room for small private con-
tributions for both candidates and the
political parties. But your question
evokes the often heard argument that
PAC money issimply an accumulation of

lots of small contributions and therefore
an important new way for individuals to

constitutionally guaranteed right to petparticipate in the political process. What

really happens is that those contributions
change their character when they go to a
PAC. They take on the identity of the in-
terest [group represented by] the PAC
tmather than that of the individual. Indivi-
duals, fortunately, arc more complex
than PAG. They weigh a variety uf
things in trying to decide whether their
representation in government is good
or bad. PAG have a much narrower
agenda, and thus fragment the system.
They are not a positive vehicle for
allowing people to participate in the
political process. .

process—taking into account thefact that

ap-



The public, the press and evensome Members ,

Some Members of Congress
have been willing to buck the
system and call for reform of
tne way their campaigns arc fi-
nanced. They join many out-
raged citizens who are de-
manding an end to a system
that undermines our basic no-
tions of democracy.

The phenomenal increase in
PAC spending and the abuses
that have followed have not
gone unnoticed by the press
cither.

Just a few weeks after the
1982 elections, an editorial in
Business Week endorsed pub-
lic financing of congressional
elections and limits on die
amount of PAC money a can-
didate can accept. “Feats are
growing that the proliferation
of PACs—sponsored by
unions, corporations, associa-
tions and ad hoc collections of
like-minded people—is bal-
kanizir.g the nauon's political
process as swarms of candi-
dates and well heeled special
interest groups josdc to trade
political favots for money,"
said Business Week.

In perhaps the most com-
prehensive look at the role of
money in politics, The New
Yorker magazine published a
two-pan scries examining the
PAC phenomenon. Staff
writer Elizabeth Drew wrote,
"The processes by which Con-
gress issupposed to function
nave been distorted, if not
overwhelmed, by the role of
money. The ability of even the
best of the legislators. . . to act
independently.. . has been
seriously impaired."

Common Cause

Other members of the
media have added dicir voices
to the debate. The New
Republic called congressional
campaign fundraising “a kind
offinancial arms race [in
whichl candidates from both
parties aggressively solicit funds
from PACs—who in turn
solicit votes from Members of
Congress." Time magazine
published a cover story en-
titled "The PAC Men: Turn-
ing Cash Into Votes." Other
stories appeared in The New
York Times, The Washington
Post, The Los Angeles Times,
Newsweek and U.S. Newsand
World Report.

Common Cause con-
tributed to public awareness
during the 1982 elections with
die aid of a new computer
system to "track the PACs.”
With the help of the new
computer, CC was able to pro-
vide the most sophisticated
analysis to date on PAC con-
tributions to 1982 congres-
sional candidates. Among the
highlights of CC’s media ef-
forts:

« Interviews that contri-
buted to election coverage by
ABC, NBC, CBS, Canadian
Broadcasting Corp., British
Broadcasting Corp. and Cable
News Network.

¢ A fuil page rundown on
PAC contributions compiled
by CC that appeared in The
Washington Post shortly be-
fore the elections.

« An Associated Press story
that described CC as " the
recognized leader in the pri-
vate sector for watchdogging
elecrion finances."

This Congress, CC will con-
tinue to provide up to the
minute information on the
role money is playing in Con-
gress. By comparing PAC con-
tributions with congressional
votes on key pieces of legisla-
tion, Common Cause hopes to
provide even more dramatic
and timely evidence that PAC
money does influence votes.

Along with public support
for change, some Members of
Congress are beginning to
speak out about the pressures
and problems of PAC money
in poliucs. There’swhat some
of diem have had to say:

Sen. RobertDole
(R-Kan.)

When these political action
committees give money dicy
expect something in return
other than good government.
It is making it much more dif-
ficult to legislate. We may
reach a point where ever/body
is buying something with PAC
money. We cannot get any-
thing done.

Sen. Thomas Eagleton
(D-Mo.)

It virtually forces Members
of Congress to go hat in hand,
begging for money from spe-
cial interests whose sole pur-
pose for exisring is to seek a
quidpro quo. The scandal is
taking place every day and will
conunue to do so while the
presentsystem is in place.

Rep. Barber Conable
(R-N.Y.)

I’'m scared. These new PACs
not only buy incumbents but

V



A ofCongress are saying enough s enough

)

affect legislation. It’s the same
crummy business as judges
putting the arm on lawyers
who appear before them to fi-
nance their next campaign.

Rep. Thorms Downey
(D-N.Y.)

You can’t buy a congress-
man for $5,000. But you can
buy his vote. It's done on a
regular basis.

Rep. Les Aspin
(D-Wis.)

What you are talking about
here is changing votes at the
margin. O f course, there arc
certain issues where people are
going to vote forsomething,
no maucr what. But then there

arc undecided votes at the
margin that can be tipped by
PACs. Also, there are various
degrees of being fora bill—

cosponsoring it, or fighting for

it in committee, in debate, on
the floor, or in a leadership
role on the floor. PAC funds
can determine a Member’s in-
tensity as well as position.

Rep. David Obey
(D-Wis.)

When a large number of
groups which nave made sub-
stanual contributions to Mem-
bers are all lobbying on the
same side ofan issue, the pres-
sure generated from these ag-
gregate contributions is enor-
mous and warps the process. It
isas if they made asingle, ex-
tremely large contribution.

Rep.Jim Leach
(R-lowa)

I can remember a Member
coming up to me from an ur-
ban area and asking how to
vote on a particular milk [issue]
based upon what the milk lob-
by wanted, because he had re-
ceived milk [lobby] funds. |
drought that was fairly ridicu-
lous. Itwasn’t in his consti-
tuents’ interest, and he didn’t
even look at the merits of the
bill. He looked at what his ob-
ligations were.

Sen. William Proxmire
(D-Wis.)

PAC money is not free; it
has strings attached. PAC
money represents specific ecO'

nomic or ideological interests.
Campaign contributions help
open doors, help to advance
special interest rather than the
public interest.

Sen. Daniel Inouye
(D-Hawaii)

The fact remains that when
someone gives you a thousand
or two thousand dollars, he
expects thatdoor to be open to
him—and he gets a little pre-
ferential treatment... . You
have 10 people vying for one
hour. A staff member will say,
‘I think you ought to sec Mr.
So-And-So and Mr. So-And-
So. We'll send letters to the
others.” Often that decision
depends on the level ofsup-
port.

Common Cause 13



Rep. W. Henson Moore
(R-La.)

If he [th- Member of Con-
gress] knows you aren’t politi-
cally active, he may be polite
to you, but if you really want
to sec him perk up ana be
interested in what you say, let
him know you represent a
political action committee that
isgoing to be active in the
next election.

Rep. Dan Glickman
(D-Kan.)

Itwouldn't be a problem if
every side had a PAC, but
everyone doesn't. There aren't
PACs on every side of the is-
sue. Public interest is less well
addressed than it used to be
when political parties had
more influence in congres-
sional laces. As [Sen.] Bob
Dole says, there is no ‘Poor-
PAC.' Likewise there isn'ta
‘Used Car Buyers PAC,” a
‘Milk Drinkers PAC,' ora
‘SickPAC.’

14 CommnnCauw

House Minority Leader
Robert Michel (R-111.)

(On legislation setting levels
for the farm industry’s price
supports): The dairy industry
spreads an awful lot of money
around and that gets reflected
in votes out here, I'm afraid.

Sen. Dale Bumpers
(D-Ark.)

Money is the number one
political problem our country
isfacing. ... You can’t have a
sensible debate about how
much isenough for defense
when those PACs are contri-
buting so much.

Rep. Barney Frank
(D-Mass.)

We are the only human beings
in die world who are expected
to take thousands of dollars
from perfect strangers on im-

portant matters and not be af-
fected by it.

Rep. Tim Wirth
(D-Colo.)

PACs are a scandal waiting
to happen.

APACPAILFES
THEWAY FO1

The public, Members of Congress and the
press aren’t the only ones calling for an end to
the PAC system. At least one PAC, sponsored
by the National Asphalt Pavement Association,
has also said enough is enough.

The road makers’ PAC gave $66,770 during
the last wo elections and was one of the first
construction industry PACs formed in the
'70s. Injanuary, itclosed down.

Among the reasons given by the group’s
president in a recent letter to Members of
Congress: the "ludicrous” amount of money
being spent on elections; the growing public
percepuon that a Member's vote can be “pur-
chased or rented"”; and the belief that closing
down its PAC won’t lessen the group’s ability
to represent 'ts interests before Congress.

By taking this unusual step, the group says it
hopes "to encourage the Congress to examine
the present trends in the financing of cam-
paigns and to prescribe remedies before the

elections."

IN



TESTIMONY OF
ARCHIBALD COX
CHAIRMAN, COMMON CAUSE

before

Task Force on Elections
Committee on House Administration

Faneuil Hall
Boston, Massachusetts
July 8, 1983

Mt -



TESTIMONY OF ARCHIBALD COX BEFORE TASK FORCE
ON ELECTIONS OF THE HOUSE ADMINISTRATION
COMMITTEE OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

July 8, 1983

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Task Force:

I appreciate the opportunity to testify before you on the
most important domestic problem now facing the Congress and the
American people: the skyrocketing cost of congressional election

campaigns and the increasing influence, or appearance of influ—

ence, of special interest money. I appear as Chairman of Common
Cause. I am also a student and teacher of constitutional law at
Harvard.

It is peculiarly fitting that one of your Task force hear—
ings be held here at Faneuil Hall. This very building - this
room — is one of the places where government of the people, by
the people, and for the people was born. Your deliberations upon
the reform of the financing of political campaigns for election
as U.S. Senator or Representative in Congress will determine how
well - may even determine whetb r - that form of government

will survive.

I. PERSPECTIVE
The problems of money in political campaigns are not new.
We got where we are in four phases.
The first massive infusion of special interest money into a
federal campaign occurred in 1832 when Nicholas Biddle and the

Bank of the United States spent $800,000 to $1,000,000 in



Watergate made voters keenly aware of the consequences: of
the Milk Producers Association®s pledge of $2 million to Presi—
dent Nixon"s campaign for reelection, given at the same time as
the Nixon Administration®s grant of an increase in the support
price of milk; of the approval of American Airlines® application
for profitable routes shortly after a large and unlawful corpo—
rate contribution to the party in power; and of the settlement of
antitrust litigation against International Telephone and Tele—
graph shortly after an ITT subsidiary agreed to underwrite a
large portion of the expenses of the Republican Party"s national
convention.

Congresr responded by enacting the Federal Election Campaign
Act amendments of 1974. Congress solved the problem - it pretty
much eliminated the evils - in the context of Presidential
campaigns, and in doing so in pointed to the solution that ought
to be adopted for Louse and Senate races. In primary campaigns
the federal government agrees to match with public funds the
first $250 of each private contribuJion received by a candidate
after raising enough to cross a specified threshold. In the
general election each major party may elect to receive an equal
allowance under a formula that actually yielded each major party
candidate $29.4 million in 1980. In return, the candidate 1is
required to agree.to limit personal expenditures and to pledge
that neither he nor any political committee authorized by him
will make expenditures or incur debts in excess of the public

allowance. So-called "independent expenditures™ by any other



candidates in the pursuit of office. Then the second factor came
into play. The Supreme Court held mat 1involuntary overall
ceilings on a candidate®s expenditures are unconstitutional.
After that the PAC loophole allowed a flood of special interest
money from labor unions as well as corporations, and also from
trade and professional associations.

This is the core of the problem today. Campaign expendi —
tures continue to skyrocket. PAC contributions increase even
faster, so that the dependence of candidates upon PAC contribu—

tions becomes proportionately greater in each election:

YEAR TOTAL EXPENDITURES PAC CONTRIBUTIONS PAC PERCENTAGES
1974 $ 74 million $12.5 million 16%
1976 99 million 22.6 million 22%
1978 194 million 35.1 million 22%
1980 239 million 55.2 million 29%
1982 343 million 83.1 million 30%

The public is increasingly distressed and dismayed by these
figures. Not just the media but men and women everywhere speak
with varying degrees of worry, anger and cynicism of "the finest
Congress money can buy.™ This "nifty"” 1is unfair to many di —
vidual members, but it expresses what the public sees. Gallup
poll released in December 1982 reveals that by a majority of 55
to 31 the public favors public financing of congressional

campaigns and a flat prohibition on all other contributions.

(I THE PRESENT DANGERS
These two trends - skyrocketing expenditures in congres—

sional campaigns and the increasing dependence of House and



3. PAC money favors incumbents and disadvantages challen—
gers . There are currents and cross-currents, but the statement

is markedly true on the whole because PAC money goes preponder —

antly to incumbents. In ,1982, for instance, each major category
of PAC - business, labor, trade association, and the like -
gave more money to incumbents than to challengers. PAC money in

the 1982 election went to incumbents over challengers at a ratio
of over three to one, according to the Federal Election Commis—
sion.

4. PAC money is distorting the congressional process. Even
if there is little to show that PAC contributions are explicitly
made quid pro quo, several kinds of evidence go far to demon—
strate that PAC contributions do influence votes on Capitol Hill
— in congressional committees and also on the floor of the
Senate and House of Representatives.

Occasionally a PAC figure acknowledges the [link. Justin
Dart, the chief executive officer of Dart Industries, acknow—
ledged that dialogue with politicians "is a fine thing but with a
little money they hear you better.”™ The chairman of the Grumman
Aviation PAC acknowledged that their contributions do buy access:
"We don"t expect contracts because we give someone $5,000. But
the likelihood of us getting in to see the Congressman is much
higher.™.

Pointed comments have come from Members of Congress them—
selves. Senator Robert Dole of Kansas, who is not given to
exaggerated statement, observes, "When these PACs give money they

expect something in return other than good government."

jLXi*.



received on the average more than $100,000 each from PACs in the
1982 campaign. Energy industry PACs alone provided nearly half a
million dollars for members of the bmmittee. As Representative
Obey has pointed out, "[W]hen a large nv ber of groups which have
made substantial contributions to members are all lobbying on the
same side of an issue, the pressure generated from those aggre—
gate contributions 1is enormous and warps the process. It is as
if they had made a single, extremely large contribution "

5. The cumulative effect of these trends i1s to breed
cynicism to present government to the average person as a rip-
off, and so to erode confidence in democracy. The 1974 testimony
of John Gardner, then Chairman of Common Cause, 1is equally
applicable today: "There 1is nothing in the political systenm
today that creates more mischief, mere corruption, and more

alienation and distrust on the part of the public than does our

system of financing elections.”

I11. THE REMEDY
Only the foolhardy would claim to have a _~tal and ideal

solut™ n to the problems surrounding the financing of election
campaigns. I know only that progress must be made - and made
soon. | am pretty well convinced, and submit to you now, that
the solution you recommend, 1in addition to retaining ceilings
upon the size of contributions and the bans on corporations and
labor unions, must embrace four principles if it is to be

effective:
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The provision for overall ceilings is essential. There 1is
no reason for government to assist in supplying unlimited cam—
paign funds beyond those appropriate to run a solid race. It is
also the pressure to escalate spending that gives advantage to
the wealthy, drains the time and energy of the candidates, and
forces candidates to look to sources of money whose acceptance
gives rise to an imprecise but nonetheless reciprocal obligation.

The absence of spending limits in congressional races
creates four other problems for our political systen.

First, large differences in ability to finance mass media
advertising, including television spots, gives the wealthy
candidate or the candidate supported by great wealth an advantage
unrelated to his or her personal merit or the merits or popular—
ity of his or her political views. It is difficult to prove
precisely how much difference money makes but no practical
politician doubts its importance. The ability of one candidate
or the candidate™s supporters to marshal vastly larger sums tl
their opponents with which to buy time or space in the mass media
often becomes a decisive factor in the outcome.

Second, the infusion of massive amounts of money emphasizes
competition of mass media advertising rather than of ideas or
ability to perform well in public office. No doubt a restriction
reduces the size of the audience reached. But the amount of
money spent in modern campaigns bears almost no relation to the
number of issues discussed or the depth of their exploration. As
Judge Skelly Wright observed, "The ceilings on giving and spend—

ing take from wealthy citizens, candidates or organizations only
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ceiling and the government assistance. Under these circumstances
it would be unfair to enforce the limit.

3. Congress should protect candidates against the activ—
ities of "political committees”™ formed to make so-called "indepen—
dent expenditures™.

In the 1980 election so-called independent "political
committees™ were established to raise and spend money in support
of Ronald Reagan 1in excess of the amounts the candidate was
allowed to spend under the system of public financing of Presi—
dential elections. To allow the practice to spread unrestrained
would lead to the circumvention of other ceilings on overall
candidate expenditures and quite possibly to circumvention of
restrictions upon contributions. Such independent expenditures,
when truly indepen lent, can also be embarrassing and unfair to
the candidate they are intended to help.

Three methods of dealing with the independent expenditure
problem have been suggested:

(@ Imposition of a very low ceiling upon independent
expenditures by any "political committee,” such as presently
applies to a Presidential election campaign in which the candi—
date accepts public funds.

(b) Invoking the doctrine of Red Lion Broadcasting Co. V.
FCC, 395 U.S. 367.{!9j9 to require any broadcast licensee who
allows the broadcast of a program or advertisement supporting one
of rival candidates to give any other candidates equal free time
in which to reply.

(¢c) Providing government funds to match such expenditures.
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rerunning the candidate®s most successful 45-second television
spots. In such a case the spender says nothing; he supplies
money that essentially serves the same function as a contribu—
tion: it buys advertising. At the former end of the range,
where the individual is truly engaging in self-expression, there
may be some justification for equating restrictions on spending
with restrictions on speech. At the latter end, where the
individual, like the contributor, 1is simply putting up money in
order to buy space or time for another®s speech, the lower level
of constitutional protection applicable to contributions would
seem appropriate even in the case of individual expenditures.

The statute before the Court, Section 608(e), prohibited even
expenditures to give one"s own speech. To hold Section 608(e)
unconstitutional the Court had only to decide that that form of
expenditure is constitutionally protected by the First Amendment.
The Court did not have to decide and may not have decided
anything about other forms of individual expenditure, such as
those typically initiated by organized committees for advertising
in the media of mass communication.

Similarly, although the Court did indicate that at least
some expenditures by "persons or groups"™ are protected, there 1is
scant reason to suppose that the word "groups" was intended to
apply to a formally structured committee organized to solicit
contributions and make expenditures in support of a candidate or
candidates. The Court could just as easily have had in mind a

small circle of friends or associates who jointly write an appeal



