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Date

MINUTES OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION & ELECTIONS.
The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Kent Glasscock at 9:00 a.m. on March 10, 1998, in Room

521-S of the Capitol.

All members were present except: Representative David Haley, Excused
Representative Ray Cox, Excused
Representative Larry Campbell, Excused

Committee staff present: Mary Galligan, Legislative Research Department
Mike Heim, Legislative Research Department
Dennis Hodgins, Legislative Research Department
Theresa Kiernan, Revisor of Statutes
Fulva Seufert, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee: Mr. Bill Beachy, Executive Director of Common Cause Kansas
and representing Kansas Alliance for Campaign Reform
Mr. John Exdell, Associate Professor of Philosophy, Kansas
State University
Charles M. Benjamin, Ph.D., J.D., Kansas Natural Resource
Council and the Kansas Chapter of Sierra Club
Ms. Mary Ann Bradford, League of Women Voters of Kansas
Ms. Jan Kruh, Congressional District Coordinator, AARP/VOTE
Mr. Franklin W. Neff, Common Cause (written only)
The Rev. David E. Grimm (written only)
Mr. Grant Denny, President of the KSU Progressive Coalition
(written only)
Mr. Robert J. Brown (written only)

Others attending: See attached list

The Chairman opened the Public Hearing for HB_2810.
HB 2810 - Kansas Clean Money Campaign Finance Reform Act

Chairman Glasscock welcomed Mr. Bill Beachy, Executive Director of Common Cause Kansas, who spoke
on behalf of the Kansas Alliance for Campaign Reform as a proponent for HB_2810. Mr. Beachy said that
the purpose of the Kansas Clean Money Campaign Reform Act is to provide a clear, voluntary alternative to
the current system of raising and spending private money to finance Kansas candidates’ elections. He said
that this idea proposes an entirely new system whereby candidates can choose to continue relying upon private
financing, but they could also opt to participate in the new system. (Attachment 1.)

The Chairman asked Mr. Beachy if he would like to introduce the next guest who wanted to speak in favor of
HB 2810. Mr. Beachy introduced Mr. John Exdell, Associate Professor of Philosophy, Kansas State
University, who said that he was speaking on behalf of the Coalition for Campaign Reform in Manhattan. He
mainly addressed the following three items: 1) Identification of the problem with the current system of
financing elections in Kansas; 2) Information gained from their recent research into the sources of money in
the 1996 Kansas legislative races; and 3) Why they feel the Clean Money approach offers the only effective
solution to the problems of the present system. (Attachment2.)

The next proponent was Charles M. Benjamin, Ph.D., J.D. who represented the Kansas Natural Resource
Council and the Kansas Chapter of Sierra Club. Dr. Benjamin said that the passage of the Clean Money
Reform Act would help restore Kansans’ faith that their legislators are not bought or beholden to special
economic interests. (Attachment3.)

The Chair next recognized Ms. Mary Ann Bradford who represented the League of Women Voters of Kansas.
Ms. Bradford said that the “League believes that the methods of financing political campaigns should ensure
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ELECTIONS, Room 521-S Statehouse, at 9:00 a.m. on March 10, 1998.

the public’s right to know, combat corruption and undue influence, enable candidates to compete more
equitably for public office, and allow maximum citizen participation in the process.” (Attachment4.)

Chairman Glasscock welcomed Ms. Connie Stewart, Kansas AFL-CIO, who spoke as a proponent of HB
2810. Ms. Stewart pointed out that the Kansas AFL-CIO believes that voluntary public financing of
campaigns is the best option for solving the problem of special interest influence in the legislative process.
She stressed that the complete leveling of the playing field for all candidates is true reform. (Attachment 5.)

Chairman Glasscock welcomed Ms. Jan Kruh, Congressional District Coordinator, AARP/VOTE, who spoke
as a proponent of HB_2810 and said that she has been a volunteer advocate for Kansas campaign and lobby
reform since 1995. She commended the Committee for its part in the progress that has been made through the
passage of several campaign reform bills during the past three sessions. Her testimony stated that 17 states are
now looking at this model legislation, and that Maine was the first state to adopt a similar bill. She commented
that Missouri is now considering the same. (Attachment®6.)

Due to lack of time for additional conferees, Chairman Glasscock called the Committee’s attention to the
written testimony of Mr. Franklin W. Neff, member of Common Cause, Public Citizen, the MoKan Alliance
for Democracy, the Organizing Committee for the Independence Party of Kansas, AARP, and the Kansas
Alliance for Campaign Reform. (Attachment7.)

The Chair called attention to the written testimony of the Reverend David E. Grimm of Burlingame, Kansas,
who represented the Unitarian Universalist Fellowship of Manhattan and the Unitarian Universalist
Association. (Attachment 8.)

Written testimony was presented from Mr. Grant Denny, President of the KSU Progressive Coalition, who
listed 6 criteria involved in an effective campaign finance system that directly or indirectly affect young adults.
(Attachment 9.)

Chairman Glasscock called attention to the written testimony of Mr. Robert J. Brown of Leawood, Kansas
and represented a Concerned Citizens Group. (Attachment 10.}

Testimony from the following was handed out at the end of the meeting: Paul Fairchild, Lawrence Coalition
for Peace and Justice; Joyce Luschen, Overland Park, Kansas representing members of United We Stand
America in Kansas; Dale L. Fooshee, Council Director, Kansas East Conference of the United Methodist
Church. (Attachments 11, 12, and 13.) .

Chairman Glasscock thanked all the conferees, and since it was time to go to Session, closed the Public
Hearing on HB _2810.

The meeting adjourned at 10:05 a.m.

The next meeting is scheduled for March 11, 1998.
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Common Cause
KANSAS

House Bill 2810
Proponent Testimony
10 March 1998

My name is Bill Beachy and I live in Topeka. I am the Executive Director of
Common Cause Kansas and am speaking today on behalf of the Kansas Alliance for
Campaign Reform. I will introduce you to the bill and review its contents section by section.

The purpose of the Kansas Clean Money Campaign Reform Act is to provide a clear,
voluntary alternative to the current system of raising and spending private money to finance
Kansas candidates” elections campaigns--and, in so doing, to address any obvious loopholes in
our current campaign finance system that would otherwise weaken or undermine this proposal.
Unlike other campaign finance measures, the primary thrust of the Clean Money Act is not to
alter or reform the current system; it is to offer a whole new system. Under a Clean Money
system. candidates can choose to continue relying upon private financing, but the Act provides
strong. though non-coercive, incentives for them to participate in the new system.

The principle incentive is that the Clean Money Act allows qualified candidates to
mount competitive campaigns for public office without resorting to the kind of private
fundraising that can consume enormous amounts of time, compromise elected officials’
independence, and undermine the public’s confidence in its elected officials.

This Clean Money Act offers eligible candidates who can demonstrate a threshold level
of public support a set amount of public funding for both primary and general election
campaigns. Public support is demonstrated by raising a specific amount of small
contributions from registered Kansas voters. Candidates receiving Clean Money funding then
must agree not to raise or spend any other private money. Once the campaign begins, their
spending is limited to the amount of Clean Money they receive. If participating candidates
are outspent by non-participating opponents or targeted by independent expenditures, they
may receive additional, matching funds with which to respond. To maintain a financially
level playing field. the Clean Money Act tightens the definition of independent expenditures.

Revenue for the Clean Money Fund will come from an income tax check-off system
similar to the one in place for presidential elections and direct government appropriations to
make up the balance of what is needed. The Clean Money program could be revenue neutral
if the cost is offset by new revenues or elimination of unnecessary tax exemptions and other
subsides previously granted to major campaign contributors.

The cost of implementing a Clean Money system for congressional elections is
estimated 1o be less than $5.00 per year for the average taxpayer. The cost per taxpayer of

such a system for Kansas elections, legislative and statewide races combined, is estimated to
be at most that much and probably less.

I would now be glad to take you through the bill, section by section.
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KANSAS ALLIANCE FOR
CAMPAIGN REFORM

. JOIN US! =

Dedicated to restoring democratic principles
to Kansas’ elections.

PRINCIPLES:

1. Reduce the escalating cost of elections.

2. Level the playing field for candidates so that anyone who is qualified can compete regardless of
wealth or access to it.

3. Level the playing field for contributors so that everyone has an equal voice.
4. Sever the connection between the influence of special interest money and elections.

5. Restore meaning to the principle of one person, one vote by eliminating wealth as a determinant
of a citizen's influence within the political process.

6.  Free candidates from the constant preoccupation with raising money and allow them more time to
serve the public interest.

The Kansas Alliance supports proposals consistent with these principles. These may include full
disclosure requirements, limits on soft money, electronic reporting, and public financing.

WE HOPE YOU CAN JOIN US

AARP Kansas » Church Women United In Kansas e Common Cause Kansas ¢ Concerned Citizens of Johnson
County * Focus Central America of Wichita ¢ Independence Party of Kansas * Kansas AFL-CIO  Kansas
Farmers Union » Kansas Natural Resource Council « Kansas Reform Party  Kansas Sierra Club » Lawrence
Coalition for Peace and Justice * League of Women Voters of Kansas « Manhattan Alliance for Peace and
Justice  Manhattan Coalition for Campaign Reform « Manhattan Unitarian Universalist Fellowship » Mo-
Kan Alliance » Peace and Social Justice Center of South Central Kansas » Topeka Center for Peace and Justice
* United Methodist Church-Kansas East Conference * United We Stand America.

For more information call 785-235-3022.
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Kansas Clean Money Campaign Reform Act
House Bill 2810

Clean Money I'unds Summary

Allowable Total Individual Qualifying Minimum number
expenditures (Sec. 7) Contributions Contribution of contributions
Primary General to qualify* (Sec. 5) (Sec. 2) to qualify

Governor $710,000 1.420,000 5% = $106,500 $100 1065

Other

Statewide 135,000 265,000 5% = 20,000 100 200

State Senate 25,000 25.000 10% = 5.000 50 100

State House 15,000 15,000 10% = 3,000 50 60

*Based on a 95% grant of Clean Money funds to gubernatorial and other statewide candidates and a 90% Clean Money grant to
legislative candidates (Sec. 0).



(@5]
[¢7)
£
2

Sec. 4

Sec. 7

Sec. §

Kansas Clean Money Campaign Reform Act
House Bill 2810
Section Descriptions and Explanation

Name of act
Definitions used in the act

How the Kansas Clean Money Campaign Fund is financed
A check-off on income tax returns, similar to the Federal procedure, encourages citizen

participation. Additional appropriation, as needed, by the legislature ensures adequate funding for
all participants.

Candidate’s Statement of Intent

Required of all participating candidates. An early date for withdrawing the statement of intent to

participate in the Clean Money system provides adequate notice to opposing candidates and avoids
unfair campaign practices.

How a candidate qualifies for Clean Money Campaign funds
The four separate steps protect the integrity of the process and ensure that only candidates who are
opposed by viable candidates in the primary or general election can receive Clean Money grants.

An essential aspect of determining candidate qualification is the ability to raise funds in small
amounts from a number of individuals. This is the only private money that can be raised by a
candidate seeking to become eligible for Clean Money funding. It enable contributors, rich and
poor, to help the candidates they support by providing the early money that candidates need to "test
the waters" and to qualify for Clean Money funding. It reflects real grassroots support for a
candidate--high enough to screen out frivolous candidates who are unable to demonstrate a
threshold level of support and low enough so as not to present a barrier to serious challengers.

Limitation on use of personal funds
Prohibition of contributions from private sources

To reduce the reliance on special interests, contributions from all sources except individuals is
prohibited, including a limitation on the use of the candidate's own funds.

Clean Money funds available

Qualified candidates receive almost full funding of their campaigns from the Clean Money Election
Campaign fund.

Allowable expenditure amounts for campaigns

The expenditure limits, based on recent Kansas campaign expenditures, are set high enough to
ensure a full presentation and discussion of the issues.

Voluntary compliance for non-Clean Money candidates

This is an additional means of maintaining spending limits since it forces candidates to conduct
their campaign within the targeted amount.

Additional Clean Money funding for participating candidates opposed by non-participating
candidates or by independent expenditures

The limited maich of expenditures is high enough to ensure the participating candidate’s ability to
rebut opposing messages, but is limited to ensure budgetary integrity. It is subject to lesser scrutiny

(over)
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by the courts than would be the case of limitations of expenditures by the non-participating
candidate or by independent sources.

Exclusions from allowable expenditure amounts

Certification of Clean Money candidates by the Kansas Commission on Governmental
Standards and Conduct
Payment of Clean Money grants by the Department of Revenue
To ensure a smooth and accountable administrative process from the time of the candidate’s
qualification to the receipt of Clean Money funding.

Candidate’s designated bank account
To ensure accountability and control of Clean Money funds.

Clean Money funds remain property of State of Kansas

Return of unspent Clean funds
To provide the state with additional leverage for recovering misappropriated funds, this provision
vests a state interest in the Clean Money grant funds until properly disbursed or encumbered. In
addition, candidates cannot return grant funds late in the game so that they might escape
contribution or expenditure linits.

Prohibitions on Clean Money expenditures
Wording of candidate statements to Commission
To ensure appropriate use of Clean Money funds.

Proof of payment to Commission
Because public funds are involved, the candidate must demonstrate the appropriateness of the use of
funds. The Commission is given the flexibility to determine what constitutes sufficient proof along
with the authority to conduct an audit of the campaign records.

Loan procedure to be repaid with Clean Money
Allows the statement of intent to be used as security for a loan.

Reporting requirements for independent expenditures
Necessary to issue additional Clean Money funding to participating candidates described in Sec. 8.
Uses the 1998 language from Senate Bill 432 and House Bill 2664. Disclosure requirements in
general are subject to lesser scrutiny by the courts than limitations on the source and size of
contributions.

Penalties for violations of the act
Intentional violations are serious political crimes and should receive significant fines or
imprisonment.

Rules and Regulations established by Commission
Ties this act to the administrative procedure of Kansas' Campaign Finance Act.

Additional reporting period added to current law
Needed to coincide with other requirements in the act regarding qualifications for Clean Money
Jfunding.

Repeal of current law
A technical requirement.

Effective date of act, January 1, 2000.

/-5



TESTIMONY FOR HB 2810: CLEAN MONEY CAMPAIGN REFORM

For the Governmental Organization and Elections Committee
March 10, 1998

By John Exdell
Associate Professor of Philosophy, Kansas State University

My name is John Exdell. | am speaking to you on behalf of the Kansas
Alliance for Campaign Reform, and also for the Coalition for Campaign Reform in
Manhattan. The Manhattan groups working together for reform include the
Manhattan-Riley County League of Women Voters, the Manhattan Chapter of the
AARP, the Manhattan Retired Teachers Association, the Manhattan Unitarian Fel-
lowship, and the Manhattan Alliance for Peace and Justice. These groups are all
committed to the goal of comprehensive and effective campaign finance reform at
the state and national level. They have a combined membership of about 650,
and regularly inform their memberships on this issue through newsletters and pub-
lic meetings in the Manhattan area.

In my comments | will address three questions:

1. What is the problem with the current system of financing elections in
Kansas?

2. What can we learn from our recent research into the sources of money in
the 1996 Kansas legislative races?

3. Why does the Clean Money approach offer the only effective solution to
the problems created by the present system?

l. What is the problem with the current system of financing elections?

I invite you to imagine yourself as the plaintiff in a personal injury suit. The
attorneys have just completed their summary arguments to the judge who is about
to retire to consider his decision on the case. Now imagine that your adversary's
attorney approaches the bench with a briefcase containing $1000 in cash, and
offers this to the judge as a "gesture of appreciation for the good work the judge
has done" in adjudicating the trial. The judge takes the money with a warm smile,
shakes hands with its donor, and retires to his chambers.

Naturally, you would be shocked and outraged. You would regard the judge
as irreversibly compromised by the offer alone, not to speak of his acceptance of
it. Nor would it matter whether the gift was given openly at the end of the trial or
more discreetly before the trial began.

But now what if this kind of "donation" were a regular and perfectly legal
practice in our judicial system?

What if judges routinely depended upon gifts from those who brought cases
to their court as an essential resource for gaining and retaining their positions on
the bench? Imagine that our justices were often grateful for these donations
because without them it would be impossible to win or hold on to their jobs.

House GOand E
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Now | think you would conclude that the entire judicial system was funda-
mentally corrupted and no longer trustworthy. You would think that it was time
for urgent measures to get private money out of judicial sphere.

Today, the American public has lost confidence in their legislative representa-
tives for the same reason. In poll after poll by large majorities they say:

--"my vote doesn't count because special interests buy the loyalties of
candidates”

--"elections are becoming too expensive"

--"candidates and lawmakers are too caught up in the money chase"

--"elections are a sham, because good candidates without money or connec-
tions to special interest funds don't have a fair chance of competing for office"

--"the USA is a democracy in name only, because in reality wealthy special
interests call the shots.”

By all accounts, we find growing cynicism and distrust, and a steady with-
drawal from participation in the political process.

We think that these conclusions, and this distrust, are reasonable and justi-
fied. In our view, it cannot be regained until we deal with the core problem
inherent in our current system, and that is the influence of private money given to
candidates competing for public office.

This system of private funding undercuts a defining premise of a democratic
society: Citizens must be able to participate on equal terms in the political system.

This principle is fundamental. Because we say we believe in it (1) everyone
gets one vote; (2) all ideas and political views are allowed - no one can be
excluded because of the content of their political views; (3) we pay public officials
a salary, so that not just the very wealthy can afford to occupy public office.

True, in the nation today, in Kansas today, everyone gets one vote. But to
most citizens the few who finance the electoral system enjoy a kind of gold-card
citizenship. Their candidates are the most likely to win elections. After the elec-
tions, these contributors have special access to their legislator's ear. In com-
mittees their representatives may exercise veto power over bills they don't like.
And in policy-decision circles their ideas get the loudest amplification.

Despite their equal vote and equal rights, those who lack the leverage of
money are in reality citizens riding in the second class section, at best. They are
right to suspect that they will not be fairly represented when elected officials make
decisions on health care issues, on the distribution of the tax burden, on environ-
mental protection measures, or on contested budget priorities.

Il. What can we learn from our recent research into the sources of money in the
1996 Kansas legislative races?

Please look at the sheet of graphs entitled "Money and Politics in the Kansas
Legislature.”

The data we analyzed in this study were obtained from the Kansas Commis-
sion on Governmental Standards and Conduct, and pertains to the 1996 primary



and general races for both House and Senate seats. We did this study because
we wanted to give this Committee - and the people of Kansas - a clear overall
view of who gives money directly to the candidates in state legislative races.

Notice that we left out contributions given through Party PACs and Party
Committees. These sources contributed only about 7.5% of the total, and when
their contributors are analyzed, it turns out that the overall pattern in our top graph
remains unchanged.

Notice also that we did not distinguish PAC money from money given directly
by business, labor or other organized interest groups. We also included out-of-
state money coming from these categories. In these graphs contributions are all
added together: direct contributions and PAC contributions, in-state and out-of-
state. (Again, only Party PACs and Party Committees are excluded.)

We think this study helps dispel certain common misunderstandings about the
current private financing system:

#1. "The problem is that certain ideological groups - e.g., conservative
Christians or the National Rifle Association - are funneling lots of money into
candidates' campaigns.”

In the top graph (right hand bar) we see that all single-issue or ideological
groups gave only about 2% of the total. It's true that single issue/ideological
groups inject additional funds to benefit candidates indirectly through independent
campaigns. This is not represented on our sheet. But my guess is that these are
still a fairly small percentage of overall spending for legislative races. We need to
address the problem of independent campaigns. Still, the core weakness of the
current system is the influence of private money given directly to candidates.

#2. "Labor unions are a major source of campaign funds in Kansas elec-
tions.”

The combined contributions of labor comes to only 7.3% of the total. Labor
is outspent by businesses by a ratio of over 7:1 and by individuals by about 4:1.

#3. "Special interests balance each other out.”

Not really. Again, for example, business contributions dwarf those by labor
unions.

If you look at the graph at the bottom, you will see that groups whose inter-
ests are often in conflict with environmental protection - e.g., construction, real
estate, oil and gas corporations, and agriculture - have invested $612,000 in
Kansas political campaigns. What did environmental organizations supporting
clean air and water and nature conservancy give? As far we could tell, nothing.

Look at the medical and health industry. Combine that with insurance com-
pany donations. These groups together gave nearly $380,000 in campaign con-
tributions. Compare this sum to that given by groups who promote com-
prehensive reform of the private health care delivery system. Again, no match.



#4. "Contribution to candidates is an important way that individual citizens
participate in the democratic process."

In the top graph, look at the bar representing "Individuals,” second from the
left: $1,376,200.

This came from less than 1/2 of 1% of the electorate of Kansas. Over
99.5% did not give at all.

More importantly, the less than 1/2 of 1% who gave were almost certainly
not economically representative of the electorate at large.

To see this, look at the information in the middle of the page, under the head-
ing "What About Individual Contributions?” Here we have a revealing breakdown
of the individual contributions.

Only about 11% of the total individual contributions came in amounts less
than $50.

Less than 20% of the total came in amounts less than $100.

82% came in amounts over $100.

The average contribution in this category was $178.

Keep in mind that the figure of $178 is the average size of a contribution for
those over $100. But many of these contributions came from the same individu-
als, who gave to more than one candidate, or from members of the same
household. Thus the average contribution over $100 given by each household
would be even higher, probably well over $200.

This is not an amount likely to be given even by average middle class citizens
or by working people. It is an amount almost certainly coming from people who
are in the social and economic elites of their communities.

The point is that individual contributions are not coming from average
Kansans. They are coming from a very tiny minority of the electorate whose
needs and interests may often be very different from the needs and interests of
the average working or middle class citizen.

#5. "Money in politics is only a serious problem at the federal level, not in a
state like ours.”

Please look at the bottom graph. There you see the amounts given by the
largest interest-groups. With the exception of the KNEA, they are all businesses,
and mostly large corporations, entities who exist to maximize profit. That is their
legal and social purpose. Their goal is not charitable, or philosophical. It is not
about civic ideals and community improvement. | am talking about, for example,
Boeing, Koch Industries, Kansas Farm Bureau, Phillip Morris, and Texaco. As we
all know, these corporations are first and foremost concerned with the bottom
line.

When they give money, therefore, they are in effect making an investment.
They expect something for it. They expect a return. And so | think the people of
Kansas need answers to the following questions:

s



What did agribusiness get for its $89,900 investment in the Kansas legisla-
ture?

What did oil and gas corporations get for their $251,600 investment?

What did big tobacco get for its $99,200?

What, for example, did Phillip Morris get for its $62,900?

What did Koch industries get for its $33,650?

What did Boeing get for its $84,200?

What did Kansas City Community Bankers get for their $31,600?

What did AT&T get for its $22,375?

What did the Trial Lawyers get for their $32,275?

| don't assume that anyone in this room has the answers to these questions.
Here is my point: the reality in Kansas is basically the same as that in the federal
arena. In Kansas, as elsewhere, big private interests invest large sums of money
to elect the officials they want, or to influence them later. This subverts democ-

racy in our state, just as it does in the nation as a whole.

lll. Why does the Clean Money approach offer the only effective solution to the
problems inherent in the present system?

Here is what we need from a system of financing campaigns:

1. We need a level playing field for candidates so that access to private
wealth doesn't determine who wins elections.

2. We need to level the playing field for individual contributors so that
candidates do not depend on wealthy individuals to bankroll their campaigns.

3. We need to eliminate special interest influence flowing to private donors.
4. We need a way to hold down the cost of campaigns.

5. We need to minimize the strain of campaign fundraising.

6

. We need to be consistent with constitutional rights of free speech, as
these have been interpreted by the U.S. Supreme Court.

No system that depends heavily on private funding can achieve these goals,
no matter how much we tinker with it.

For example, suppose we greatly restrict funding by PACs? What will be the
result?

More money will flow into the system through the donations of wealthy pri-
vate individuals. More money will flow into independent campaigns, bypassing all
the restrictions on donations to candidates. In Oregon, where this approach has
been tried, it has caused a boom in independent campaigns.



Suppose, instead, we put low limits on individual contributions, as has been
done by voters in several states. This can certainly level the playing field for pri-
vate donors. But relying on small contributions can make it difficult for candidates
to raise enough money for an effective campaign. Either many campaigns will not
be adequately funded, or parties will look for rich individuals to run for office, so
that they can pay their own way with no limits at all.

The Clean Money approach in HB 2810 avoids these problems. It achieves
all six reform objectives together. We urge this Committee to approve this bill so
that the whole legislature can consider and debate its merits. If you do, you will
take an important step forward towards the goal of integrity and fairness in our
democracy.

26



The following reflects the campaign
contributions received by all candidates num-
ning for Kansas House and Senate seats in the
1996 elections. All data was obtained from
the candidates campaign disclosure reports
filed with the Kansas Commission on Gov-
ernmental Standards and Conduct.

Contributions were classified as
"individual" if they came from private per-
sons, whatever their affiliation with specific

Money and Politics in the Kansas Legisl:
Sources for 1996 Election Campaigns

iterests; as "business” if they came from
commercial enterprises or professional asso-
giations with members engaged in commer-
cial activity, either directly or from business
PACs; as "labor” if they came from labor
unions or organizations, either directly or
from labor PACs; as "single issuefideologi-
cal" if they came mainly from non-profit
groups focused on a specific policy issue or
communicating an ideological viewpoint

re

1ation, National
Organization for Women, anti-abortion, or
pro-choice organizations).

Omitted in the chart below are contri-
bution to candidates given from Party PACs
or Party Committees. These sources con-
tributed only about 7.5% of the total, and
when their contributors are analyzed, the over-
all portions given by the five categories re-

mains unchanged.
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Testimony in Support of H.B. 2810
Enacting the Kansas Clean Money Campaign Reform Act

March 10, 1998

Charles M. Benjamin, Ph.D., J.D.
Attorney at Law
Legislative Coordinator
Kansas Natural Resource Council
Kansas Chapter of Sierra Club
935 S. Kansas Ave., Suite 200
Topeka, KS 66612

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, it is with a great deal of pleasure that I come
before you today in support of H.B 2810, the Kansas Clean Money Campaign Reform
Act. On behalf of the Kansas Natural Resource Council and Kansas Chapter of Sierra
Club I participated in the Kansas Alliance for Campaign Reform that drafted this bill. The
members of the organizations that I represent have many goals for Kansas. Examples
include the preservation of non-renewable natural resources; the encouragement of
renewable energy sources and efficiency of energy usage; the discouragement of urban
sprawl; surface water quality and subsurface water quality; sustainable agricultural
practices; the minimization of the use of pesticides and herbicides; and the preservation
of threatened and endangered species. We feel that we reflect the views of a majority of
Kansans who want to preserve our natural resources and environment for future
generations of Kansans. We want to believe that our elected officials reflect those values
and carry out those values in enacting laws that govern public and private activities.
Unfortunately, the laws that we see passed, or fail to see passed, often seem to reflect the
wishes of special interests who are more concerned about short term profits than the long
term sustainability of their actions. Whether it is strip mining in southeast Kansas - that
left acres of land scarred and, in the case of Galena, created a toxic Supertund site; oil
drilling practices in south-central Kansas - that threatens to pollute the Equus Beds
acquifer; industrial activities in Wichita - that has created plumes of underground
pollution threatening drinking water; or the current situation of hog factories in western
Kansas - that threaten to pollute groundwater, air and the integrity of Cheyenne Bottoms
and Quivira National Wildlife Refuge Kansans have seen a repeated pattern of profit
taking at the expense of clean-ups imposed on future generations. We Kansans do not like
to think that our legislators are “bought” or that they are otherwise beholden to special
economic interests. Especially when it comes to clean water and air and preserving our
natural resources we like to think that legislators act out of motives higher than who will
finance their next election. In that spirit I encourage to pass the provisions of H.B. 2810
and send a strong message to the economic interests and to the people of Kansas that this
legislature is not the best that money can buy but is the kind of legislature that Kansans
present and future deserve.

Thank you.
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THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN
VOTERS OF KANSAS

9192 S. KANsSAs AVENUE TOPEKA, KS 66612 PHONE & FAX: 785-234-5152

TESTIMONY ON HB 2810 BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE
ON GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION AND ELECTIONS
March 10, 1998

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

I 'am Mary Ann Bradford representing the League of Women Voters of Kansas. The
League is a multi-issue, nonpartisan, political organization whose purposes are to
encourage the informed and active participation of citizens in government and to

influence public policy through education and advocacy.

The League believes that the methods of financing political campaigns should ensure
the public’s right to know, combat corruption and undue influence, enable candidates to
compete more equitably for public office, and allow maximum citizen participation in the

process.

The current campaign finance system is too expensive, it gives special interests too
much influence, it shuts people without money or access to money out of the process
and it eats up the time of elected officials who should be serving the voters, not the

funders.

The current system also undermines citizen confidence in government. Public opinion
polls repeatedly show that most Americans believe that government is run for the
benefit of special interests rather than the ordinary citizens. More and more citizens find

this unacceptable.

Eighteen months ago, the League began a project entitled Making Democracy Work

that has been measuring five indicators of a healthy democracy: voter participation,
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campaign finance, civic education and knowlegde, diversity of representation, and civic
participation. Each key indicator points to a continuing, significant systematic loss of
vitality—a picture of a democracy in trouble. The League believes that the trends
demonstrated by these indicators are interrelated and mutually reinforcing. “Low voter
turnout, for example, increases the power of special interests in the system and
reduces the likelihood of campaign finance reform. The failure to enact campaign
finance reform ensures, in turn, that the money barrier remains too high for many
women and minorities who might otherwise consider running for office. And the
continuing disengagement from citizen participation raises the danger that too few
Americans have the experience and knowledge needed to help their communities
resolve problems for the common good” (Charting the Health of American Democracy-

A Report from the League of Women Voters, June 1997).

Clean Money Campaign Reform offers a new approach to financing elections by

providing a voluntary alternative to soliciting special interests. It is the best way to

address what voters want fixed in the current system:

e Campaigns that cost too much money

» Elected officials spend too much time raising money instead of devoting their full
energies to the duties of public office

e The special interests that provide most of the money for political campaigns have
too much say over the lawmakers

¢ Only those who can raise thousands of dollars, or are themselves wealthy, can run
for office.

Clean Money Campaign Reform offers a new approach to financing elections by
providing a voluntary alternative to soliciting special interests. Our current system of
private money politics establishes an institutional bias of unequal representation.
Because of the dependence on large contributions, our elected officials are naturally
more responsive to those interests. The voices of those who can't or don't give are
muted by the dollar power of those who do give.



It is a mistake to think that everyone’s interests can be considered “special interests”
and in the end they all will balance each other out. Most of the interests of non-wealthy
people-particularly those in our society who are the most vulnerable-have virtually no
financial clout at all. PACs that provided 37% of the monetary contributions to House
candidates in the 1996 election period did not represent the unemployed or under-
employed or people dependent on public housing, public hospitals, and public

transportation.

Clean Money Campaign Reform works for both candidates and voters. Citizens as
taxpayers can contribute to the Clean Money fund through the income tax checkoff at
$4.00 per taxpayer In order to be eligible for a Clean Money grant, candidates must
privately raise 5% of the expenditure limit of campaigns for statewide office and 10% for
House and Senate seats. These private contributions can be given only by individuals
and in an amount no greater than $100 for statewide campaigns and no greater than
$50 for House and Senate campaigns. This requirement for eligiblility permits voters to
contribute to a candidate’s campaign for election at an amount of money commensurate
with their financial circumstances. More voters can participate in the campaign of the
candidate of their choice.

Clean Money Campaign Reform equalizes the amount of money candidates for a
particular office will receive as grantees. Such voluntary limitations will probably require
some ingenius planning to use the Clean Money grant most effectively. The importance
of this provision is that all candidates , whether incumbent or non-incumbent, will be

working within the same fixed sum of money.

Citizens deserve a government that is responsive to their needs rather than the need of
special interests. The Clean Money approach frees candidates from their dependency
on special interest contributions, it levels the playing field between challengers and
incumbents, and it limits campaign spending. The League hopes that you will support
HB 2810. Thank you.
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on House Bill 2810
by
Connie Stewart
March 10, 1998

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I thank you for the opportunity to
appear before you on House Bill 2810. My name is Connie Stewart and I am here
today representing the thousands of members of the Kansas AFL-CIO and their
families.

We support House Bill 2810 because our members are no different than the
general public. Over the last twenty years, they have become increasingly
skeptical about the political process and their role in it. They, like most other
citizens, believe that government’s failure to address their problems is the direct
result of too much campaign money from special interests and the priority that is
given to the agenda’s of those special interests who write the big checks. They
believe that special interest money carries too much weight, at a tremendous cost
to ordinary taxpayers.

We believe that voluntary public financing of campaigns is the best option to
solving the problem of special interest influence in the legislative process. House
Bill 2810 would create a level playing field, both for candidates and voters. By
limiting even qualifying contributions to individuals and setting the limit at $100
for statewide and $50 for House and Senate candidates, no one is able to exert
undue influence in campaigns, regardless of their access to wealth. Ordinary
citizens would be just as important as the wealthiest contributors. I realize that
there are those who define labor organizations as “special interests” and you may
perhaps be puzzled by our support of this bill. However, I believe that Dr. Exdell
provided you with a handout that shows that labor’s level of contributions are
proportionate with our membership as a percentage of the voting population, but,
regardless, we are willing to give up the right to make contributions to candidates
under this type of system because it truly does level the playing field. With
campaigns publicly financed and contribution levels for qualifying contributions
within reach of ordinary citizens, and with spending limits on campaigns, there is
no need for business, labor or organizations to be in the business of political
contributions.
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Because House Bill 2810 addresses the potential situation of opposition candidates who choose not
to participate in public financing and independent expenditure campaigns mounted against publicly
financed candidates with additional grants, we believe the participation rate would be very high.
There is really not any incentive for candidates to not participate. Indeed, judging from the
participation rate in the system of partial public financing for presidential elections, the participation
rates are likely to be even higher for full public financing. Since 1976, of the dozens of Republican
and Democratic candidates who have run for President, only three have rejected public financing in
favor of spending or raising their own money. Interestingly, none of these three candidates have been
successful. We feel that there is likely to be strong voter disapproval of candidates who choose not
to participate, thereby providing little incentive for non-participation. Therefore, the Clean Money
system creates a completely level playing field for candidates.

Every year before the session begins, we hear talk about campaign finance reform and every year
there are numerous pieces of legislation introduced. We believe that the problems inherent in the
system cannot be dealt with piecemeal. Indeed, it seems that every time it is tried, the more
complicated the system becomes and, therefore, the more loopholes are created. We believe that only
the approach of public financing can truly address the problems.

I have heard statements about a lack of public interest in campaign finance reform. Indeed, it has not
yet become citizen’s top priority, but when citizens are asked what they don’t like about the political
system, their overwhelming response is “the money.” There is a lot of polling data which indicates
a high level of public support for voluntary full public financing. Brad Bannon’s 1994 polls in five
states found majorities in each who backed public financing. Polling data collected in a number of
different states in mid-1997 show a solid majority of voters - Republicans, Democrats, and
Independents alike - said they favored a Clean Money-type proposal. A Gallup poll conducted in late
October, 1996, found that 65 percent of the respondents favored full public financing, with only 27
percent dissenting. The Gallup Organization has asked its question repeatedly since 1974 and its
current findings reflect the highest level of support for public funding since the aftermath of
Watergate. In none of the Gallup surveys since 1974 has support for public financing dipped below
50 percent.

We believe that it is a high priority for the public and that you only have to look at the increasingly
lower and lower levels of participation in elections to see it. Voters are voting with their feet and
staying home on election day in ever-increasing numbers because of their growing distrust of the
system. We ask that you help to restore the public trust in the system in Kansas by passing favorably
House Bill 2810. To quote John Anderson, former congressman and presidential candidate, “The
American people instinctively know that when big money rules, ordinary voters are left out in the
cold. Our mission is nothing less than to restore our faith in government and to strengthen our
national institutions so that they may endure and be passed on in good health to our children.”

Thank you.

—
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AARP

Bringing lifetimes of expericnce and leadership o serve all generations.

HOUSE BILL 2810

Kansas Clean Money Campaign Reform Act
House Committee on Governmental Organization and Elections

JAN KRUH
Congressional District coordinator, AARP/VOTE
March 10, 1998

Statement to: Representative Kent Glasscock, Chair, and members of the House Committee on
Governmental Organization and Elections.

My name is Jan Kruh and | am a volunteer member of Kansas AARP/VOTE. | have been a
volunteer advocate for Kansas campaign and lobby reform since 1995. Today | am addressing
House Bill 2810, the Kansas Clean Money Campaign Reform Act.

| often hear it said that Kansans don't care about the large sums of money spent on election cam-
paigns. This is not true. When the Kansas AARP membership, of which there are 360,000, was
canvassed for legislative priorities three years ago, the topic receiving the highest number of votes
was campaign finance reform. Further, | have had the opportunity to address a number of groups in
Riley County on this topic: i.e., National Association of Retired Federal Employees, National Associ-
ation of Retired Teachers, League of Women Voters, AARP, and others.

The members of these groups are outraged to learn that the actual 1996 campaign contributions to
House and Senate candidates reported by the Kansas Commission on Standards & Conduct was
more than $4,763,000. To further hear that $2.5 million or 53% of this amount was contributed from
commercial enterprises or professional associations with members engaged in commercial activity
was even more disturbing. And, 82% of individual contributions were in amounts of $100 or more.
Even with the best of intentions, policy makers are frequently influenced by special interest groups for
help in financing elections, or, at best, this is the perception of our citizens. It is reasonable to believe
that organizations that contribute large sums do so with the expectation of furthering their interests.

With the House, the Senate, and the Governor working together, some progress has been made
through the passage of several campaign reform bills in the past three sessions. We commend you
for this.

It is now time to look at a more sweeping campaign reform act -- House Bill 2810 for Kansas.
Seventeen states are now looking at this model legislation. Maine was the first state to adopt a
similar bill. Missouri is now considering such a measure.

Please be assured that Kansans are not ignoring this issue. Most Kansans have a deep concern
about today’s trends. We urge you to give early and serious attention to Campaign Finance Reform.
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PRESENTATION TO KANSAS HOUSE COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION AND ELECTIONS
March 10, 1998
By
Franklin W. Neff

I am a member of Common Cause, Public Citizen, the MoKan Alliance for Democracy, the
Organizing Committee for the Independence Party of Kansas, AARP, and the Kansas Alliance for
Campaign Reform. | do not claim to represent those organizations, but | know that many mem-
bers of those organizations agree with my comments here this morning.

During the years that | have been presenting my views to this committee and its counter-
part in the Kansas Senate, | have discussed campaign reform with people around the state, |
have often heard the comment, “It won’t do any good. They’ll never give up getting that money!”

| think some of those people believe that Kansas legislators make a lot of money and do
the work here just for the money. | think others know that running for office — and serving in the
legislature — can be expensive, for those of who are on modest budgets.

So you have to chase money in order to be in the legislature. You have had no option.

Now you have an option. Now you can end the need to give special attention to corpora-
tion X or contributor Y because you don’t need them. House Bill 2810 gives you the option to
obtain campaign financing in a way that doesn'’t require you to be making all those requests for
campaign contributions to the corporations, associations, wealthy individuals, and whomever.

And think how the lobbyists will be happier that they are not getting phone calls to come to
a rally or dinner and — in parentheses — bring some greenbacks.

This bill makes it possible for you to conduct a respectable and effective campaign without
needing money from special interests. And citizens will know that you are not needing to enter
those quid pro quo relationships with corporations and other sources of campaign funding. You
will be responsible to the citizens in your district and in the state generally. You will have no spe-
cial obligations to any group or organization, other than those citizens.

| meet regularly with the members of the MoKan Alliance for Democracy, and campaign
reform is a regular topic of concern. Mist are attracted to the Clean Money Elections concepts
which are in this bill. Some of them work in Missouri to get such a law there. They plan to use
the initiative if their legislature fails to act on it this session.

Getting this bill on the floor of the House and into the Senate is an unusual opportunity to
do something good for yourselves and good for the citizens of this state. | believe that the citi-
zens will recognize that you are doing so.

| surely hope you will do it. We intend to do our part for democracy by keeping on urging
you to do so.
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The Rev. David E. Grimm
426 East Santa Fe Avenue
Burlingame, Kansas 66413

I believe in the United States of America. | believe in our system of representative democracy. To me,
it’s a noble ideal.

I don’t imagine, however, thart being a public servant is an easy thing. I, and those of us who have
never sat where you sit, can’t really know all that you do for the good of the people of Kansas. We
can’t really know just how hard it is to sit down with your colleagues on both sides of the aisle,
deliberate upon the common good together, and come up with the kind of decisions that will benefit
us all. I can’t really know how difficult and frustrating that process is, nor can I really know the kind
of pressures involved in your work, or the unreasonable expectations placed upon you, or the
demands made upon your time.

I imagine, however, that being a public servant has its satisfactions and its perks as well. Your work
must also involve some pleasurable acrivities, those things that put spring into your step simply
because you love doing them. Now | could be totally wrong about this, but I don’t suspect that
raising money is one of those tasks. Is that the best part of the work that you do? Is it your favorite
part of the job? Or is it just the ticket that gets you into the chamber so you can work with the other
ticket holders? The amount of money needed to be elected, or reelected to public office, increases
with every election. And the big question is, will the escalating costs of election campaigns ever end?

We're hoping that House Bill No. 2810 will start the process of bringing thar escalation under
control. We're hoping that one day, raising huge sums of money will not be part of your job
description. We're hoping that you and your colleagues will discuss this proposal now, make
improvements on it, and vote on it.

There is a cynical spirit abroad in the land which says that politicians who raise so much money are
not only spending less time on the jobs they were elected to do, they are also getting rarnished in the
process. What if, one day, you could say in Kansas, “I’ve only used clean money.” What if, one day in
the USA, every politician could say, “It’s all been clean money.”

I urge you to consider adding Kansas to the list of states that have already passed clean money bills.
Be a groundbreaker. Start the process today! Let’s put Kansas on record as a trend-setting state. Let’s
be part of the groundswell that will one day bring about significant campaign finance reform to our
beloved country, for the good of us all.

Thank you for hearing us today. We are grateful for the work that you do for all of us.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of
the Unitarian Universalist Fellowship of Manhattan and
the Unitarian Universalist Association.
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The Rev. David E. Grimm
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Testimony in Support of the Kansas Clean Money Campaign Reform Act
March 10, 1998

Presented to the Governmental Affairs Committee

Chairman Kent Glasscock and members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity to
speak to you in support of the Kansas Clean Money Campaign Reform Act and specifically its
importance to college students. My name is Grant Denny and I am the President of the KSU
Progressive Coalition, a networking organization for groups and individuals on campus concerned
with progressive issues. I have spent a summer in the Washington D.C. office of Common Cause
working to support campaign reform legislation at the national level. I am also writing my senior
thesis on the constitutional implications of the Supreme Court's decision in Buckley v. Valeo.

There are several reasons why students from across the country and in Kansas support
comprehensive campaign finance reform legislation. Jamin Raskin of American University's
Washington College of Law and John Bonifaz, formerly an attorney at the Center for Responsive
Politics, have developed six criteria that an effective campaign finance system must meet'. Each
of these criteria directly or indirectly effects young adults.

1. The extent to which all citizens are meaningfully able to run for office.

The present system of privately financing public campaigns in Kansas requires candidates to raise
enormous sums of money before they are even able to compete for public office. In effect, this
system has created a wealth primary. Students and young adults simply do not have the incomes
or the friends with wealth that are necessary to run competitive campaigns. In a democratic
society, excluding a group from public office due to their age or income is unacceptable. A public
financing system would easily remedy this situation by guaranteeing that each candidate who
demonstrates public support will receive appropriate funding.

2. The extent to which all social groups find themselves fairly represented in the ranks of
candidates for public office and are able to exercise effective influence on the political
process as a whole.

Privately financing campaigns also means that those who can afford to contribute large sums of
money have an disproportionate influence on public officials. Campaign contributions buy
influence. Former Congressman Mel Levine stated that,"On the tax side, the appropriations side,
the subsidy side, and the expenditures side, decisions are clearly weighted and influenced . . . by
who has contributed to candidates."* If they didn't have some effect, why would the Oil and Gas

! Raskin, Jamin and John Bonifaz. Columbia Law Review. "The Constitutional Imperative and Practical
Superiority of Democratically Financed Elections”. May. 1994, p. 1160,

? See the 1995 publication from the Center for Responsive Politics entitled "10 Myths About Money in
Politics".
HL’)L.\SG (D O an A E
3098
A ("t‘a(_’_lﬂﬂ’\ff"\"’ C}



(g

industry have contributed over $250,000 to candidates for the Kansas legislature in 19967°
Unfortunately, there is not a lobbying organization for students at Kansas universities which can
afford to donate tens of thousands of dollars to candidates. Being optimistic, lets say that
students across the state donated a total of $10,000 and the candidates who received those funds
realized they were coming from students. The Oil and Gas industry would still have 250 times as
much influence as university students. Again, the present system discriminates against those who
are young or who lack large sums of money. Public financing would virtually eliminate the
unequal influence that big money has in Kansas politics.

3. The extent to which meaningful democratic debate is facilitated and citizens are
empowered to express their points of view.

Ironically, one of the most often repeated criticisms from opponents of campaign finance reform is
that it would stifle political dialogue which is the most sacred form of First Amendment speech.
When compared, it is quite obvious that the public financing system proposed in House Bill 2810
would be far superior to the present system of funding campaigns which excludes such a large
percentage of the Kansas population from communicative participation in state government. The
war chests that incumbents build up often discourages good citizens from even attempting to run
for office. Are we really satisfied with the quality of communication that occurs in campaigns
now? All of the students that I speak with are fed up with the shallow nature of political
campaigns. A system of publicly financed campaigns guarantees that both sides would have an
equal opportunity to utilize their First Amendment rights.

4. The extent to which the social costs of campaigning are kept down.

The costs of the present system are enormous. There of course are the rising costs of campaigns
in Kansas. There are also the indirect costs which are a result of misguided policies that are
adopted because of the influence of special interest money. The proposed public financing system
would only cost each Kansas taxpayer four dollars per year. Even for college students, this is a
minimal investment to have a truly democratic government.

5. The extent to which "frivolous" candidacies are discouraged.

The Clean Money Bill would not open the door to those who would merely want to make a
mockery of the electoral system. Candidates for legislative office must raise qualifying
contributions that total at least ten percent of the expenditure ceiling to be eligible for public
funding.

¥ See study done by Kansas Coalition for Campaign Reform on the 1996 Kansas legislative elections.



6. The amount of time that elected officials. their staffs, and other candidates end up
spending on raising money and reporting campaign contributions.

As those elected to public office are all too aware, raising campaign contributions requires an
enormous amount of time. This is time that could and should be spent representing the interests
of their constituents. The proposed public financing system is administratively simple and vwould
significantly reduce the pressure on candidates to raise large sums of campaign funds,

Students are concerned about privately financing public campaigns. It has distorted our
democracy so that money plays an ail too important role in deciding who can competitively run
for office and who elected officials listen to when they make decisions about key legislation. I
urge you to lend your support to this grassroots effort by voting in favor of committee passage of
the Kansas Clean Money Campaign Act. Thank you for your time and patience.

Respectfully submitted,
) .
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President of the KSU Progressive Coalition



CONCERNED CITIZENS GROUP

ROBERT J. BROWN
00

12000 Pawnee Lane ¢ Leawood, KS.66200 ¢ USA
Phone (913) 345-0341 ¢ Fax 345-0372 ¢ Email greyfox16@juno.com

Memorandum in Support of HB 2810

Testimony given before the House on March 10, 1998

Members of the House Committee and Fellow Kansans:

Almost by definition, those who have the power to tax and spend other
people’s money, are going to be pressured to expend that money for the greater
benefit of one person or group over another.

Without question lobbyists and in most cases campaign finance donors are
looking for a return on their “investment”. Very few donors contribute to the
election of a candidate because they like their hair-do or the cut of their jib.

Human nature being what it is, there exits a pressure, psychological or
otherwise, on an elected official to “dance with the one that brung ya”.

The fact is that less than half the eligible voters actually took the time to vote
in the last general election. Many reasons can be proffered to explain this
indifference or lack of interest but probably one of them is the feeling -- “What
good is it to vote --these candidates have already sold their soul to the big donors.”
This is especially true at the National level, but to a lesser degree, in the state races
as well.

Polls show that 76% of the American people do not trust their government.
We feel this statistic ties into the way campaign’s are financed.

This is not only sad but very very bad for the future of this country. In light
of the recent revelations of foreign money into the campaign coffers in Washington,
the situation is getting worse. Yet neither party at the Federal level indicate a
willingness to address the issue of legalized bribery under existing finance laws.
People like Senators Lott, McConnell, Brownback and Roberts are ignoring reality
and their constituents. Iknow because I and others in this room dumped thousands
of petition signatures for campaign reform on Sam’s desk. We will remember in
November.

Today the Bankers and the multimillionaires are so brazen that they publicly
DICTATE to Congress what they are to do. If you doubt me, get a copy of the
Feb. 11th issue of the Washington Post or the N.Y, Times. You will see two full
pages of marching orders given to Washington and signed by the listed millionaires.
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CONSTITUENT REPRESENTATION?

The FCC is considering requiring free air time (TV and radio) for political candidates.
The Senate recently voted against campaign reform and the House is now dancing around the
issue.

One reason the-officeholders give for not eliminating unlimited dollars in soft money
bribes is the high cost of campaigning (most of it spent on TV time). They say it is imperative to
get out their message -- you know, things like “Read my lips, no new taxes,” “Elect me and I
will cut your taxes” - followed by one of the largest tax increases in history and “Elect me and I
will bring the most ethical administration ever to Washington.”

Corporate greedsters like Michael Eisner, who make millions off the free use of the
public airwaves are lobbying against the free air time and they have the bucks to buy
“influence”. Their campaign donations to both parties would overfill anybody’s piggy bank.

How this issue is finally resolved could well determine whether our Republic will
survive.

I suggest you contact your elected officials who begged you to vote for them and find out
whether they are going to represent open and fair debate or whether they intend to represent the
big money elite. This will determine my vote in November.

R. J. Brown
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Senators challenge
FCC effort to impose
regulation on stations.

By PAUL FARHI
The Washington Post ~

- WASHINGTON — Congres-

sional leaders are moving to shut

down efforts by the Federal Com-
munications Commission to re-
quire that radio and TV stations
provide free air time for political
candidates, a campaign reform
idea gdvocated by President Clin-
ton. == '
- Legislation that would prohibit
the=FCC from considering free-
tir#. proposals has been intro-
dijtgd by Republican Sens. John
Mg@ain of Arizona and Conrad
Burns of Montana, who expect it
tgé';s'écomc part of an appropria-
tions bill that will be voted on by
{E&Senate this month. If passed,

thik Mieasure would cut off FCC °

farrds for discussion of the matter,

thereby killing it.
?85 Chairman William Ken-

nard,. with Clinton’s backing,
wantsto open a formal proceeding
that could lead to a regulation re-
quiring the nation’s radio and TV
broadcasters to make time avail-
ableto candidates. :

Given the high cost of media
time, Kennard and other propo-

nents of the idea say it could help -

wean candidates from their re-
liance on raising private funds. Po-
litical candidates at the local, state
and federal level spent more than
$400 million on radio and TV ads
in 1996, according to one television
industry estimate. The cost of this
media time accounts for as much
as 60 percent of all expenses in a
congressional campaign.

“We are motivated by an undeni-

able sense of disaffection among -
i the American people about the

way campaigns are funded,” Ken-
nard said. “What keeps coming
back to us is that we have a cam-
paign finance system that is bro-
ken.”

Last week, following the Senate’s
rejection of campaign finance leg-
islation, Clinton sent a letter to
Kennard, saying the failure to act
on reform legislation would ensure
“that the fund-raising arms race
that has consumed both parties
will only worsen.” He asked the
agency to move ahead with pro-
posals for free air time, bypassing
Congress. ;

But the idea is opposed by many
in Congress and by the powerful
National Association of Broad-
casters, whose members flooded
Capitol Hill offices last week to
lobby against it.

Opponents of the FCC’s involve-
ment frame their objections pri-
marily as a jurisdictional matter —
saying campaign reform is Con-
gress’ issue to deal with, not the

"FCCss. : ;
“Do we want.to fundamentally

change the electoral process in
America by giving the authority to
an unelected, regulatory agency
that has no expertise in the mat-
ter?” said McCain Friday. “There
are significant questions about
who (the air time) would be given
to, and under what circumstances.

Does Lyndon LaRouche get free -

TV time from prison?” G
* “This is solely and completely
the purview of Congress,” said Na-
tional Association of Broadcasters
President Edward O. Fritts.

In fact, the Congressional Re-
search Service, part of the Library

‘of Congress, last year said the

FCC has “discretionary authority”
to impose free-time requirements
on stations as a condition of their
government-granted licenses.
McCain has previously advocat-
ed the free-time idea. A free-time
proposal was contained in early
versions of the McCain-Feingold

“ree air time for candidates
doesn’t sit well n Congress

backs free time. Taylor, a former
Washington Post political reporter,
adds that broadcasters oppose free

" time primarily because they would

have to forgo revenues earned from
political campaigns.

“In this one, broadcasters and
Congress are codependent in pre-
serving the status quo,” Taylor
said. “Congress is self-interested,

_and the broadcast industry has an

economic interest to preserve. It
deserves a black eye for resisting
this.”

The industry was also a major
contributor of “soft” money to
both the Democratic and Republi-
can parties during the two years
preceding the 1996 elections.

Rupert Murdoch’s News Corp.,
owner of the Fox network and the
largest owner of TV stations in the

* United States, gave $744,700 to the

Republican Party, according to
Common Cause. Time Warner
Inc., owner of the WB broadcast
network and Warner Bros. studios,
gave $321,000 to the Republicans
and $412,000 to the Democrats.
And Walt Disney Co., which owns
the ABC network, contributed
$997,050 to Democrats and
$296,450 to Republicans, Common
Cause records show.

“The media that have been so
critical of the campaign finance
system should be ashamed that
their own corporations are paying
lobbyists to defeat meaningful re-
form,” Sen. Robert G. Torricelli, a
New Jersey Democrat, said Friday.
“This is one of the great acts of
corporate hypocrisy.”

campaign finance legislation the g4

Senate scuttled last month.

; Many in Congress oppose s
ous reform because they wa-
preserve the fund-raising
tages incumbents enjoy -
lengers, said Paul T
heads a public interest
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Testimony of Paul Fairchild,
Lawrence Coalition for Peace and Justice

before the Governmental Organization and Elections Committee
Kansas House of Representatives
March 10, 1998

Good morning. My name is Paul Fairchild. I represent the
Lawrence Coalition for Peace and Justice, a group of diverse
individuals actively committed to the promotion of peace and justice
in our community and the world. During the fall of 1987, we began a
project to learn more about the problems of campaign financing that
we have been hearing so much about and to see what we could do to
contribute to their solution.

As one step in that direction, we co-sponsored a public forum
on campaign financing on November 11, at which Representative Ralph
Tanner of Baldwin City was kind enough to appear as a speaker. From
his remarks and those of the other speakers we learned that campaign
finance is not a partisan issue, that the cost of conducting a
campaign for office has increased greatly in recent years, and that
the problem is a serious one for both national and state elections.

The members of our organization believe that today's election
results depend too much on the relative size of candidates' campaign
budgets. The competition for money precedes and accompanies the
competition for votes and distorts the presentation of candidates'
qualifications and undermines their loyalty to constituents. For

this reason we support passage of the Kansas clean money campaign

reform act.
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In particular, we like the provisions that encourage voluntary
participation in limiting spending and the use of supplementary
grants to discourage non-participating candidates from excessive
spending. These provisions create exactly the situation that
candidates say they would welcome: relief from the need constantly
to raise money out of fear that the opposition will outspend them.
These provisions would also make it possible for interested persons
to become candidates with the knowledge that they could campaign on
their qualifications and not on their ability to attract money .

Our members see campaign finance reform as important and
urgent. Important issues of social and economic justice will not be
dealt with, we feel, unless campaign reform occurs and brings with it
renewed confidence in the elective process and the greater
participation in voting that will signal the return of that
confidence.

We urge you to support House Bill 2810.

Thank vyou.



Third Congressional District

United We Stand America of Kansas

Fiscal Responsibility - Voter Accountability - Government Reform

HOUSE BILL 2810
PROPONENT TESTIMONY

My name is Joyce Luschen from Overland Park, KS. | am speaking today for the
members of United We Stand America in Kansas. In surveys of our membership since
1992, our members listed campaign finance reform as their top issue.

United We Stand American is just one of the many organizations that form the Kansas
Alliance for Campaign Reform. This group worked together to formulate this piece of
legislation. We feel that it will sever the connection between the influence of special
interest money and elections. In addition, it will free candidates from the constant

preoccupation with raising money and allow them more time to serve the public
interest. '

We ask this committee to vote favorably on House Bill 2810 and send it on to the full
House with a favorable recommendation for passage. Thank you for this opportunity
to speak. :

Joyce Luschen
Asst. State Chairperson
United We Stand America
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Dale Fooshee

KEIHSEIS EBSE COIIfCI‘eHCG Council Director

Paul Henson

The United MethOdiSt ChUI‘Ch Treasurer

Charlene Bailey

“Spiritually Alive and Growing ..."” Director of Communications
and Interpretation

March 10, 1998

Representative Ken Glasscock, Chair

Committee on Government Organization and Elections
Kansas House of Representatives

Room 183-W

Topeka, Kansas 66612

Dear Representative Glasscock,

The 1996 Book of Resolutions of The United Methodist Church states, “We call upon all
United Methodists who are citizens of the U.S.A. to work within their own states to build
support for measures that would end the flood of special-interest monies to political
campaigns and restore integrity to decision-making in Congress.”

After review the contents of HB 2810 | have concluded that it is consistent with the
principals outlined in our Book of Resolutions. Therefore, | would ask the committee to
act favorably by voting it out of committee to the floor.

It appears to me that it encompasses several fundamental principles consistent with The
United Methodist Resolution.
1. Reduce the escalating cost of elections.

2. Level the playing field for candidates so that anyone who is
qualified can compete regardless of wealth or access to it.

3. Level the playing field for contributors so that everyone has
an equal voice.

4. Sever the connection between the influence of special
interest money and elections.

5. Restore meaning to the principle of one person, one vote by
eliminating wealth as a determinant of a citizen's influence

within the political process. Wi BT neh B
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6. Free candidates from the constant preoccupation with raising
money and allow them more time to serve the public interest.

Thank you for considering my views.

ol o Feorher

Dale L. Fooshee

Council Director

Kansas East Conference
The United Methodist Church
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