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This research was supported with a grant from the Pew Charitabile Trusis, We would like to
thank the following peaple for their help with this project: Bill Woed, Alison Meloy, 1. |
Posew, Lindway Forelrand. Amy Spitler, Ken Goldstein, Cireyg Smith, Tom Guterbock, Brian
Mleekins, the staff of the Center for Surs ev Research, and the Chuck Robb and George Allen
Senate campaigns,

The program, designed as a three-dav workshop, provides a foundation of basic campaign-
related skills while fucusing on ethical campaign conduct and the effect of various cam-
paign tactics on the public. Since receiving the first grant in 1997, the institute has sponsored
tiree sessions of the Candidate Training Program, ecach involving approximately eiglhteen
candidatos for office in Virginia. Over the remaining two vrars of the current grant, the in-
stitute s working to refine the curticulum and begin collaborating with partners ta spon-
sor the program in at least three other states.

Although there are over 200 media markets in the United States, ever 80 percent of the pop-
ulation Hves in the top seventy-five markets. In Virginia, approximalely W percent of the pop-
ulation tives in one of the top four markets (Wachington, D.C., Richmond, Norfolk, and
Reanoke).

Cormmpared with data irom the 1.5, Census, Virginia's Juno nsers are mare likely to be male
(57 percent] than Virginians at Targe 49 percent), wealthier (only a third make Yess than
SHLU a vear, compared to 42 percent of the population in general, and a little older (40
percent of Juno subseribers are under forty, versus 44 percent of Virginians.)

Allof the survevs were conducted by the University of Virginia's Center for Survey Re-
scarch. The surveys emploved a list-assisted RDD samyple for initial panel selection and for
the fresh cross-section in swave TV. Panel parlicipants were given a small moenetary incentive.
We used a last-birthday method to randomly select registered respondents within house-
holds. The panel and cross-section data have been weighted to retlect the demoggaphic com-
position of the Commaonwealth,

[n past work we emploved an experimental rescarch design to explore more precisely the
relationship belsveen campatgn criticism and turnout (Freedman, Lawton, and Wood 20013,
Drawing on two lelephone surveys of citizens in Virginia conducted in 1998 and 1999, we
investigated perceptions of campaign criticism, and asked swhether such perceptions mat-
tered for veter turnoul, We found that in a series of experimental campaign vignettes, the
Impact of campaign messages on reported vole intention was dependent upon the nature
and mix of messages the respondent was exposed to. Being exposed o an exchange of fair
criticisms lead to a much higher probability of voting than exposure to an exchange of mod-
erate crilicisms. [ contrast, exposure to an vxchange of unfair atlacks led to the Towest level
ot intended turnout. In general, we found that estimated turnout rose as the fairness of
vharges and countercharges increased: for any given charge, turmout tended to be higher
when the countercha ree was moere fairn, lower when the counter was less fair, W take these
findings as establishing probible cause for the hvpothesis that perceptions of fairness may
matter for voter turneul in the context of an actuat clection campaign,

These ads, broadcast exclusively in the Washington, 120, market, were aired by interest
groups on behalf of Bush (14 spots) ov Gore (251 spote).

This tigure inclides ads determined 1o have an election objective, and does not include ap-
preximately 2,600 genuine “issue advocacy” adys aired maindy in the Washington, D.C,,
market,

The UVa and Wisconsin coders agreed perfectly in fortv-six out of fiftv-three cases. Most of
the disagreements tnvolved contrast ads that biad been improperlv caded as attack spots by
one coder, These disagreements were resalved by the authors; all were classitiod as contrast
spots. .

Note that the data in this table and those that fellow reflect the spots actually aired, rather
than simply the ads produced by the campaigns, parties, and groups.

N

A

PAY TO PLAY

PARTIES, INTERESTS, AND MONEY IN FEDERAL ELECTIONS

Davip C. W, PARKER AND JOHN |, COLEMAN

Campaign finance is one of many areas on which the U.S. Constitution is
silent. The Constitution provides for the election of federal officials, but
says very little about how the process should work. Where would candi-
dates be found? How would voters be informed? How would it all be fund-
ed? Political parties emerged partly to answer these questions, particularly
the first two, and from the start private interests have been part of the an-
swer to the third question. But what has been the electoral relationship be-
tween parties, candidales, and interests historically? Political scientists often
posit an inverse relationship between political parties and interest groups—
when parties, the representatives of broad, aggregate interests, are strong,
narrowlv-based interest groups are weak (Richardson 1995; Schatlschnei-
der 1960). To some extent, this story is satisfactory. In certain periods, for
example, parties dominated the campaign landscape, grooming candidates,
communicating with voters, and raising money—cffectively diminishing
the roles of individual candidates and private interests. In other periods,
parties have acted as service organizations for candidates, with interest
groups exercising considerable clout resulting from their organizational and
financial strength.

There are, however, at least two problems with this account. First, there
arc periods in which paritv might best define the relationship between par-
ties and interests. Second, even for those periods in which an inverse rela-
tionship appears to hold, the standard account does little to explain wfiy this
relationship is inverse. To address these two shortcomings, we begin wilh
the premise that parties, candidates, and interests desire power and intlu-
ence. The purpose of that power and influence might be strictly personal-—
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reelection, for example—or it might be more systemic and social, such as
advancing a particular vision of the proper ordering of social, economic,
and political life. One wav to obtain power and influence {s through elec-
tions, and that is the focus of our atiention. For candidates, victory can lead
to personal influence. For parties, legislative majorities, or at leasl large mi-
norities, greatly assist the exercise of influence. For interests, influencing
those in elected office and influencing wiro is elected to office can further
their agendas. Interests need the assistance of public officials and, on the
flip side, political parties and candidates require resources to corral the nec-
essary votes for victory. Those resources might well be dispensed by orga-
nized interests. We argue that the relationship between parties, interest
groups, and individual candidates depends upon the electoral resources
necessary for political victory at a given historical juncture and how de-
pendent parties are on interest groups for those resources.

To understand the pulling and hauling between political parties, inter-
ests, and candidates, we examine the evolution of the ¢lectoral and mone-
tary rules of the game. Are there any recurrent patterns in the parade of
reforms that affect the parties-interests-candidates triad? We suggest there
are at least four. First, and perhaps most obvious, retorms follow perceived
corruption or scandals in the electoral process. Second, significant expansion
or contraction of the national state is a critical catalyst for campaign finance
abuses and reforms. Third, there has been an increasing willingness by pri-
vate interests to use independent means to influence the electoral process.
And fourth, the relative strength of parties, groups, and candidates in the
electoral process depends on the need for resources and on the scale of mo-
bilization deemed necessary for victory. We first present an overview of the
reforms and then discuss each of these themes in more detail.

THE FirsT ReForMS: MUGWUMPS AND PROGRESSIVES

The connection between private money and public politics was not always
a political issue around which major political movements formed. With the
rise of the mass political party and political machines in the 1830s, charges
of corruption might hound a party or politicians in particular cities and
states. A national organized movement to reform the relationship between
parties, interest groups, and money, however, would not emerge until the
fate nineteenth century. Why then? The key reasen is that the expanded ac-
tivity of government greatly increased the centrality of the state to the for-
tunes of private actors. With this increased Lentmlltv came more political
activism bv organized interests, and with this activism came new perceptions
of corruplion.
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In this period of major transition, middle class citizens were uneasy
with

the nies scale of the cities, the trusts, and the linancial giants, rising around
them like colossi from dragons’ teeth. The shame {Muckrakers and Pro-
gressives generally] decried . .. was the purchase of public power for pri-
vate ends, the degeneration of politics into a8 mere auction house for
interested bidders. Before the eyes of the startled readers of the slick, new,
middle-class magazines, the muckrakers unveiled the mechanisms of a come
maodified politics. The world they revealed was one in which .. . the State
itself had been put up for sale, transformed into a thriving, open market
* for private interests. (Rodgers 1937: 180)

The word “interests” emerged in the Progressive Era to describe the
penetration of money and private power into politics. “The Interests werc,
by definition, alien and predatory: sores on the body politic” (Rodgers 1987,
181-182). The reformers of the age, at first Mugwumps and later Progressives
or Muckrakers, sought reestablishment of a politics of the center—a politics
of the “best men,” of those sober, enlightened individuals who were guid-
ed by the social welfare rather than selfish or narrow interests (Miller 1983:
85). The reformers’ concerns resonated with Americans weaned on the re-
publican, antifactional ideology of the carly United States. Having grown
from commerce and trade, interests were inherently suspect (Miller 1983,
11). With the franchise open to all males whether or not they owned real es-
tate, and reins of government held increasingly by party l_“TUfE‘S‘;lOl‘l"II‘- rather
than an aristocratic elite, those who perceived themselves as beyond the
petty concerns of commerce developed a fear of the corrupting potential of
private monetary interests. Even those engaged in commerce, the alleged
source of corrupting interests, feared monev’s corvosive influence, Although
there was no single business interest—some preferred tariffs, others did not,
manufacturers and railroads were frequently at odds, and so on (Miller 1983,
88)—there was always a fear that someone wealthier and savvier would
arrange a better deal with government. In the end, the balancing act be-
tween interests, parties, and individual politicians was intricale and com-
plicated. How money related to influence depended on how candidates and
partics marshaled the resources necessary for political victory.

Even before a political movement emerged, however, there was feder-
al reform of campaign financing. Reform first appeared after the Civil War,
in the Naval Appropriations Bill of 1867. This bill banned the solicitation of
naval vard workers by officers and emplovees of the government. More
signifi&antly’, the conduct of Jocal and state political machines during the
18705 and 1880s instigated the first major round of political finance reform.
The corruption and graft of party machines such as New York’s Tweed Ring
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and Philadelphia’s Gas Ring are legendary. In New York City under Boss
Tweed, “contractors expected to pay 10 percent of a contract to the politi-
cal machine” (Gritfith 1974, 70). Worse than kickbacks were the city ordi-
nances designed to wrest money from businesses. Cily officials’
enforcement of various regulations was—to be generous—ilexible. Busi-
nessmen who may have committed no violation found their shops closed
or heavy penalties levied if they did not contribute a kickback to the ma-
chine (Callow 1965, 191).!

The excesses of Boss Tweed and the perceived inetficiency of machine
government spurred the creation of the New York Civil Service Reform As-
sociation in 1880 and demands for the establishment of a merit-based svs-
tem in government bureaucracy. Controlled by business interests and the
emerging professional middle class, the reform movement spread rapidly
throughout the states and by 1881 merged into a national organization
{Schiesl 1977). The Mugwumps (as the reformers were known) triumphed
when President Chester Arthur signed the Pendleton Act into law in 1882,
While improving the cfficiency and professional nature of the civil service,
the Pendleton Act also seriously undermined the financial resources of po-
litical parties. No longer could elected officials count on assessments (mon-
etary kickbacks) of officeholders to fill their coffers, as the law forbade
assessments by federal career civil service officials. Although candidate as-
sessments still provided some of the monies necessary to conduct clections
and mobilize voters, parties needed new revenue sources.

The most obvious place to turn was big business. The Pendleton Act's
passage had the consequence of increasing the slature of business in the
electoral process. “Business became a prime source of campaign funds [and]
some large corporations gave regularly to both parties in order to buy pro-
tection and favors” (Thayer 1973, 38). The increasing need for money in an
era of escalating campaign costs—resulting {rom the expansion of the fran-
chise, the development of new communications technology, and the begin-
ning of the advertising era in campaigns (McGerr 1986)—led party financiers
essentially to levy businesses.” In the 1896 presidential election, McKinley
campaign manager Mark Hanna took meney raising to new heights. Ac-
cording to various estimates, the Republican National Committee raised
some 53 to 53.5 million, the equivalent of about $60 to $70 million in the
vear 2000, on behalf of McKinley's campaign (Subcommitiee of the Com-
mittee on Privileges and Elections 1912, hereafler referred to as the Clapp
Committee Hearings 1912; Overacker 1932; Pollock 1926). Much of this
moncy Hanna raised himself with the assistance of railroad tycoon {(and De-
mocrat) James FHIL"

The 1904 presidential election brought the issue of campaign finance
into full public view. Late in the fall campaign, Democratic presidential as-
pirant Alton B. Parker charged Roosevelt campaign chairman, Georges
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Cortelyou, of using his cabinet position to wrest campaign money for the Re-
publican effort. Roosevelt vigorously denied the rumors at the time and
eight years laler during the Clapp Hearings investigating the financing of the
presidential contests of 1904, 1908, and the pre-convention campaign of 1912
{Clapp Committee Ilearings 1912: 186). Similarly, Cortelyou flatly rejected
the suggestion that any contribution was made on a quid pro quo basis
{Clapp Committee Hearings 1912: 21}

Shortly after Parker leveled his charges, Roosevelt announced his sup-
port for eliminating corporate contributions to candidates for federal office
in both his 1905 and 1906 State of the Union addresses. In 1907, after repeat-
ed attempts, Congress passed the Tillman Act to do just that. Corporate con-
tributions to campaigns were outlawed and punishable by fine and
imprisonment.

The [ervor over corperate denations in the 1904 election did not cease
upon successful passage of the Tillman Act. Parker’s allegations led to the
tounding of the Publicity Law Organization of the State of New York (I’ol-
lock 1926, 10). This organization successfully secured the passage of the na-
tion's first campaign publicity law and later developed into a national
organization seeking similar reporting requirements for all federal candi-
dates. Although Congress did not pass a law until 1910 requiring commit-
tees operating in two or more states to report any contributions or
expenditures made in connection with campaigns for the House of Repre-
sentatives, Overacker reported that the pressures of the publicity movement
led both national party committees to publish accounts voluntarily of con-
tributions in the 1908 election in compliance with New York’s publicily law
(Overacker 1932, 237)." Later amendments to the Publicity Act in 1911 es-
tablished spending limits for federal campaigns; reguired House and Sen-
ate campaigns to report receipts and expenditures; mandated campaign
committees to report their finances beflore and after primary and general
elections, and limited House campaign spending to 53,000 (about $89,000
in 2000 and Senate spending to $10,000 (about $180,000 in 2000) or an
amount set by stale law, whichever was less {Corrado 1997). The Supreme
Court later struck down the reporting requirements and primary expendi-
ture limits in Neweberry o United Shites (236 1S, 232, 1921).°

Campaign reform began anew after the Teapot Dome revelations in 1924,
Interior Secrelary Albert Fall was charged with leasing the Naval il Re-
serves located at Teapot Dome, Wyoming, to private businessmen. Further
allegations contended that, in exchange for the leases, contributors donated
to the Republican National Committee to clear its debt from the 1921} cam-
paign (Overacker 1932, 148-149). Although the complete story behind the
Teapot Dome scandal would not become known until the Senate’s Walsh
Committee renewed the investigation in 1928, public outery pushed Con-
gress to pass the Corrupt Practices Act of 1925,
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Conforming to the Newherriy decision, the Corrupt Practices Act removed
all regulations concerning primary election {inance, The disclosure rules
now required all multi-state political committees as well as House and Sen-
ate candidates to {ile quarterly reports with the Clerk of the House listing all
contributions ot 5100 or more (about 5975 in 2000). Spending limits were
also put inte place; $25,000 for the Senate and $5,000 for the House (about
$249,000 and 549,000, respectively, in 2000), unless state laws called for less.
This act, with some amendments to the contribution limits to congression-
al candidates and the addition of expenditure limils for mulli-state party
committees made in 1940, governed federal elections until its replacement
by the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,

The campaign finance reforms of the early twentieth century demon-
strated the Progressive fear of concentrated power and the desire to expand
participation in the political process. Banning corporate contributions pre-
vented the outward appearance of corrupt elected officials; publicity of cam-
paign contributions allowed public debate regarding the propriety of
individual campaign contributions; and limiting campaign spending was
seen as leveling the political playing field. The other democratic reforms es-
tablished by the Progressives, such as the institution of primary elections, the
direct election of U.5. senators, the adoption of the Australian ballot, and
the extension of the franchise to women, flowed from the same philosoph-
ic underpinnings.

These early money reforms failed. The Corrupt Practices Act of 1925
contained several loopholes through which parties and candidates could
drive armored truckloads of money. By limiting the scope of the reporting
requirements lo multi-state committees, money could evade regulalion by
operating in only one state. The act’s expenditure limitations collapsed when
candidates created more than one committee to conduct campaign business.
By applying the limits to committees rather than each individual candidate
for office, candidates and parties evaded the law by spawning several com-
mittees to fund their election activities. (This last loophole remained open
until the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 required candidates to reg-
ister one official committee as its campaign organization.} The regulations
did little to stem the flow of money to political parties or candidates, and the
minimal reporting requirements still meant large sums of moncy remained
hidden from public scrutiny.

Progressive campaign finance regulations also neglected to address
spending by noncandidate or nonparty organizations. The Tillman Act,

rather than remove corporate influence from elections, merely shifted it
from the corporation o individual businessmen. The Lentnfugai forces of
primary campaigns, direct election of senators, increasing campaign costs,
and the removal of a source of party finance undermined parties’ control
over the electoral process. Other independent forces bevond corporations,
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such as interest groups organized around specific issue concerns, began as-
serting their political will by entering election contests outside formal par-
tisan channels.

One prominent participant in the new form of political activity was
the Anti-Saloon League. Formed in the late 1890s in Oberlin, Ohio, the
Anti-Saloon League emploved campaign tactics familiar to students of mod-
ern interest group politics. The League intervened in congressional races,
published voting records of candidates on the issue of prohibition, engaged
in party platform discussions, submitted pledges to candidates, and iob-
bied incumbents on Capitol Hill to support legislation that prohibited Lhe
sale of intoxicating beverages (Kerr 1985: 192, 140; Odegard 1928: 88, 91),
The power of the Anti-Saloon League frightened some politicians, and the
League’s track record convinced skeptics of their influence. “The average
member of Congress,” wrote Louis Seibold, “is more afraid of the Anti-
Saloon League than he is even of the president of the United States. 1le
does not hesitate to take issue with the chief executive of the country over
important matters of state; but his courage vanishes into thin air when the
whip of the Anti-Saloon League cracks a command” (quoted in Odegard
1928, 128). According to League lobbyist Wavne Wheeler, “We went into
every congressional district where there was a chance to clect a dry and
wwged as strong a fight as candidates have ever seen” (quoled in Kerr 1985,
192}. Political scientist Peter Odegard reported that even in the days short-
ly after the League’s founding, it wielded extensive political clout: “In Ohio,
between 1893 and 1903, over seventy members of the legislature, who were
entitled by the custom of their parties to renomination but who had been
antagonistic to the League’s legislative program, were opposed and every
one of them was defeated” (Odegard 1928, 97).

In 1926, Senator James Reed of Missouri launched an inquiry into the
League’s financial involvement in campaign activities, itself a sign of the
League’s perceived clout. The League cooperated in the investigation, but
disputed whether or not it had lo submit stalements of its activities in ac-
cordance with the publicity acts of 1910 and 1911, as well as the more re-
cently passed Corrupt Practices Act. The League maintained it did not fall
under the provisions of the 1911 act as “the activities of the League are ed-
ucational, scientific, and charitable rather than political as intended by the

law™ (Pollock 1926, 200}, This distinction, between educational and pollllcﬂ
activity, became a frequent line of defensce for interest groups involved in
electioneering-stvle activities. Unions hewed to this same position in the
1950s when expenditures made from their general fund were under attack
(see the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections of the Committee on Rules
and Administration 1956; hereafter referred o as the Gore Committee Hear-
ings), and so did other interest groups and corporations engaging, in inde-
pendent expenditures nearly seventy years later.
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THE New DEAL TO THE 1970s: TiHE POWER
OF LABOR AND THE CosTt OF CAMPAIGNS

Progressive reforms largely concerned the influence of business money in
politics and the need for publicity. Developments from the 1930s to the 1970s
changed the focus of campaign finance reform efforts. After the passage of
the Wagner Act in 1935 and the success of Roosevelt’'s New Deal coalition,
conservative forces became concerned with labor’s new-found electoral
strength (Corrado 1997, 30; Sousa 1999, 381}. Unions had relalively little
clectoral impact before this time, but the appearance of the Non-Partisan
League of the AFL and CIO worried conservatives. Corporate money, in the
form of individual contributions by businessmen, most likely dw arfed the
financial resources of the Non-Partisan League, but the two unions had con-
tributed nearly $750,000 {equivalent to $9.1 million in 2000), mostly to De-
mocrats, in the 1936 election (Sousa 1999: 381). With labor’s emergence as a
serious player in electoral politics, calls began for the curtailment of labor’s
authority and the extension of the Tillman ban on corperate contributions to
labor. Conservatives temporarily accomplished this in 1943 with the Smith
Connally Act (the War Disputes Act), which prohibited labor from using
general treasury funds for contributions to political candidates. This act ex-
pired six months after the war, but was permanently extended in 1947 swhen
Congress overrode President Truman's veto to pass the Taft-Hartley Act (the
Labor Management Relations Act).

In 1939, the scope of the Pendleton Act was enlarged by the Hatch Act
to include those federal workers not previously covered. The Hatch Act
prohibited federal employees from engaging in political activity and specif-
ically from soliciting pelitical contributions. The legislation responded Lo the
unprecedented expansion of the New Deal administrative state and fear
that the Democratic majority would benefit from dispensing the spoils with
a federal political machine (Corrado 1997, 30; Thayer 1973, 71). Amend-
ments to the act in the succeeding year placed a 53 million spending limit
on party committees operating in multiple states and a $3,000 annual limit
ot individual contributions to federal candidates, or about $36 million and
560,000, respectively, in 2000 (Corrado 1997, 30; Thaver 1973; Sorauf 1992,
7). Once again, the limits were easily evaded with multiple committees and
contributions to state and local committees that did not fall under the act’s
jurisdiction.

In 1956, the Senate Subcommitlee on Privileges and Flections, chaired
by Senator Albert Gore, Sr., held a series of hearings addressing a mounting
problem—the rising cost nf campaigns. Testimony before the committee in-
dicated that the federal nomination and election campaigns in 1952 cost about
S140 million (equivalent to about $900 million in 2000), an increase of rough-
Iy 60 percent from 1940 (Gore Committee Hearings 1956, 10). The chairmen
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of the Democratic and Republican National Committees testified separately
that the rising costs of campaigns were driven in large part by television. Be-
tween 1940 and 1956, lelevision and radio advertising had become staples
of modern campaigns, especially in presidential contests. DNC Chair Paui
Butler called for {ree television time to “greatly reduce the dependence of
political parties upen special interest contributors” (Gore Committee Hear-
ings 1956: 14). According to tigures provided by Alexander Heard, both party
commitlees expended more than 30 percent of their national committee bud-
get ontelevision and radio in 1952 (Gore Committee Hearings 1956, 239).

The committee also was interested in the channels by which money
flowed into politics. As the committee discovered, Taft-Hartley did not re-
move labor influence from politics any more than Tillman removed corpo-
rate influence. Testimony to the Gore Committee about union use of their
general treasuries to fund so-called “cducational” activities relied on the
same defenses employed by the Anti-Saloon League concerning its electoral
activities. Other organizations took advantage of this distinction between
the political and the educational, working around the spirit of the law by ad-
hering to its letter. For example, Americans for Democratic Action defend-
ed their production of voter guides as educational despite their clearly
partisan goal of clecting Demaocrats (Gore Committee Hearings 1956, 283).
Interests had become increasingly willing to work outside the parties and
candidates to influence elections.”

Tue FFDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT OF 1971

The Federal Electton Campaign Act (FECA) of 1971, the work of two years
of deliberation, was the most significant and important change in the rules
of campaign finance since the 1925 Corrupt Practices Act it was designed
to replace. A review of the floor debates, committee reports, and New York
Trmes articles from the era suggests that the rising cost of campaigns was
lawmakers’ central concern. Incumbent senators and represcentatives
pushed reform to protect themselves from iwell-financed challengers.
Kolodny suggests “the 1968 election was particularly important for moti-
vating extensive reforms because of serious queslions that arose regarding
politicat advertising on television” (Kolodny 1998, 127). Witnesses at hear-
ings held by the Senate Commerce Comumittee in 1969 noted that “many
House races cost at least $100,000—of which 40 to 50 percent is often spent
on broadcast time” (Congressional Quarterfy Weekly Report 1969, 12).° The
cost per vote in the presidential races had soared from 29 cenls in 1960 to
60 cents in 1968 (CQ 1969, 12). In September 1970, the House passed HR
18434, imiting broadcast spending by candidates. The Senate had passed a
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similar bill earlier in the vear, and both houses passed overwhelmingly the
conflerence report (5363717 President Nixon, however, vetoed the bill on
Oclober 12.

Congress again tackied the issue of campaign costs and restricting broad-
cast expenditures in March 1971. Senator Mike Gravel (D-Alaska), alarmed
by political broadcasting costs of 359 million in 1968, cosponsored a bill call-
ing for extensive free airlime {or federal, slate, and local candidates (CQ
1971a, 321). Republican Senators tlugh Scott of Pennsylvania and Charles
Mathias of Marvland sponsored a bill providing for lower campaign adver-
tlsmg costs durmg the four weeks prior to the election. Their stated intent was

“to shorten election campaigns by encouraging candidates to use time dur-
ing the period immedialely prior to elections rather than lhree or four months
ahead” (CQ 1971b, 553). Senator Edmund Muskie (D-Maine) recommended
that “media spending should be limited so that no candidate can overwhelm
his opponent or the electorate with an advertising campaign of monumen-
tal cost, and in cffect, buy his way into office” (CQ2 1971b, 554). No mention
was made of special interest media efforts.

Conmunittee hearings and floor debate throughout the spring focused on
the high cost of campaigns. By April, the Senate Commerce Committee unan-
imously reported Senate bill 382, which restricted spending on television and
radio advertising to 5 cents per voter and placed a $5,000 cap on individual
contributions. Further, the bill prohibited any campaign spending not au-
thorized by the candidate—finally closing the loophole from the 1925 Corrupt
Practices Act and the 1940 Hatch Act. Provisions added lalex limiled the
amount candidates could contribute to their own campaigns and strength-
ened regulations concerning public disclosure.

The bill recetved strong bipartisan support, winning a majority of both
parties in both chambers. The measure may have received bipartisan sup-
port because it shiclded incumbents; if any thmg, the bill disadvantaged Re-
publican candidates as a whole because thev did not hold the majority in
either house. But if individual members were concerned with their own re-
clection first and party control second, the broad support of incumbents
makes sense. The bill, as signed by Nixon, did not concern itself with the
party’s role in campaign financing or interest group campaigning. The con-
gressional campaign conunittees “were still limited in operations, largely in-
visible to anyone off Capitol Hill” (Kolodny 1998, 127).'°

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACH: THL 1974 AMENDMENTS

Abuses by the 1972 Nixon campaign instigated the 1974 campaign reform
drive. Unlike 1971, the debate was more concerned with corruption than it
had been three vears prior, harkening back to lhe discussion during the Pro-
gressive Era, The 1974 bill grew out of a failed measure advanced by Senator
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Claibourne Pell (D-RI) in the previous Congress, As passed by the Senate
Committee on Ruies and Administration in February 1974, the bill capped
candidate spending at 15 cents per voter or $173,000 for the Senate (whichev-
er was greater) and at $90,000 for the House. Public financing would also be
available via a check-off system, but candidates could choose how to fund
their campaigns (choosing public, private, or a mix of the two) as long as
they remained within the expenditure caps. In addition to candidate expen-
diture limitations, parties were restricted to spending no more than 2 cents
per voter in general elections while individual donations were capped at
$3,000 per candidate with an aggregate limit of 525,000 per vear (CQ) 1974,
629). Interest groups and organizations were limited to 51,000 in indepen-
dent expenditures in each race and restrictions were placed on individual
candidate contributions to their own campaigns.

For the first time, major provisions dealt with political parties and orga-
nized interests directly. The committee majority believed the bill would
strengthen political parties (CQ 1974, 629). Presumably, the strengthening ot
parties was accomplished by restricting the financial activities of interest
groups, providing public financing lo candidates, and allotting a large fi-
nancial role to the parties. The committee also saw the bill’s public tinancing
as a means to prevent corruption {US. Congress, Senate, Committee on Rules
and Administration 1974, 4). Pell argued in defense of the 1974 bill, noting
“we can, through enlightened legisiative action, create a climate which min-
imizes the cause of abuse, and we can return to our voters their rights to
choose candidates who are not beholden to the large, and so often compro-
mising, political contribution” (U.S. Congress, Senate 1974, 4439).

As the Senate debate continued in the spring of 1974, the House Ad-
ministration Committee held hearings on public financing. Here, the idea
faced stiffer opposition. The chairman of the committee, Wayne lays, op-
posed public financing for federal elections. Unlike the Senate bill, the TTouse
bill coming out of committee put less stringent restrictions on party contri-
butions and independent expenditures by individuals and groups. The vote
was unanimous, but the Republicans did offer a minority report suggesting
the regulations would undermine the role of political parties in the Ameri-
can svstemu

The minority strongly believes that the national and state committees of
the major parties should be excluded from the definition of political com-
mittee for the purposes of contribution limitation. The national and state
committees have been traditionally the policy-making bodies of the major
parties and are cornerstones of our political system. The definition in the bill
presently treats these tmportant committees equally with all other com-
mittees, even small spectal interest committees. The national and state com-
mitlees must be permitted the ability to assist candidates as the need arises
so that a strong and dynamic party svstem can be maintained. (U5 Con-
gress, House 1074, 117)
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The final version of FECA amendments signed into law by President
Ford was stripped of its public funding provisions for Senate and tHouse
campaigns. Restrictions on expenditures by candidates personally and by
their organizations were established, as well as individual contribution
limits of 51,000 per candidate per race {(capped at a vearly maximum of
$25,000 to all federal candidales} and political action committee (PAC) con-
tribution limits of 55,000 per candidate per race {(with no vearly aggregate
limits). Political action committees, a feature of the political landscape
since the appearance of Labor’s Non-Parlisan Leaguc in the 1930s and
COPE in the 195305, were, for the first time, recognized explicitly by
statute.” Party organizations were restricted to $5,000 in direct contribu-
tions to candidates. They could also spend an additional $10,000 “on be-
half of” cach House candidate and an additional 520,000 or 2 cents per
eligible voter, whichever was greater, “on behalf of” a Senate candidate.'?
The spending limits placed upon House and Senate candidates, as well as
national party spending on behalf of candidates, were indexed to infla-
tion, but the contribution limits of $1,000 for individuals and $5,000 for
PACs and organizations were not. The media limits imposed by the 1971
act were repealed. Candidates, parties, and PACs were required to report
the names of their contributors. The bill also established a commission to
oversee federal elections, implement provisions, and enforce the regula-
lions of campaign finzmcing,”

THE COURTS STEP IN: INTERI’RL"I'[NG FECA rrROM 1976 TO 1996

The constitutionality of the FECA amendments was challenged immediate-
Iy by Senator James Buckley of New York and former U.S. Senator George
McGovern of Scuth Dakota. As Congress had provided for expedited re-
view in the legislation, the Court considered and handed down its decision
a little more than a year after the FECA amendments became law, In Buckley
. Valeo (424 US. ____, 1976}, the Court held all imits on expenditures to be
unconstitutional violations of First Amendment rights, while uphelding
campaign contribution limits. They also found that the Federal Election
Commission (FEC), the body constructed by Congress to oversee imple-
mentation of FECA, undermined the separation of power between the ex-
ccutive and legislative branches. Congress immediately acted to reconstitute
the FEC to meet the court’s objections, most notably making the commis-
siomers presidential appointees.

Buckley seemed to boost tnlerest group strength in the electoral process
while diminishing the role of parties. Non-indexation of individual and PAC
contribution limits would have shrunk the volume of money parties could
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marshal in support of their candidates in any event, but the Supreme Court
struck the sharper blow. The candidate spending limits imposed by Con-
gress in 1974 would have restricted the flow of individual and special interest
contributions to candidates, preventing party assistance to candidates from
being swamped by funds from these other sources. Its rejection of limits on
candidate spending created strong incentives for candidates to build prodi-
gious fundraising machines that did not rely on the generosity of the party.
For candidates, the pocl of party money might well seem insignificant in
comparison to the money offered by individual donors and political action
committees,"

Another important facet of the Buckley decision was the distinction made
by the Court between express advocacy and political speech more general-
ly. The Court suggested that if groups did not engage in campaign activities
or advertising containing “explicit words of advocacy of election or defeat”
they would be free to spend as they wished. The distinction between edu-
cational and political advertising, established in practice by the Anti-Saloon
Leaguc in the 1920s and aggressively expanded by labor post-Taft-Hartley,
had received the Court’s legal sanction. Although FECA paved the path for
legitimate special interest assistance to the candidate directly via PACs, the
Court gave its tacit consent to interest group activity external to parties and
candidates that was political but not expressly seeking the efection or defeat
of a candidate. In a series of court cases since Buckley, the courts have fur-
ther defined and expanded the ability of interest groups to independently
spend money on these controversial issue ads.”

The role of special interests in the electoral process, legitimized by the
legislative endorsement of the legality of PACs in 1974, was enhanced by
the FEC's ruling regarding the funding of PACs. In 1975, the FEC ruled that
corporations and uniens could pay directly from their treasuries for the
overhead costs of their political action committees {the SUN PAC advisory
()]:Jinion).‘6 This decision, according to Frank Sorauf, “removed the final im-
pediment to the race of groups to organize PACs and enter clectoral politics”
(Sorauf 1997). The decision encouraged corporate interests to establish PACs,
something they had been largely reluctant to do despite labor’s introduction
of PACs in the 1940s.

Congress again reformed the campaign finance system in 1976 and 1979
with amendments to FECA. The 1976 amendments targely concerned the
reconstitution of the FEC to mceet the Supreme Court’s objections in Buckiey,
but it also revised some of the contribution limits established by the 1974
act—most notably allowing the national party committee and the party sen-
atorial committee to contribute a combined $17,500 to individual Sepate can-
didates and restricting individual contributions at $5,000 to PACs and
$20,000 to political parties. PACs were also limited to giving no more than
$15,000 to political parties in direct contributions.
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As noted previously, Republicans in 1974 were concerned about the im-
pact the new regulations would have on political parties. Fearful that local
and state parties were disadvantaged by the new rules, Congress sought
protection of their role by allowing them to raise and spend unlimited sums
on get-out-the-vote drives, voter regislration activities, and other “party
bmidmg efforts (Corrado 1996). 'Ihroubh what would become known as

“soft money” {in contrast to "hard money” contributions intended specil(-
icallv to assist candidates), individuals, corporations, labor unions, and
other organizations could now give money directly from their treasuries to
fund party building activities. Congress had now legitimized another av-
enue by which private interests could influence the process; unlike the issue
advocacy ads allowed by Buckley, this avenue funneled money from inter-
est groups through parties to candidates. The ability of interest groups to
engage in issue ads independently had shifted control of the electoral
process away from candidates and parties; the 1979 soft money loophole
seemed to tip the balance toward parity between the parties and interest
groups potentially at the expense of candidates. Exactly how “soft money”
would operate was not fully defined in the 1979 amendments, but the
amendments legitimized this form of expenditure. Later, decisions by the
FEC would clarify specifically what was and was not permissible under
the rubric of soft money.

Most importantly, in 1995, the FEC ruled that the parties could spend soft
money dollars to run “issue ads.” These ads were clearly intended to atfect
election outcomes but avoided the use of “magic words” such as “vote for”
and “vote against.” The ads could be run regardless of the wishes of the can-
didate purportedly helped by the ad. As the national parties spent unlimit-
ed funds on what were effectively campaign advertisements, the partics’
demand for soft money dollars grew tremendously along with concerns
about the propricty of such funding, Private interests constantly tapped for
additional funds, including the chief executive officers of Fortune 500 cor-
porations, evenlually would complain that the parties” requests for funds
were incessant and intimidating.

The most importanl court case arising from FECA regulations alter
Buckley in 1976 was the Court’s 1996 ruling in Colorado Republican Tederal
Campaign Conmmittee v, Federal Lloction Conrmission (518 US. 604, 1996). This
landmark decision allowed political parties to engage directly in indepen-
dent expenditures and express advocacy ads. While parties had previously
been able to spend soft money on issue advocacy, the Court dedided that
they could also engage in express advocacy so long as it was done so inde-
pendently of candidates and paid for by federal “hard” dollars. Unlike the
amounts parties could contribute to candidates, or could spend in coordi-
nation with candidates,"” these independent expenditures would not be lim-
ited. Parties, independent of candidates, could spend what they wished to
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assist the candidate. Control of the election process shifted somewhat to-
ward parties and special interests, while candidates lost some control of
their own electoral destinies. This sense that candidates had lost control of
campaigns, along with an outcry about the vast sums being raised in soft
money, resonated loudly in the ultimately successful legislative efforts after
the mid-1990s to restrict the ability of interests to conduct issue advocacy
during the clection season and to restrict the soft money being collected by
political parties. Candidates were pushing back against a system leaning in-
creasingly toward the parties and interests.

CycLEs, TRENDS, AND THEMES
IN THE PARTY-GROUP-CANDIDATE MONEY RELATIONSHIP

History is not “simply one damn thing after another,” as has sometimes
been asserted. Qur brief overview of campaign finance reform in the Unit-
ed States over the past 150 years demonstrates that certain patterns recur,
suggesting more than a simple linear progression of events. Indeed, we be-
lieve that four consistent themes can be teased out of the historical sequence:
First, reforms follow perccived corruption or scandals in the clectoral
process; second, significant expansion or contraction of the national state is
a critical catalyst for campaign finance abuses and reforms; third, there has-
been an increasing willingness by private interests to use independent means
to influence the electoral process; and fourth, the relative strength of parties,
groups, and candidates in the electoral process depends on the need for re-
sources and on the scale of mobilization deemed necessary for victory. These
four themes lend a better understanding both to the institutional reform ef-
{orts of the past and the likely effect of such efforis in the present and near
{uture on the party-group- ~candidate monc ¥ DeXUS.

REFORMS FoLLOw PERCEIVED CORRUPTION

No doubt the most obvious pattern is that each of the most signiticant reform
moments of the past one hundred vears—the Progressive Era, the 1970s,
and th(_ carlv bwenty-first contur\wfollou ed crises of legitimacy for that
system.'® The perception that private money had lined the parties’ pockets
in the late nineteenth century and Lhe abuses in the 1904 election led to the
demands for reform in the first decade of the twentieth century. Large do-
nations received by the Nixon campaign helped spark the reforms of the

early 1970s. Perceptions that soft money contributions corrupted the policy
process pushed along the reform etfort at the end of the 1990s. And the very
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fact that elections were becoming mere expensive was itself converted into
a corruption-prevention argument: At least part of the concern with expen-
sive campaigns was the dependent relationship they might foster between
private interests with funds and candidates, along with their parties, in need
of those funds.

To be sure, corruption er perceived abuses were not the only galvaniz-
ing factors behind reforms, but these prominent scandals provided a pub-
lic advertisement for campaign finance reform that encouraged some
legislators to endorse reforms they might not otherwise have rushed to sup-
port. Congressional investigations of both major parties’ fundraising prac-
tices during the 1996 presidential campaign, and the financial improprieties
involving the Enron corporation, for example, provided publicity weapons
that would prove valuable to political entrepreneurs such as Senators John
McCain and Russell Feingold.

If campaign finance abusc might be said to be a necessary condition for
significant reform in the party-group money relationship, it is not a sufficient
condition. After all, major reform perlods followed a long stretch of com-
plaints about finance and an equally Iong stretch in which politicians did
nothing to address the problem. It is clear enough, then, that corruption
does not automatically self-correct and produce a set of reforms that elimi-
nate abuses.

SIGNITICANT STATE EXPANSION OR CONTRACTION
CATALYZES MONEY ABUSES AND REFORMS

In his analysis of cvcles of political culture in the United States, Samuel
Huntington (1981) suggests that Americans grapple continuously with the
gap between their institutions and their ideals. How Americans resolve this
gap at different times, he suggests, can be described as cynicism (tolerate
the gap), complacency (ignore the gap), hypocrisy {(deny the gap), or moral-
ism (eliminate the gap). If Americans do indeed often perceive that their in-
stitutions do not honor their ideals, why is it that Americans only rarely
rcach a point of moralism and reform? Similarly, we noted in our first theme
previously that therc is a ready supply of questionable behavior or outright
abuse in campaign finance, but those abuses do not always translate into
reforms. At certain historical peints, however, the perceived gravity of cor-
ruption sparks a movement for reform. Why?

We suggest that the perceived gravity of campaign finance abuses, of
the mismatch between institutions and ideals, will be more severe when
there is a significant cxpansion or contraction of national state activity. Con-
sider first government expansion. As the role of government in society and
economy expands, the umbrella of federal control over private activity
broadens. To sim plify, private interests respond to this expansion in one of
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two ways: They seek lo capitalize on the expansion of federal services and
rules, or they seek ways to get out from under the voke of federal control,
perhaps by selling services and goods to government, perhaps by disad-
vantaging competitors in the marketplace. Whether they see expanding fed-
eral control and power as a threat or an opporlunity, these interests have a
genuine reason to want to win friends in high federal places. Campaign con-
tributions or assistance is one means to accomplish that. Significant expan-
sions in the state encourage new political activity by private interests, and
sometimes this activity may cross the border of “acceptable” behavior. The
explosion of federal Tegulation in the carly twenticth century and the vast
expansion of social and regulatory programs in the 1960s and early 1970s en-
couraged political activity by private interests (see Budde 1980; Gais 1996).
The expansion of the bureaucracy during the 1930s led to fears that gov-
ernment officials would not only influence other members of the bureau-
cracy, but could effectively hold private interests hostage at the behest of
benefactors such as labor unions. Campaign tinance reform was passed in
each of these periods to address the perception that privale interests were
gaining a strong grip on the national polity. The irony, of course, is that a
good portion of this private action was a reaction to policy actions in the na-
Honal polity itself.

" Consider next government contraction. The 1990s may not have pro-
duced the revolution in government scope hoped for by Republicans after
the 1994 election, but the decade was notable for contraction in a variety of
programs and scrvices. Just as with government growth, retrenchment in
government programs and services or Lhan;,es in regulatory rules invite pri-
vate pressure on government to shape these developments in particular
ways. In the 1970s, private pressure took the form of politicat action com-
mittec contributions; in the 1990s, this action increasingly took the form of
soft money contributions. Neither was illegal, but both generated dismay
about the iarevalence of private money in elections.

Aside from generating demands among affected interests, periods of
significant state expansion or contraction can also affect public perceptio.ns
of the political process. In particular, as new expansionist or contractionist
policies emerge, citizens gain a sense of the relative power of competing
soctal forces in the U.S.—and if they do not gain this sense themsclves,
there will be interest group activists who will tell them. Citizens will hear
about the conflict between broad and narrow interests and, precisely be-
cause government is doing so much, the argument that narrow interests
arc benefiting at the expense of the public good will have some heft. Pre-
cisely because government is doing so much to grow or shrink the state,
and interesls arc doing so much to get parties and candidates to listen, the
gap between institutions and ideals may newly appear, to many citizens, to
be unacceptably large.
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INTERESTS INCREASINGLY TURN TO INDEPENDENT POLITICAT ACTION

These first two historical tendencics are somewhat ¢yclical or episodic, bul
the growth of independent action by interests has been more secular in na-
ture. Over time, interests increasingly have been able to influence the clec-
toral environment independent of candidates and political parties. This
process seems to have relatively little to do with law and much to do with
political learning. That is, intcrests have experimented with new forms of
participation and, facing no legal sanctions, these new forms spread, Be-
tween the turn of the century and the 1940s, interests participated most
often through the political parties in the form of individual contributions
by weallhy donors (corporations and unions were prohibited from con-
tributing to federal candidates). Beginning in the 1940s, labor became an
increasingly important force in Democratic party politics, and although
labor ncarly always assisted Democratic candidates, much of labor’s ac-
tivity was determined by its own political calculations rather than the
party’s calculations. Labor’s success in motivating workers with get-out-
the-vote drives and informational campaigns would prove to be a model
followed by other groups, particularly those appealing to conservative
Christians. Although unable to contribute labor union funds to the partics
or candidates, labor and its imitators found independent means to influence
election results on a party’s behalf,

Labor was also an earlv player in political action committees, along with
some industrial organizations and professional associations. Again, other
groups were slow to pick up on this model until PACs were explicitly rec-
ognized in the reform legislation of the 1970s. With the PAC model nOW en-
braced by law, a flood of interests sought to develop this form of influence
in the election process. But PACs were tied to parties and candidates—I’ACs
could obviously make independent decisions about whom to support, but
the money was given over lo candidates and parties rather than spent by the
interests themselves,

This next level of independence, campaign spending that remained in
control of the interest, was facilitated by independent expenditures. Again,
some experimenting and pushing the legal envelope led to an embrace of in-
dependent expenditures by the Supreme Court. Whether in the form of ex-
press advocacy or issue advocacy, independent expenditures allowed
interests direct involvement in the art and science of eleclion persuasion,
often to the dismay of candidates and their parties.

As far as we can discern, none of these activities was prohibited at any
time following the Progressive Fra. In theory, PACs, private persuasion ef-
forts, and independent expenditures were every bit as legal in the 1920s as
in the 1990s. Soft monev contributions to political parties werc, similarly,
the result of experimentation. Although soft money contributions do not af-
ford the same level of independence as independent expenditures, thev
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allow corporations and unions to engage in activity that is remarkablv close
to aclivity specifically prohibited by federal law. What changed over time
was not so much law as practice, with private interests playing entrepre-
neurial roles in discovering new and independent wavs to advance their
programs in the electoral process.

Parry aND GROUP ELECTORAL STRENGTIH DEPENDS
ON PARTIES” NEEDS FOR RESOURCES AND THE SCALE
OF MORILIZATION PrRCEIVED NECESSARY FOR VICTORY

Political machines created during the mid-nineteenth century contended
with a relatively small voting universe. Because the voting universe was
small, minimum winning coalitions were also not very large and were eas-
ily maintained by expending such resources as patronage positions and so-
cial services for newly-arrived immigrants. As the potential voting universe
expanded through increased suffrage and a liberalization of registration
laws, successtul machines were able to expand their revenue base by in-
creasing taxes on the middle class or annexing additional lands to increase
the tax base, producing the financial resources necessary to incorporate the
new voters into the winning coalittion. Machines that either could not ex-
pand their resource base to h‘tCurporate these new voters, or alternatively,
failed to prevent the expansion of suffrage to these new elements, collapsed
upon Lheir own weight, ‘

Steven kric (1988) paints the problem facing nineteenth and tvenlieth-
century political bosses as one of obtaining sufficient resources to build and
maintain a minimum winning cealition in the face of an increasingly open po-
litical process. Erie’s approach informs our understanding of the relation-
ship between parties, groups, candidates, and money. Partics, interest groups,
and candidates need to mobilize resources in order to win elections. The re-
lationship between candidates, political parties, and interest groups cannot
be understood, however, merely as a function of the openness of the politi-
cal process. lirie’s model assumes that an expanded voting universe, 51?1-:}1 as
that faced by political machines during the wave of suffrage expansion in
the 1830s and the wave in the 1920s, leads to increased resource needs because
there are more voters to mobilize into electoral coalitions. Mass mobiliza-
tion, however, is not a prerequisite for victory at the polls. Assu ming a two-
party race, one needs only a majority of people choosing to vote on election
dav. If many voters can and do participate, then mass mobilization efforts
are requ_ired by parties and candidates. If few voters are ablc to pa rticipa‘te,
or alternatively, few choose to, then mass mobilization is not a prerequisite
for victorv. What truly drives the resource need equation, then, is whether or
not mass mobilization efforts are required to achieve victory.
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[fforts to mass mobilize mav require substantial resources, but these ef-
forts can benefit from economies of scale and from high degrees of cortain-
ty about the targets of resource deployment. When faced with an expanded
clectorate that participates less, however, the costs of mobilization can in-
crease along with the uncertainty of resource deployment. When the target
audience is the tolal audience, a strategy of doing as much as possible and
getting it in front of as many eyes as possible makes sense. When the target
is but a slice of the whole, calculations become more complicated. Individ-
ual voters must be targeted and appealed to based upon their personal in-
terests and motivations. This invariably increases communication costs as
economies of scale are lost. It also increases uncertainty: Which voters should
be targeted? What appeals will be effective and to which voters? Because it
1s not certain who in this large pool of potential participants will in fact de-
cide to participate, parties and candidates may perceive a neced for sub-
stantial resources.

The ease and certainty by which parties and candidates mobilize these
resources intimately affects their mutual relationship. Tt also determines the
power of interest groups in the electoral process. If parties and candidates
have funding mechanisms they independently control that provide them
with their resource needs, the ability of intercsts to affect the process is min-
unal. If, however, partics and candidates require resources that outstrip their
funding apparatus, then interest groups are cmpowered relative Lo parlies
and candidates.

By examining at any given point in time the ability of parties to provide
the electoral resources they and their candidates require, and the necessity
of mass mobilization for electoral victory, we can develop scenarios sug-
gesting how interest groups and political parties might be advantaged or

disadvantaged in the elccloral process. These scenarios are presented in
Table 7.1."

1860s~1890s  In the mid-nineteenth century, parties dominated politics.
Controliing both the nomination process and the production of ballots, par-
ties held the key to elected office. The price for the key typically took the
form of party loyalty and forfeiting a portion of one’s salary to fund the
armies of voters and poll watchers necessary to maintain electoral coalitions.
The official machinery of government was employed to cement political loy-
alties further. Patronage and a host of social services were provided at the
municipal level in exchange for support on Election Day. The ability of the
barty to create winning electoral coalitions and maintain them with the of-
ficial machinery of the state allowed them financial self-sufficiency. As a re-
sult, the need to gather clectoral resources outside the state apparatus or
party-loval, patronage-holding local and state officials was low. Political par-
ticipation was high and widespread, so mass mobilization efforts wore re-
quired to win elections. Parties and their local machines were well-suited to
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Taste 7.1 Thne NEED FOR VOTES aND MONEY
AS THE CORE OF THE Parry, Grour, CANDIRDATE RELATIONSHID

STATUS OF PARTY'S REsOURCE NEEDS

RFLATIONSHIP BETWIEN
Vores anp VICTORY

NetDy MEeT

Nreeos Unmrer

High need for mass
maobilization

Low need for mass
mobilization

Individual candidates weak

Interest groups typically
blackmailed

Party strength high

1860s--1890s

Individual candidates and
parties on more equal
footing

Interest groups balance party
and candidate access

Individual candidates weak

Interest groups utilize party
electoral strategies

Party strength high

18901950

Individual candidates
strong

Interest groups engage in
candidate access strategies

strategies
[nterest group parity
with parties
1980s—wesent

Parties weak

1260519705

provide both the manpower and money to tund these activities with money
from the state (Yearley 1970). In a system of self-perpetuating party power
and finance, interest groups were disadvantaged in their efforts to .engage
in electoral politics. Party politicians tvpically utilized their positions of
power to extract resources from interest groups not for electoral purposes,
but to enhance their personal wealth.

1890s-1950s  The Pendleton Act’s passage in 1882 put the funding of the
party machine in doubt. No longer able to rely as heavily upon the state to
Funci mass-based politics, parties had to turn to another source for money.
At tirst, this source was big business. Later, it became individuals and labor,
as well as other assorted interest groups, The lack of financial security for po-
litical parties and candidates gave interest groups more political influence
than they held in the earlier part of the nineteenth century, and that need
grew as the advertising style in campaigns became the dominant mode of
campaigning during this period (McGerr 1986). . ‘

Political coalition building still required mass mobilization of voters,
however, and interest groups were ill-suited to engage in politics of this type
by themselves. Voting rates, though lower than the mid- and Iate—nine‘lteenth
century, were still high, and female suffrage expanded the voting universe.
Some interest groups such as the Anti-5aloon League engaged in pohllcla] ac-
tivities affecting individual elections, but much of their power and influ-
ence still had to be channeled through the political party.
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1960s-1970s  The cra of mass-mobilized politics did not last forever,
After the 1890s, parties were under siege, They could no longer sufficiently
finance their activities; Lhey no longer controlled the nomination process;
and the erosion of patronage hurt the party’s abilily to mobilize voters and
maintain secure electoral coalitions for their candidates. To make matters
worse, the hoom in radio and television broadcasling allowed for commu-
nication to occur directly between the candidate and voters, and even inter-
est groups and voters.

These conditions led to the development of a more candidate-cenlered
politics, Both the need for resources and the parties” ability to fund their can-
didates were affected. Candidates needed substantial sums to finance their
individualistic appeals to the populace, and they built organizations that
were well-suited to raise the sums necessary without extensive help from
the parlies. With fewer voters participating, and with those who did vote
identifying less with either political party, the mass-based mobilization efforts
of parties became less relevant to political success. Parties had become weak
and individual candidates strong. In this situation, resource-needy candi-
dates sought interest group money to fund their campaign cfforts, The le-
gitimatization of special interests by FECA encouraged interest groups to
become maore involved in electoral politics, as did the FEC's favorable deci-
sion regarding corporate and union monies funding PAC overhead costs.
Special interest groups began to form PACs in substantial numbers and be-
came a major source of money for individual candidates. In a time when il
mattered less to get everyone to the polls and more to get select groups acti-
vated, interest groups, with their funds and their established means for reach-
ing specialized constituencies, flourished in the electoral process.

1980s~Present  The 1974 reforms and their subsequent interpretation
by the courts ultimately shifted the balance between interest groups and par-
ties. At first, parties seemed disad vantaged by the limits on what they could
contribute to and spend on behalf of their candidates, but their position
would improve over time. Individual and PAC contribution constraints put
candidates in nearly full-time fundraising mode. PACs found that they faced
a blizzard of funding requests from candidates, but most PACs were shoe-
string operations that did not have the political expertise to know where best
to deploy their funds. Tronically, the very demand for PAC funds that arose
from the candidate-centered ca mpaign provided an opening for a new role
for parties (Kayden 1980; 276). According to [ermson, FECA “allowed the
[Congressional campaign committees] to become magor brokers with the PAC
community and devole staff and resources exclusively to the purpose of
matching PACs with appropriate candidates for their donations” {quoted in
Kolodny 1998, 132). Candidates realized that even if parties were not neces-
sarily providing the funds, parties played a critical role in directing PAC
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funds toward their campaigns, And parties of course could contribute di-
rectly to candidates as well.

Interest groups, whose heyday had been in the 1960s and 19705, now had
to operate through both the party and the candidate to become an electoral
force. The advent of soft money merely replicated this pattern at a much
higher scale, because now interests could donate hundreds of thousands of
dollars directly to the parties, which the parties could then, for all practical
purposes, deploy on behalf of specific candidates through issue ad\»‘:.)cacy
and independent expenditures. Candidate dependence on parties ancl. inter-
ests grew, though candidates still certainly did substantial fundraising on
their own via individual contributions. Parties needed soft money to fund
their new efforts, while interests needed to donate ever larger sums to be no-
ticed in the ocean of soft money. Interest groups and political parties had
reached a rough parity in campaign finance by the mid-1980s, and this par-
ity continues at the onsct of the twenty-first century.

CONCLUSION

Reform is difticult. Reforms attempting to channel the flow of money have
met with the ingenuity of candidates, parties, and interests seeking to provide
the electoral resources necessary to win. The most egregious examples of this
behavior seem to occur during periods of significant state expansion or con-
traction. The evasion of the spirit if not letter of the law, however, is also the
product of pelitical learning. Labor's development of the PAC in tth 1930s
and 1940s, {for example, was not against the law, but can be seen as circum-
venting the spirit of the law by providing a continuous flow of financial re-
sources to candidates and parties.

Reforming money in politics is a problem of both supply and demapd‘
Nearly every campaign reform effort in the past has dealt with the supply side
of the equation: Tillman eliminated corporate contributions, Taft-Hartley
labor monev, and FECA constrained individual donors and parties. Each of
these efforts restricted some form of money supply from entering the polit-
ical process directly, and yet, those sources found some way of entering the
process. Labor money funded “educational” campaigns, while corporations
and wealthy individuals made soft money contributions.

Addres},ing the demand side of the equation has proved even more in-
tractable. Reformers have attempled to deal with resource demand directly,
most notably in the original version of FECA in 1971 and its subsequent
amendments in 1974. In 1971, Congress implemented media expenditure re-
strictions and in 1974, spending limits indexed to inflation were imposed. The
first were eliminated by the 1974 reforms; the second were overturned by the
Supreme Court in Buckley. The difficulty has been in developing a system of
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reforms that limits the demand for money in a manner with which both the
reformers and the Court can live.

Retorming money in politics is also a problemn of self-interest: Reformers
have very rarely enacted a reform that hurt their electoral fortunes. Consid-
er the demand-side reforms—limits on media advertising, on overall cam-
paign spending, and on expenditure of personal funds. What impact would
these have had on congressional reformers? Those who passed the law werc
already in Congress—aof course, this will always be the case—~—and many of
them feared wealthy candidates spending enormous sums of money to un-
seat them. Similarly, since challengers typically need a large sum of money
to compensate for the name recognition and other advantages of the incum-
bent, one might see “leveling the financial plaving field” as an act of incum-
bent protection. These reforms might address the demand for moneyv, but
they might also arguably undermine the competitiveness of clections.

All this is not to say that reform should not be attempted in the future,
but rather that those who have not learned the lessons and patterns of the
past do truly seem destined to repeat them. The Bipartisan Campaign Re-
form Act (BCRA) signed into law in 2002 is a case in point. Proponents ex-
pect that banning issue advocacy advertisements sixty days prior to a general
election (thirty davs prior to a primary election), in combination with pro-
hibiting soft money contributions to federal party committees, will curtail se-
verely special interest influence in elections. But with parties financially
weakened nationally, interest group resources will become even more promi-
nent. Because campaigns still require significant resources targeted to seg-
ments of the electorate (rather than mass mobilization), candidates will turn
increasingly to PAC and individual campaign donations to fill the party gap,
Furthermore, cfforts by special interests might simply shift from the national
to state and local arenas—safe havens from federal campaign {inance laws,
Lastly, rather than reducing their electoral involvement, interests might sim-
ply shifl their independent clectoral action from issue advocacy to express
advocacy.

To succeed, future reform must be institutionally aware, understanding
how clectoral contexts create and constrain the efforts of political actors en-
gaging in campaigns relative to each other. It must also grapple with both the
supply and demand side of the resource equation. Moreover, reform must
recognize constitutional Jimitations as defined by the courts. The BCRA falls
short by these measures. As we indicated previously, the instilutional in-
terplay between parties, groups, and candidates may lead to increasing the
prominence of interests, despite the intent of the law’s proponents to do pre-
cisely the opposite. Second, the law constrains supply but ignores demand.
Lastly, the Courl may well play the spoiler again, overturning parts of the
law, with the ban on issue advocacy ads being perhaps the most vulnerable
lo rejection.
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In reviewing the history of campaign finance reform, we have explained
how the rules structuring the campaign finance system can determine the
relationship between parties, candidates, and interests. Campaign finance
laws, in combination with the relative need for mass mobilization, shape the
electoral relationships between parties, interests, and candidates by deter-
mining whelher electoral politics can be adequately funded by parties or can-
didates alone. The expansion and contraction of state capacity shakes the
existing clectoral system by pushing private interests into electioneering ac-
tivities to protect their interests. This scramble for resources produces op-
portunities for candidates and parties to capitalize on the uncertainty facing
private inlterests, creating the possibility of campaign finance abuses, which
may then lead to calls for a restructuring of the campaign finance system.
The campaign finance regime established under the new reforms changes
the relationships governing interests, parties, and candidates. These rela-
tionships, as we have shown, are dvnamic and, we would suggest, pre-
dictable. They also are diverse. As we have demonstrated, party and group
electoral strength may well be inverse—when one is weak, the other is
strong-—but this need not be the case. Parity among parties, groups, and can-
didates is also possible. The task for reformers is to decide which of these di-
verse possibilities is best for democratic linkage and governance.
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NOTES

L. Some historians paint the political machine in a more svmpathetic light. Leo ershkowitz

Suggestq that the embittered publisher of the New: York Times had been denied machine

largesse, and thus began a public campaign to demonize Tveed (see Hershkowitz 1978),

Moare broadly, Robert Merton maintains that political machines performed an important so-

cietal function by providing city services that outmoded municipal governments were un-

able to supply (Merton 19721,

Stales began limiting campaign contributions by corpurations in the 18%0s,

—\u.orc[mg tor | hmna s biographer, Herbert Craly: “in the case of the banks, & regular as-

sessment was levied, caleulated, Tbelieve, at the rate of one-guarter of one percent of their

capital, and this assessment was for the most part paid. It is a matter of public record that
large linancial institutions such as the life insurance companies, were liberal contributors”

{Croly 1912; 2200,

Both national party committees were headquartered in New York City during this period.

The Couwrt ruled that Congress could not regulate primary elections as these were within

the purview of Lhe states and the parties. This ruling was overturned neasly twenty vears

later when the Courl allowed Congress to regulate primaries when they were an integral

part of the general election process. See United States v Classic (313 U5, 299, 1941,

6. The co-directors of Labor's COFE {Committee on Polilical Education} asserted that “Cur

committee is a nonparlisan organization. Our purpoese is to keep our members informed

of these issues we have outlined hore and of their ramifications as thev extend duwn from
the level of national policy 10 the home of the individual citizen. . . . We are not interested
in the formation of a third party nor are we interested in bewming the appendage of any
existing party. We have no desire to capture anv party nor any ambition te attain persen-

al political power” (Gore Committee Hearings 1936: 47).

A repart commissioned by President Kennedy and published as the President’'s Commis-

sion on Campaign Costs in 1962 echoed many of the same concerns regarding the spiral-

ing costs of elections. The committee did not denounce the insertion of money in the
electoral pracess but, instead, recognized the need for money and recommended ways in
which it could be generated while still protecting the svstem's intogrity.

8. Rather than convert cach of the deltar figures from the 1970, we provide the following,
rule of thumb for interested readers: Dollar Figures from 1971 should be multiplied by
about 4.3 to oblain the equiv alent amount of 2000 dollars; figurm from 1974 should be mul-
tiplied by 3.7; and figures from 1979 should be multiplied by 2.5,

9. The measure passed Lhe House by a vote of 247-111, and the Senate by 6014,

0. The congressional campaign committecs are the Demacratic Congressional Campaign Com-
mittee, N‘\twnal Republican Congressional Commnittes, emovratic Senatorial (_ampaip,n
Committer, and National Republican Senatorial Committer. These committees raise and
disburse lunds tor their party’s candidates; House candidates for the tirst bwo committees,
Senate candidales for the latter two.

1. PACs are the campaign finance arm of corporations, unjons, and groups but are legatly sep-
arale from these organizations. A corporation cannot directly contribute to a House candi-
date, tor example, but the corporation can establish a PAC, and that PAC can comtribute.

12 This “on behalf of” spending would later become known as “toordinated oxpendibrees.”
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CHAPTER 7

Far more extensive information about the reforms and the changes they underwent since,
see Corrado 1996,

Of course, party money still might be appreciated by candidates as seed money, and party
direct contributions combined with coordinated expenditures are more than any other sin-
gle interest could offer a candidate dircetly

For example, FEC o Massachusefts Citrzens for Life. Tue, (470 U5, 238, 1986, Austin v Adichi-
gan State Chauber of Conrerce (494 U S, 632, 1990).

SLN PAC alser alluwed corporations to form limitless oo mbers of PACs, each with its own
53,000 maximum individual contribution limit. The 1974 anwndments to the FECA changed
this by summing the total contributions acrass an arganization’s FACs and applyving the
statute’s PAC maximum conlribution amount per election to that total. S0 even if a corpa-
ration had thirty PACs, it could =8It contribute no mare thar %5,000 total to an individual.
tn fune 2001, the Court in FEC v Colorado Repielficun Federal Campaign Compstitter (533 U5,
431, 2001) upheld the coordinated expenditure restrictions contained in the FECA,

As of this writing in 2001, the fate of campaign {inance refonm is uncertain, We include the
early twenty-first century here as period in which the volume of discussion about reform,
from 1993 on, has been extraordina iy

Thanks to Michael Franz for discussion of this two-by-two scharma.
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