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BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN REFORM
ACT OF 2001

SPEECH OF

HON. ROBERT W. NEY
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 13, 2002

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 2356) to amend
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 to
provide bipartisan campaign reform:

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, The following infor-
mation I wish to submit for the RECORD on this
matter of Campaign Finance Reform.

NEY-WYNN IS THE EFFECTIVE SOFT MONEY
BAN

Perhaps the best way to explain the dif-
ference between the ‘‘soft money bans’’ is to
elaborate on comments by the President of
Common Cause, Scott Harshbarger, panning
Ney-Wynn. As you may know, Common
Cause strongly supports Shays-Meehan, and
was apparently heavily involved in drafting
much of its language. He incorrectly as-
serted that Ney-Wynn is just like Senator
Hagel’s bill, and that Ney-Wynn continues to
let in unregulated and unlimited soft money.
Both are false—Ney-Wynn does ban (as op-
posed to cap) soft money for Federal election
activity.

First, with respect to Senator Hagel’s ap-
proach, I have reviewed both bills, and am of
the view that any comparison to Ney-Wynn
is an oversimplification. Senator Hagel’s bill
merely put a limit on the amount of non-fed-
eral funds the party committees could ac-
cept. It put no restriction whatsoever on how
the money could be spent, and would not
have dramatically altered how party com-
mittees currently operate. Party committees
would have still been free to run so-called
‘‘soft money issue ads’’ and engage in other
similar activities. It would not have forced
the party committees to use federal money
for federal election activity.

On the other hand, the Ney-Wynn bill
would radically alter how party committees
on both sides of the aisle operate. Unlike
Hagel, it bans soft money for federal election
activity. It bans us from doing so-called
‘‘soft money issue ads.’’ In short, Ney-Wynn
actually accomplishes what the reformers
want—an end to party committee soft money
being used in Federal elections via the back
door.

With respect to soft money, Ney-Wynn
bans the party committees from using it for
any Federal election activity. As for the lim-
ited amount that party committees will be
allowed to accept, all the Ney-Wynn bill does
is treat party committees the same as cor-
porate and union PACs, allowing us to use
limited soft money contributions for fund-
raising and administration. And that’s all—
it can’t be transferred, used for issue ads or
the like. In fact, Senator McCain himself
voted to let this use of soft money continue.

Moreover, Ney-Wynn is consistent with the
recent decision in Colorado Republican II,
where the Court said that ‘‘[a party com-
mittee] is in the same position as some indi-
viduals and PACs.’’ It also avoids the issue
presented in Jacobus v. Alaska and a recent

opinion letter from the Attorney General of
New Hampshire (finding total contribution
bans are unconstitutional). So as to ensure
that the Ney-Wynn ban is truly a ban, even
voter registration and get out the vote con-
ducted within 120 days of a federal election
must be paid for entirely with federal hard
dollars. But critically, this limitation still
allows the party committees the ability to
do voter registration and other outreach.

Several state laws already ban soft money
in this way, most notably Texas and New
York, and to a certain extent, Florida and
California. States that have taken the
Shays-Meehan approach tend to be left-of-
center, and eventually try some form of pub-
lic financing. The current Shays-Meehan ac-
tually mandates that public financing be
studied.

As someone who has intimate knowledge of
the financial and political operations of
party committees, I believe Ney-Wynn is a
radical change. It will force the parties to
use hard dollars for our activities, but still
allow us the resources to assist our can-
didates in getting their messages heard. The
party committees will remain able to drown
out special interest ads, albeit with hard dol-
lars. In sum, Ney-Wynn achieves what ought
to be everyone’s common goal: allowing the
candidate’s voice to be the central voice in
American politics.

Shays-Meehan will have the opposite ef-
fect—it simply attempts to emasculate the
political parties, and leave candidates to
fend for themselves. It does not make any ef-
fort to ensure that parties continue to reg-
ister voters and involve people in the proc-
ess. Once the Shays-Meehan experiment in-
evitably makes matters worse, reformers
will then insist that public financing of all
Federal elections is the only option left.

As for soft money, Shays-Meehan does not
constitute a soft money ban with respect to
federal election activity. Contrary to what
has been repeated time and time again, ‘‘soft
money’’ is neither unlimited nor unregu-
lated. Over 30 states have passed limits or
outright bans on corporate and union money,
including contributions to state political
parties—laws that Shays-Meehan actually
preempt. In fact, when the full impact of the
two bills is analyzed, particularly in light of
the application (or preemption) of state law
and the $30 million soft money loophole,
Ney-Wynn constitutes the more effective
soft money ban. It has the added advantage
of requiring disclosure of third-party issue
ads that is consistent with judicial prece-
dent.

Please contact me with any questions or
concerns.

[Institute of Governmental Studies and Citi-
zens Research Foundation Policy Brief,
July 6, 2001]

ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF A BAN ON SOFT
MONEY: PARTY SOFT MONEY SPENDING IN
THE 2000 ELECTIONS

(By Ray La Raja and Elizabeth Jarvis-
Shean)

This policy brief examines how national,
state and local parties of the Republicans
and Democrats spent soft money in the 2000
Elections. Our findings demonstrate that the
state parties, which receive about 83% of
their soft money from national party trans-
fers, are the primary venue for soft money

spending. About 44% of state party soft
money spending went toward media activi-
ties, while 15% was invested in mobilization
and grassroots activities. Parties target
their media and mobilization spending in
competitive states. The Democrats rely
more on soft money for campaign activity
than Republicans. Spending on all campaign
activities—media, mobilization and grass-
roots—has been increasing over the past sev-
eral election cycles. If soft money is
banned—or simply curtailed within 120 days
of a general election—it is likely that both
media and party building activity will be re-
duced significantly unless the parties can
make up for the shorfall with hard money.

The purpose of this report is to furnish
basic data about soft money spending in the
2000 elections as a way to understand the po-
tential impact of campaign finance reform
legislation being debated in the 107th Con-
gress. In particular, we consider the effect of
a ban on soft money, a provision that re-
mains the centerpiece of a bill sponsored by
Senators McCain and Feingold, and passed
by the Senate on April 2, 2001. The House of
Representatives will soon consider a similar
version of the bill. Much of the debate over
reform considers the effect of eliminating
soft money on party activities. Will the par-
ties be weakened? To what degree are parties
using soft money for issue ads? In this report
we assess how parties spent their soft money
in past elections as a way to understand the
likely consequences of banning or restricting
soft money.

Soft money includes funds that parties
raise that lack the contribution limits set by
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
and its amendments. Under federal law, soft
money may be used for party building but
not direct candidate support. Advocates for
banning soft money argue that its elimi-
nation is essential for preserving the integ-
rity of the electoral system. Their under-
lying premise is that soft money corrupts
the political process by allowing wealthy do-
nors to trade political money for favorable
treatment in policymaking in Congress and
the Executive branch. Some argue that even
if candidates are not corrupted, voters per-
ceive that the exchange is corrupt or that
parties abuse campaign finance laws by
using funds illegally to help their can-
didates. Such perceptions alienate voters
from the political process and undermine the
legitimacy of the nation’s political institu-
tions.

Others argue, in contrast, that a ban on
soft money will damage American democ-
racy. Citing several court decisions, they
claim that constraints on political activity
run counter to the 1st Amendment. Another
line of argument contends that eliminating
soft money will weaken an essential political
institution in American democracy—the po-
litical parties. Removing this resource will
weaken parties relative to other political ac-
tors such as interest groups, and reduce the
party’s efforts to get voters to the polls.
Rather than reinvigorate political participa-
tion, the McCain-Feingold reforms might ac-
tually reduce citizen activity.

The arguments on either side deserve rig-
orous empirical scrutiny. It appears, how-
ever, that Congress is poised to enact legisla-
tion without considering some basic infor-
mation about soft money. Drawing on finan-
cial data about parties released by the Fed-
eral Election Commission, we try to shed
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some light on the uses of soft money. We are
hardly prepared to provide an in-depth anal-
ysis to address the claims of either side in
this upcoming reform debate in the House.
Instead, our goal is to provide an empirical
foundation to help policymakers consider
carefully the ramifications of their deci-
sions.

The questions we ask are simple, but to
our knowledge they have not been addressed
adequately. How did parties spend soft
money in the 2000 elections? To what extent
did they use soft money to finance ‘‘issue
ads?’’ How much soft money went toward
traditional voter mobilization efforts and
other party building activity? Did parties
spend differently from prior elections?

Using data providing by the Federal Elec-
tion Commission we explore these questions
about soft money spending. We categorized
more than 500,000 entries of itemized expend-
itures by national, state and local parties in
the 2000 elections. Our framework for exam-
ining soft money is to consider what would
happen if the McCain-Feingold bill was made
into law. The key provisions of the bill, as
they pertain to party soft money, are the fol-
lowing:
National parties

May raise or spend only hard money (i.e.,
limited contributions, no labor or corporate
contributions).

May not make contributions to non-prof-
its.
State parties

Must use hard money to fund any ‘‘federal
election activities’’ (defined as Get-Out-the-
Vote, or voter registration in the 120 days
preceding an election) during a federal elec-
tion year.

May fund ‘‘federal election activities’’ with
soft money capped at $10,000 from the same
source if state laws permit.
Candidates

Banned from raising soft money for ‘‘fed-
eral election activities.’’
Non-profits

National parties banned from making or
soliciting contributions to nonprofits; can-
didates banned from raising soft money for
non-profits for ‘‘federal election activities.’’

FINDINGS I

How did parties spend soft money in the 2000
Elections?

Parties at the federal, state and local level
spent almost half a billion dollars in soft
money in the 2000 elections. These funds
were spent primarily by the state parties be-
cause federal and state regulations are more
permissive of soft money spending at this
level. The 100 major state parties—Demo-
cratic and Republican—spent approximately
$340 million in soft money. The national par-
ties, in contrast, spent only $136 million. The
national parties, however, raised a good por-
tion of soft money and then transferred it to
the state parties. According the Federal
Election Commission, the national commit-
tees raised approximately $496 million in soft
money and transferred $280 million (56%) to
the state parties.

Local parties (158 of them) spent only $4
million. It should be noted that federal, state
and local parties spend additional soft
money in non-federal elections. But because
these funds are not related in any way to a
federal election they do not have to be re-
ported to the Federal Election Commission.
Therefore, the soft money data we collected
pertains only to campaign spending related
to federal elections. We should also point out
that we are reporting only soft money fig-
ures here. By law, parties are required to
match soft money with hard money for each
activity, using complex accounting guide-

lines provided by the Federal Election Com-
mission. If we included the hard money fig-
ures in several of the subsequent tables, the
spending in these categories would be 40% to
50% higher.

For national parties, most soft money
(about 43%) is invested in overhead and basic
administrative costs of maintaining the
party headquarters in Washington.
Unsurprisingly, the next largest expenditure
is for fundralsing (approximately 39%), It ap-
pears that little more than 13% of national
party spending goes directly into campaigns
for media and mobilization activities. Based
on our analysis of party spending reports, we
believe the bulk of media spending includes
the cost of producing and airing television
and radio ads. Mobilization spending, in con-
trast, includes the ‘‘ground’’ activity: reg-
istering and identifying voters, Get-Out-the-
Vote (GOTV) phonebanks and precinct can-
vassing, and costs of direct mail. Although
the national parties spend a small portion of
their soft money on these activities, their in-
vestments are significant in absolute terms,
investing $10.3 million on media-related ac-
tivities and $7.4 million on mobilization ac-
tivities.

State parties use soft money more than
other party committees. In the 2000 Elec-
tions, they spent 2.5 times as much soft
money as national parties. Through trans-
fers, however national parties supply ap-
proximately 83% of the soft money that
state parties spend for federal related activi-
ties. At the state level, 44% of soft money for
federal related activities ($149.3 million) is
invested in media, a significant increase
from the 1996 election in absolute terms, as
well as a rise in the portion of the party
budget devoted to media. Clearly, state par-
ties are major sponsors of issue ads. Another
12 percent of the budget ($41.8 million) goes
toward ground mobilization activities, much
of it targeted in competitive states. Only 4%
of state party budgets reflect grassroots
campaign activity that includes distribution
of bumper stickers and pins, the staging of
rallies and related volunteer work ($11.3 mil-
lion). State parties rely heavily on soft
money for office upkeep and general admin-
istrative expenses ($99.5 million or 29% of
budget).

Finally, local parties use very limited
amounts of soft money in federal elections.
Among the 158 local major parties that sub-
mitted campaign finance reports to the Fed-
eral Election Commission, their total soft
money spending amounted to just $4 million.
More than half of this was for party adminis-
tration and overhead. Only 2% was used for
media, 10% was for mobilization work and
5% for grassroots activities. Local parties
are obviously more concerned with local
elections so it is unsurprising that they
spend so little soft money in federal election
activity. Furthermore, much of their work
does not involve the costly technical aspects
of modem campaigning such as broadcast
media. On the other hand, it seems reason-
able to expect that more soft money would
make its way to the local level since the in-
tent of amendments to the Federal Election
Campaign Act was to encourage grassroots
party building.

How does soft money spending in the 2000
elections compare to earlier elections?

One question that arises in the current de-
bate is whether parties have transformed
themselves into campaign media organiza-
tions through financing issue ads with soft
money. The data provide evidence that state
parties have become important venues for
producing and airing issue ads, something
they did not do prior to the 1996 elections. On
the other hand, state parties continue to use
soft money for party building activities as
they have in the past.

In the 2000 elections, state parties invested
significantly more soft money directly in
campaigns than in prior elections. For exam-
ple, they spent $149.1 million on
mediarelated activity, more than double
their expenditures in 1996. The portion of
total party soft money devoted just to media
increased from 37% in 1996 to 44% in 2000.
Spending on mobilizing voters through the
‘‘ground campaign’’ (telephones, canvassing,
direct mail) increased from $16 million in
1996 to almost $42 million in 2000, a boost of
160 percent. The share of the soft money
budget devoted to this activity increased
from 9 to 12 percent between 1996 and 2000.

In 1998, media and mobilization spending
was more evenly distributed than during a
presidential election cycle. During the 1998
elections, 17% of soft money went toward
media and 12% toward ground mobilization.
These figures suggest that the media strate-
gies of presidential campaigns drive much of
soft money spending. Nonpresidential con-
tests do not always rely as heavily on a
media campaign strategy as presidential
contests, even though soft money has played
an increasingly important role in financing
issue ads for congressional campaigns.

State parties continue to rely a great deal
on soft money to maintain the party head-
quarters, paying for staff salaries, benefits,
office equipment and other basic necessities.
In the 2000 elections, parties spent almost
$100 million on administration, a 38% in-
crease from 1996. Administrative costs re-
flected 29% of all state party soft money
spending in 2000, which was a much smaller
portion that in the 1996 elections.

What can we surmise from these data? To
the dismay of those seeking definitive evi-
dence to confirm their point of view, the
data appear to support both reformers who
favor a ban on soft money and those who
highlight the virtues of soft money. Advo-
cates of a ban are accurate in observing that
the parties abuse their access to soft money
by using it for thinly disguised issue ads that
actually help the campaigns of particular
federal candidates. The parties can hardly
claim that their recent media spending is
part of a conventional party building strat-
egy when state parties spent virtually no
money on issue ads prior to the 1996 elec-
tions. On the other hand, those who say a
ban on soft money would weaken parties
have grounds for concern. It would be wrong
to claim that party soft money has not been
invested in building the party. Soft money
spending on mobilization and grassroots in-
creased substantially with each election for
which we have data. It is also clear that soft
money pays for a significant share of main-
taining the party headquarters.

What effect will the ‘‘120-Day Rule’’ have on
party activity?

The McCain-Feingold bill allows parties to
spend soft money up until 120 days before the
general election, so long as contributions are
capped at $ 10,000 per source. We assume that
the motive of this provision is to enable the
parties to engage in partybuilding in the
early build-up to an election, without letting
them use soft money directly in federal cam-
paigns just before the election. With this in
mind, we observe how much soft money was
spent before and after this 120-day marker.
We find that only one-quarter of soft money
is spent prior to this 120 day marker. Parties
invest the vast majority of soft money with-
in the final four months of the election.

Which activities will be affected the most
by the 120-day rule? If the intent of the pro-
vision is to root out much of party spending
on media activities it might achieve this re-
sult. Only 7% of media spending came before
the 120-day mark. Of course, under this new
rule, parties could simply frontload issue ads
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(if they learn how to craft ads that do not
violate other provisions of the new law). But
undoubtedly, the impact of media adver-
tising is strongest closer to the election and
party strategists will likely seek ways to get
around this new provision. Our hunch is that
they will spend soft money on issue ads prior
to the 120-day marker, and then invest heav-
ily in ‘‘independent’’ issue ads that require
hard money. Recent court decisions protect
the party’s ability to spend without limits
when they operate independently from the
candidates.

In the effort to eliminate soft money issue
ads, it appears that party-building activities
will also be affected. Only 9 percent of spend-
ing on voter registration and GOTV activi-
ties takes place before the 120-day point.
Similarly, only 11% of grassroots and tradi-
tional party ‘‘hoopla’’ take place before this
point. Unsurprisingly, the parties spend sig-
nificant soft money before the four-month
window on maintaining headquarters and
raising funds in anticipation of the intense
campaign activity to follow. A soft money
ban within 120 days of an election will not
only reduce party spending on media, but
also curtail party building activities Con-
gress intended to encourage through revi-
sions to the Federal Election Campaign Act
during the 1970s.

Are there partisan differences in soft money
spending?

A common concern among policymakers is
the relative effect of a ban on either party.
Who might be hurt more by banning soft
money, Republicans or Democrats? Surely,
party members will not want to change cam-
paign finance laws in ways that put their
party at a disadvantage. It appears that the
Democrats rely more heavily on soft money
for direct campaign activity than Repub-
licans. Democrats, for instance, outspent Re-
publicans $87 million to $62 million on media
with their soft money. Similarly, Democrats
invested more than Republicans in mobiliza-
tion with soft money, but the difference is
not as great as for media. Republicans use
more soft money for party overhead than
Democrats, and use it slightly more for fund-
raising.

The explanation for the Democratic strat-
egy is that the Republicans raise far more
hard money than Democrats. It appears,
then, that Democrats try to make up for the
difference with soft money, using it in ways
that might benefit their federal candidates
as much as possible. While both parties use
soft money to benefit federal candidates di-
rectly rather than for generic party building,
the Democrats have a far stronger incentive
to employ this strategy than Republicans.
We can only speculate whether the large fig-
ure for ‘‘unidentified’’ expenditures ($18.7
million) suggests that the Democrats are re-
luctant to reveal the way they use soft
money to influence federal campaigns.

Given these findings we expect the Demo-
crats to suffer the most from a soft money
ban in the short term, since they use it to
make up for their relative deficiency of hard
money. Over the long-term the Democrats
might be able to reach parity with Repub-
licans hard money fundraising, although tra-
ditionally the Democrats have been less suc-
cessful soliciting small contributions than
Republicans.

Table 5 (not shown) is further evidence
that soft money is important to both parties
in federal elections. It demonstrates that the
parties concentrate their money in competi-
tive states. The 10 party organizations that
spent the most on media were in states with
a highly competitive presidential or Senate
campaign, or both. These included 6 Demo-
cratic and 4 Republican organizations. The
average media expenditure among all 100

state parties was 63 cents per voter. Those in
the top 10 spent in the range of $1.91 to $9.73
per voter.

Table 6 (not shown) provides the same
analysis for party expenditures on mobiliza-
tion. The average mobilization expenditure
among all 100 state parties was 19 cents per
voter. Those in the top 10 spent in the range
of 40 cents to $1.3 9 per voter. Interestingly,
Democratic organizations comprised the
first 8 of 10 organizations in this top cat-
egory, demonstrating a preference for this
mobilization strategy in tightly contested
races. For Democratic organizations, the av-
erage expenditure on mobilization was 24
cents per voter, while it was only 14 cents
per voter for Republican committees.

SUMMARY POINTS

National parties use soft money mostly for
party overhead & operations, as well as fund-
raising. They also transfer 55 percent of their
soft money to state organizations, which
perform much of the campaign work.

State parties rely on soft money to per-
form a variety of campaign activities: Ap-
proximately 44% was spent on media ($149.4
million); 29% on party overhead and oper-
ations ($99.5 million); and 15% on direct mo-
bilization and grassroots ($53.1 million).

The ‘‘120-day rule’’ that prohibits soft
money spending within 120 days of a general
election could eliminate as much as 3/4 of
soft money spending: 89% of spending on
issue ads falls within 120 days of the general
election; and 91% of spending on GOTV and
registration falls within 120 days of the elec-
tion.

Democrats will likely be hurt by a ban on
soft money more than Republicans in the
short term: Democrats spend more soft
money on media and mobilization than Re-
publicans. Democratic organizations, on av-
erage, spent 85 cents on media per voter and
24 cents on mobilization per voter. Repub-
licans, in contrast, spent 42 cents and 14
cents on media and mobilization per voter,
respectively.

The parties concentrate their soft money
resources in the closest races: States with
competitive presidential contests spent the
most on media and mobilization per voter.

The corrupting influence of unlimited soft
money contributions and expenditures,
whether real or perceived, is cause for con-
cern and perhaps legislative action. Such ac-
tion should target underlying problems,
while attempting to minimize harmful unin-
tended consequences. The McCain-Feingold
bill, with its 120-day amendment and $ 10,000
contribution limit, will eliminate most soft
money spending, including spending 12 on
thinly disguised candidate ads parading as
‘‘issue ads.’’ But it is likely that voter mobi-
lization efforts will be reduced as well. The
dramatic increase in soft money media ex-
penditures is driven by the belief that this
expensive campaign activity delivers results
at the polls. In an effort to prevent corrupt
contributions and purge issue ads, the
McCain-Feingold bill will constrain the
party in other ways. State parties, particu-
larly in states where the parties rely on
major donors, will find it more difficult to
pay administrative costs, even as they aug-
ment efforts to raise money from smaller do-
nors. It is also conceivable that media ex-
penditures will maintain current levels and
be paid for with hard money as ‘‘inde-
pendent’’ party expenditures. Given finite re-
sources, broadly based party-building, in-
cluding voter registration and mobilization,
may suffer the most. Certainly there are no
guarantees, but it is a plausible outcome
that should be kept in mind as the House be-
gins debate on campaign finance reform.

[Columbia Law Review, April 2000—
Symposium: Law and Political Parties]

* 598 SOFT MONEY, HARD MONEY, STRONG
PARTIES

(Stephen Ansolabehere and James M.
Snyder, Jr.)

Political parties are central to current ef-
forts to reform campaign finance in the
United States. Party money constitutes ap-
proximately half of all campaign funds
raised at the national level. Limiting party
money is, thus, integral to campaign finance
reform. This Article examines what might be
gained and lost if regulations on party
money are imposed. Proponents of stronger
(and better financed) parties conjecture that
strong parties increase the ability of voters
to hold their representative’s accountable.
We find that such benefits are, in practice,
minimal. Instead, we argue that the main
benefits of party money, especially soft
money, derive from the parties’ campaign
activities. Soft money finances state party
organizations’ voter registration and mobili-
zation efforts, which have substantial effects
on turnout. Reducing party money will,
thus, reduce participation. The benefits of
limitations on party soft money must there-
fore be weighed against likely reductions in
voting that would result.

INTRODUCTION

American campaign finance law is often
described as more loophole than law. Con-
gress and the courts, sometimes working at
cross-purposes, continually attempt to clar-
ify and perfect existing regulations, but as
campaign practices evolve, candidates, par-
ties, individuals, and groups devise clever,
new ways to bend the rules. Today, efforts to
reform campaign finance focus on the trans-
fer of national party, funds to state and local
organizations. Political parties raise large
sums from individuals, corporations, and
other associations. They then channel these
funds to state and local party organizations,
which in turn conduct campaign activities
that indirectly and sometimes directly affect
federal elections. This was an intended con-
sequence, a genie that Congress meant to let
out of the bottle. Our concern is with the ef-
fects of putting the genie back in.

In 1979, Congress amended the Federal
Election Campaign Act (‘‘FECA’’), [FN1] ex-
cluding state and local party building activi-
ties from the federal contribution lim-
its. [FN2] The Federal Elections Commission
(‘‘FEC’’) further clarified the law in a series
of rulings, which in essence allow individuals
and organizations to give unlimited amounts
of money to the national parties’ ‘‘non-
federal’’ accounts. [FN3] Funds in such ac-
counts are intended * 599 for ‘‘party activi-
ties’’ at the state and local levels, and may
not be contributed to or spent in coordina-
tion with federal candidates. Behind this ex-
emption, since termed ‘‘soft money,’’ lies a
simple objective: Strengthen the political
parties.

The soft money loophole arose in response
to two forces: the sorry state of national par-
ties in the 1970s and the long-held belief
among political scientists that stronger na-
tional parties would improve the ability of
voters to hold government accountable. Na-
tional parties in the U.S. have never had
well-financed organizations. [FN4] and in the
1970s, their situation appeared especially
dire. The national party organizations reput-
edly needed a greater presence in the new
world of campaign finance created by FECA,
which put candidates at the center of na-
tional political campaigns. [EN5] FECA im-
posed new restrictions on the amounts that
national parties could give to candidates and
on the ways that the parties could raise
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money. These restrictions hit the Demo-
cratic National Committee (‘‘DNC’’) particu-
larly hard, as the committee labored under
debt from the 1968 and 1972 campaigns.

Soft money also answered a century of po-
litical science speculation and theorizing.
Political scientists have long argued that
the absence of strong national party organi-
zations in the U.S. limits the ability of vot-
ers to hold government accountable for pub-
lic policies. [FN6] In order to hold the gov-
ernment accountable, voters need to face
clear, programmatic choices. Party money is
one means to this end.

Parties are able to impose discipline on
their members, acting as a counterweight to
the many special interests that may chip
away at the public good behind legisla-
tion. [FN7] Expanding party money might
also weaken the influence of interest * 600
groups by lessening the unique campaign fi-
nance advantages of incumbents, which de-
rive substantially from interest group con-
tributions. [FN8] This argument received its
most famous expression in a report of the
American Political Science Association pub-
lished in 1950 and entitled ‘‘Toward a More
Responsible Two-Party System.’’ [FN9]

The committee that crafted the report rec-
ommended three concrete changes in the
practice of politics that would improve ac-
countability: more programmatic parties,
greater democracy within the parties (such
as primary elections), and deregulation of
the parties’ campaign fundraising activities.
[FN10] On all three counts, American politics
have moved in the direction of the commit-
tee’s proposals and its vision of responsible
party government. The parties within Con-
gress exhibit much more party line voting
today than they did in the 1970s, providing
voters a much clearer choice. [FN11] Pri-
mary elections and other party reforms in
the 1960s and 1970s created more democracy
within the parties. [FN12] The consequence
of those changes in our national politics is
the subject of intense scholarly scrutiny.
[FN13] Our concern is with the third factor
in the contemporary experiment with
stronger parties, the money.

Today, the American political parties are
prolific fundraisers. In 1998, for example,
Democratic and Republican national party
organizations raised $445 million for their
federal (hard money) accounts, and $224 mil-
lion for their non-federal (soft money) ac-
counts. [FN14]

Party money has not been heartily em-
braced by the public, politicians or political
scientists. Twice, Congress has nearly closed
the soft money loophole. [FN15] Campaign
reform bills proposed by Representatives
Shays and Meehan and by Senators McCain
and Feingold passed the House of Represent-
atives in each of the last two Congresses, and
have failed in the Senate only because a mi-
nority of senators sustained filibusters. *601
[FN16] Scholarly and popular commentary
has similarly turned against party finance,
and against soft money in particular. The
objections are not that the parties have be-
come too strong. Rather, it is alleged that
party finance practices have inadvertently
increased the political leverage of interest
groups [FN17] and have ruined the ability of
government agencies to regulate the system
of political finance. [FN18]

Specific objections to soft money empha-
size the evasion of existing limits. Following
Buckley v. Valeo, [FN19] contribution limits
on individuals and groups became the center-
piece of campaign finance regulations in the
United States. [FN20] In each election, indi-
viduals may give no more than $1,000 to a
candidate, up to $20,000 to national party or-
ganizations, and a total of no more than
$25,000 to all federal candidates. Organiza-
tions may give no more than $5,000 to a can-

didate and $15,000 to national party organiza-
tions in each election. The 1979 amendments
to FECA provide an avenue through which
groups and individuals can avoid these lim-
its, giving unlimited amounts to the parties’
non-federal accounts. [FN21] In addition, or-
ganizations, especially corporations, can
avoid having to set up a separate and seg-
regated fund, commonly called a political ac-
tion committee (‘‘PAC’’), through which the
organizations raise money for federal elec-
tions. Finally, soft money is widely seen as
an evasion of presidential spending limits, as
presidential candidates can raise money for
the ‘‘non-federal’’ accounts of the DNC and
RNC and those funds can be spent in battle-
ground states.

Critics of contemporary campaign finance
raise a more generic concern about party
money. Interest groups might capture or cor-
rupt the parties, just as they allegedly com-
promise congressional decisionmaking. Soft
money is raised without contribution limits;
many of the donations exceed $100,000 and
come from corporations, associations, and
individuals with strong interests in legisla-
tive and executive decisions facing the gov-
ernment. Large donations from a specific in-
terest or industry, it is feared, might con-
vince the party caucuses within Congress or
the president to protect that interest. Our
aim is to put the essential claims about
party money to empirical scrutiny. First,
how apt is the traditional view of parties?
Does party money produce greater degrees of
electoral accountability and legislative dis-
cipline? Second, how accurate are contem-
porary critics of parties? Is party money, es-
pecially soft money, swamping the system?
Has FECA’s system of contribution limits
broken down? Finally, what would be the
*602 practical political consequences of fur-
ther constraining party money raised for
state and local parties and elections? We
analyze these questions through the lenses of
campaign finance reforms that would end
soft money.

Part I of this paper details how parties
raise money and how they handle it, espe-
cially in contrast to how candidates raise
money. Here we assess how much money
would be affected by proposals to close the
soft money loophole, and whether the rise of
soft money signals the failure of the con-
tribution limits established by FECA. Part
11 assesses two key claims about party
money and party discipline in national poli-
tics: that party contributions and expendi-
tures foster electoral competition and that
party money creates greater party discipline
within the legislature. In this Part we argue
that the parties do produce more electoral
competition, but that a ban on soft money
would have little impact on national party
politics. Part III of this paper explores how
party money is used at the state level, espe-
cially for grass roots activities. Here we
project that a complete ban on soft money
would significantly curtail grassroots activi-
ties of state party organizations and would
significantly reduce participation, a con-
sequence that has as yet received little at-
tention in national discussions about cam-
paign finance reform.

I. Party Money Amounts and Accounts
Party money is extremely important: It

accounts for nearly half of all campaign
money raised at the national level. [FN22]
But, as we document, the importance of
party money has not changed much over the
last twenty years.

To measure the importance of national
party fund raising we contrast the resources
of parties to those of candidates, rather than
to interest groups. There are four reasons for
this contrast. First, recent political science
scholarship emphasizes that candidates have

eclipsed parties as an organizing force in vot-
ing behavior and elections. [FN23] The rise of
personal voting and the incumbency advan-
tage over the last forty years suggests that
many voters focus on the individual politi-
cian more and rely on party less. [FN24] Indi-
viduals and groups may choose to channel
their resources either to parties or indi-
vidual candidates. The decline of parties is
often traced to increases in the campaign re-
sources of individual candidates, especially
incumbents, and declines in electoral re-
sources and activities *603 of party organiza-
tions. [FN25] Do parties command substan-
tially fewer resources than candidates do?
Surprisingly, in our world of candidate-cen-
tered campaigns, parties and candidates at-
tract approximately the same amount of
money. [FN26]

Second, party committees are essentially
campaign operations and are, therefore,
most appropriately compared to candidates,
rather than to political action committees.
Parties seek to win a majority of seats in the
legislatures or control of the executive of-
fice, and they do so through direct cam-
paigning and by assisting their local cam-
paign organizations. FEC reports reveal that
parties are not primarily operations for do-
nating money to candidates. Less than one
percent of party money is contributed to fed-
eral candidates, and only about ten percent
is spent on their behalf. [FN27] FEC audits of
party committees reveal that the national
Republican and Democratic organizations
spend their funds on overhead, fundraising,
and their own campaigns to win control over
government, including grassroots organizing
and television advertising, as well as on re-
cruiting and training candidates and cam-
paign organizers. An audit of the RNC’s 1984
accounts revealed that approximately thirty
percent of that money was spent on direct
campaign activities, such as advertising and
field operations; an additional third went to
fundraising. [FN28] An audit of the Dukakis
campaign in California, and of the California
State Democratic party, in 1988 showed that
half of the funds went for field operations,
such as get-out-the-vote drives, canvassing,
and direct mail; twenty percent went for
media. [FN29] These figures are remarkably
similar to the activities of federal can-
didates, whose reports to the FEC reveal
that thirty percent of congressional cam-
paign money goes for media advertising and
about twenty percent goes for grassroots
cwnpaign activity. [FN30]

Third, candidates are the relevant bench-
marks against which to compare party fi-
nance because the government is ultimately
organized both by individual politicians and
by parties of politicians. The U.S. House and
Senate, for example, are organized into com-
mittees, which are often tailored to mem-
bers’ and constituents’ interests, as well as
party hierarchies. If contributors can influ-
ence public policy or change the composition
*604 of the government with their campaign
donations, then they may be able to achieve
their ends either through donations to politi-
cians or to party committees. Finally, par-
ties and candidates draw on the same pools
of donors—individuals and organizations, es-
pecially corporations. But, different restric-
tions apply to candidate and party fund rais-
ing. Donations to federal candidates and
party committees fall under the contribution
limits imposed by FECA, and individuals and
groups face lower contribution limits when
they give to candidates than when they give
to parties. Also, non-federal party accounts
are not subject to federal contribution lim-
its. [FN31]

Table 1 contrasts the receipts of federal
candidates and of national party committees
over nine election cycles in the 1980s and
1990s. The first and second columns of the
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table display the amounts raised by congres-
sional (House and Senate) and presidential
candidates, respectively. The Presidential
funds include public funds provided in the
primary and general elections. The third and
fourth columns display the parties’ federal
(hard money) and non-federal (soft money)
receipts. [FN32] Official FEC reports on soft
money are not available for the early 1980s,
and the amounts are presumed to be small.
For 1984 and 1988, we include some estimates
provided by the Citizens’ Research Founda-
tion and other sources.

Table 1. Candidate and Party Funds
Some double counting exists in the table

because party committees and candidates
may contribute money to each other. Sur-
prisingly little money flows between parties’
and candidates’ treasuries. Parties contrib-
uted only about $5 million directly to can-
didates in 1998, accounting for less than one
percent of candidates’ funds. [FN33] In addi-
tion, parties’ coordinated and independent
expenditures totaled $67 million in 1998. In
total, parties only spent about ten percent of
their funds on federal election campaigns at
the national level, and almost all of these ex-
penditures are advertising and other coordi-
nated and independent expenditures made by
the parties, rather than direct contributions
to candidates. Even less money goes from
candidates to parties. Federal candidates
contribute only a trace of their money to na-
tional party committees. [FN34] Parties and
candidates, then, represent distinct cam-
paign fund raising venues in national poli-
tics; one does not feed the other. More
money flows among the party committees.
Twelve percent of soft money in 1994 and ten
percent of the soft money in 1998 came from
*605 other accounts of the national parties.
This indicates that the FEC reports suggest
that there is more soft money than there ac-
tually is. Funds transferred from one non-
federal account to another are simply double
counted. Funds from federal to non-federal
accounts should properly be considered fed-
eral money, as they were originally raised
from individuals and corporations according
to federal contribution limits. Actual soft
dollars totaled $89.8 million in 1994 and $196.8
million in 1998. [FN35]

The contrast between party and candidate
national fundraising helps put the parties in
clearer relief. First, the data in Table 1 re-
veal that under FECA candidates and parties
play roughly equal roles in campaign *606
fund raising. Federal and non-federal money,
amounted to approximately forty percent of
all money raised at the national level in the
1990s. [FN36] The fraction of all money going
to candidates in Table 1 is fairly stable, aver-
aging 60 percent, but never more than 65 per-
cent or less than 55 percent. The equality of
candidate and party money is somewhat sur-
prising given the emphasis within political
science on the rise of ‘‘candidate-centered’’
campaigns. The importance of parties,
though, should not be seen as evidence that
FECA has gradually broken down. The par-
ties appear to be a constant in American
campaign finance, and this is accommodated
by FECA.

Second, the parties have changed how they
handle their funds somewhat, relying in-
creasingly on non-federal accounts. Much of
the recent growth in the parties’ treasuries
has come through non-federal funds. The
hard money accounts of parties have grown
much more slowly than the hard money ac-
counts of candidates. From the early 1980s to
the late 1990s. House and Senate money (in
off-year elections) grew 85 percent. Over that
same time period, the federal accounts of the
parties grew by only 45 percent. [FN37] Par-
ties have kept pace with candidate fund rais-
ing through soft money.

Reports on the amounts of soft money be-
fore 1992 are highly incomplete. The Citizens
Research Foundation estimated the amount
of soft money in 1984 as $22 million, which
amounts to about 5 percent of the party
money raised that year. [FN38] The figures
in Table 1 reveal that by the end of the 1990s
soft money had risen to $200 million.

Third, soft money, though it has grown, is
still a relatively small fraction of party
money and of all money. By the end of the
1990s, non-federal accounts handled slightly
less than a third of all party money. Even
with this growth, non-federal accounts still
handle much less money than federal ac-
counts, and contributions to and expendi-
tures from federal accounts must still com-
ply with contribution limits set by FECA.
Table 1 reveals that by the end of the 1990s,
soft money accounted for just 15 percent of
all money.

Soft money, as it is commonly discussed,
has a more negative connotation than sim-
ply the amounts of money flowing into non-
federal accounts. Soft money has become
synonymous with money laundering. Par-
ties, interest groups, and candidates reput-
edly avoid the limits on group and individual
contributions to federal candidates and par-
ties by funneling money raised in national
accounts to state and local organizations.
The state and local organizations serve
merely as fronts for the federal candidates’
and parties’ campaigns. How much money
exceeds the limits?

Total non-federal party money provides an
upper bound estimate of the amount of
money that is given in order to evade con-
tribution limits *607 on individuals, corpora-
tions, and other associations. The figures in
Table 1 suggest that the amount evading the
contribution limits is small relative to the
amounts subject to the limits. Even with the
soft money loophole, two-thirds of all con-
tributions to parties go to federal accounts
and are subject to contribution limits. Party
money constituted about 45 percent of na-
tional campaign finance in 1998; non-federal
accounts handled only 15 percent of all
money raised in 1998 at the national level.

Not all donors to non-federal accounts ex-
ceeded the limit that they would have been
subject to had they contributed to a federal
committee. In 1998, approximately 18,000 dif-
ferent donors gave to the national parties’
soft money accounts. Only eleven percent
gave more than $20,000 to soft money ac-
counts, which is the limit on contributions
to party committees. This relatively small
number of donors gave 78 percent of the soft
money—that is, $153 million of $196 million.
This is a very large amount of money ‘‘skirt-
ing’’ the limits, and it is a cause for concern.
However, it represents only 12 percent of all
money raised by candidates and parties at
the national level. [FN39]

Closing the soft money loophole will not
force all of the money in parties’ non-federal
accounts out of politics. A sizable amount of
non-federal money ($42.6 million out of $196
million) is raised within contribution limits,
and we suspect that federal committees
would likely attract these funds if non-fed-
eral accounts did not exist. [FN40] In addi-
tion, if soft money is banned, donors to these
accounts might redirect their contributions
to other accounts—to hard money accounts,
to candidate accounts, or to state and local
organizations directly.

II. Party Money in National Elections
Current campaign finance reform efforts,

such as the McCain-Feingold bill, aim to
eliminate soft money entirely. If those ef-
forts succeed, what will be the consequences
for national and state politics? We turn first
to the national level. The concern for na-
tional politics, as political scientists have

described it, is whether restrictions on party
resources would lessen the ability of voters
to hold the government collectively account-
able. [FN41] Party finances may improve ac-
countability in two ways. First, party con-
tributions and expenditures in national elec-
tions might increase electoral competition.
In particular, party money is often thought
to be a counter-weight to the inequity be-
tween individual candidates’ resources, most
notably the discrepancies between incum-
bents’ and challengers’ financial advantages.
Second, party money might produce more
discipline in Congress, as leaders might be
able to use contributions as inducements to
keep the party’s congressional delegation in
*608 line on key votes. Greater discipline
within Congress on votes central to the par-
ties’ programs would allow the parties to
stake out clear policy or ideological posi-
tions. As a result, voters would be better
able to distinguish the choices they face in
the election and to reorient the government
if they did not like the direction of the gov-
erning party. [FN42]

A further concern is how the parties con-
duct their own campaigns. If a sizable share
of the money goes to voter registration and
mobilization, then party money might foster
accountability by encouraging people to vote
and make their preferences heard. Here, we
address the first two concerns; we leave the
third issue to the next section, as that is
more readily addressed at the state and local
level.

A. Does Party Money Increase Electoral
Competition?

Many students and observers of Congress
complain bitterly about the lack of competi-
tion in congressional elections. They cite
such facts as the high incumbent reelection
rate (averaging over 95 percent since 1980):
[FN43] the ‘‘vanishing marginals’’; [FN44]
the incumbency advantage in voteshare,
around 8 percent: [FN45] and the huge advan-
tage incumbents have in fundraising. [FN46]
Weakening the fundraising capabilities of
parties would probably reduce competition.
[FN47] Party money flows to more competi-
tive races. [FN48] Also, as we show here,
party money flows much more freely to non-
incumbents than PAC money does. [FN49]
The panels on the left-hand side of Figure I
show the natural log of party money (includ-
ing coordinated expenditures), plotted
against the Democratic vote-share, for each
House race between 1978 and 1998 that was
contested by both major parties. The top left
panel shows the relationship between Demo-
cratic party money *609 and electoral close-
ness: the bottom left panel shows the rela-
tionship between Republican party money
and electoral closeness. A unit change in the
logarithmic scale can roughly be interpreted
as a one percent change in the variable. The
graphs, then, represent how a percentage
point change in the Democratic vote share
corresponds to a percentage chance in the
amount of party and PAC money received.
The symbols are ‘‘I’’ for races incumbents.
‘‘C’’ for races with challengers, and ‘‘0’’ for
open seat races.

Parties clearly, target closer races. The
curves on the left have a distinct inverted-U
shape, with a peak at almost exactly .5.
showing that Democratic and Republican
party committees target close races. Also,
the curves are relatively symmetric at about
.5, suggesting that the party committees
concentrate equally on vulnerable incum-
bents and credible challengers, and tend to
ignore safe incumbents and struggling chal-
lengers.

VerDate 11<MAY>2000 04:46 Mar 07, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A05MR8.034 pfrm04 PsN: E06PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of RemarksE266 March 6, 2002
Figure 1: Party versus PAC Contributions as a

Function of Democrat’s Share of the Vote
Won, US House Elections, 1978 to 1998.

The panels on the right-hand side show
analogous plots for PAC contributions. Al-
though PACs also tend to target close races,
there is one striking difference between
PACs and parties. While party contributions
drop off sharply in noncompetitive races in-
volving incumbents, PAC contributions do
not. PACs give nearly as much to safe in-
cumbents as they give to incumbents who
are in trouble. Incumbency of course, is
nearly synonymous with victory, as approxi-
mately 95 percent of incumbents who *610
seek reelection win. [FN50] The asymmetry
suggests that PACs are drawn to candidates
who are more likely to win. Elsewhere, we
have shown that this behavior is consistent
with the argument that interest groups give
money as an investment in politics, with
some expectation of a return for their dona-
tion. [FN51] Also, though this is more dif-
ficult to discern from the graph, PACs give
significantly more to incumbents than to
non-incumbents, holding the vote margin
constant.

Specifically, PACs give more money to in-
cumbents than they do to open seat can-
didates who win by the same vote margin or
who compete in districts with similar par-
tisan levels. [FN52] What is more, PACs give
more to incumbents who lose by I to 5 per-
cent than they do to challengers who win by
I to 5 percent.[FN53] This is not true for the
parties. Party contributions act as some-
thing of a counterbalance to PAC contribu-
tions. A back-of-the-envelope calculation
gives some sense of what might happen if
party money dries up. Consider all races be-
tween 1988 and 1998. On average, Democratic
challengers received 14 percent of their total
campaign funds (including coordinated and
independent expenditures) from party com-
mittees, and Republican challengers received
almost 11 percent of their funds from parties.
The corresponding figures for incumbents
were 2.0 percent and 1.7 percent, respec-
tively. In a previous paper, we estimated
that the elasticity of challenger vote-share
with respect to challenger spending .05 to .08
range. [FN54] Using an intermediate value of
.07, a 10 percent reduction in challenger
spending implies that the average chal-
lenger’s vote percent will fall by about 2.5
percentage points.

The effect of this counterweight of parties
in specific races for Congress is slight, pri-
marily because parties spend so little money
on individual races. We are unsure what the
effects on electoral competition and turn-
over might be if the parties were to spend.
say, five times more than they currently do
on national elections. This is the world envi-
sioned by proponents of stronger parties.
such as Dan Lowenstein, who recommends
heavy public subsidy of parties to counteract
the incumbency advantage. [FN55] The ob-
stacle to forecasting what this world would
be like is that it is unclear what cir-
cumstances would lead the parties to shift
their *611 resources more heavily into con-
gressional campaigns and away from state
and local activities.

The bottom line, though, is that signifi-
cant reductions in party receipts would not
change competition in the national elections
appreciably. Complete elimination of party
contributions and coordinated and inde-
pendent expenditures would lower chal-
lengers’ vote shares by 2.5 percent, but the
typical challenger today only receives 35 per-
cent of the vote.

B. Does Party Money Buy ‘‘Loyalty’’ to the
Parties?

One way to buy loyalty is to help elect and
reelect those who are known to be loyal.
There is some evidence that at least for
Democrats, party committees give more
money to House members who vote in line
with their party’s leaders. [FN56] The evi-
dence is rather weak, however, and other
studies find no effects. [FN57]

Showing that party money actually affects
voting records is even trickier, because it is
extremely difficult to control for the ‘‘base-
line’’ level of party support (how much a
member would support the party even if he
or she did not receive party money). Leyden
and Borrelli claim to show an effect, but it is
doubtful that have correctly controlled for
the baseline. [FN58]

We find mixed evidence for the first claim.
We ran a series of Tobit regressions pre-
dicting party money as a function of elec-
toral circumstances and party loyalty in roll
call voting, measured as proximity to the
parties’ medians. [FN59] Using the estimated
relationship we can measure the *612 ex-
pected amount of party money received by
loyal and maverick incumbents. Contrast a
Democrat who is at the party’s median with
one at the 25th percentile of his party (in the
conservative or moderate direction). The av-
erage Democratic incumbent over the period
1978 to 1998 received about $10,000 from the
Democratic party’s committees. [FN60] The
more moderate Democrat received only
about $6,000 from party committees. In other
words, the effect of being at the 25th per-
centile of the Democratic party, rather than
at its median, cost the more moderate mem-
ber about $4,000 in party campaign funds. For
Republicans, the corresponding difference
between the party’s median member and a
member at the 25th percentile (again in the
moderate direction) is just $206—essentially
no effect. [FN61]

These slight effects suggest that further
restrictions on federal party contributions
and spending money would have relatively
little effect on discipline within the party.
Nevertheless, these effects measure how we
predict loyalty rates to change with modest
changes in party contributions. It is unclear
what the consequences for party discipline
might be if the party committees’ presence
in candidates’ campaigns expanded signifi-
cantly. What seems more certain is that ex-
panding the parties’ campaign activities and
expenditures would aid challengers some-
what. Parties contribute and spend money in
federal races in ways that foster competi-
tion. The sums, however, do not appear large
enough to make an appreciable difference in
the final election outcomes. If anything, the
behavior of the parties in national elections
suggests that, if our objective is to increase
electoral competition and, thus, electoral ac-
countability, then parties command too lit-
tle of the money spent in American national
elections.

One caveat to this implication is in order.
Party money is not politically balanced or
neutral: Republican committees regularly
raise and spend more money than Demo-
cratic committees. This pattern is especially
strong in hard money accounts; in 1998. Re-
publican committees raised $285 million and
Democratic committees raised $160 million
in hard money. Over the last decade (1988 to
1998), Republican national campaign com-
mittees raised 65 percent of the party money
in federal accounts. [FN62] Soft money is
more balanced: Over the last decade, Repub-
lican *613 committees have accounted for 55
percent of soft money. [FN63] Thus, complete
deregulation of party money would likely

benefit Republican committees and can-
didates, and elimination of the soft money
loophole may benefit the Democrats.

III. Party Money in State and Local Elections

Closing the soft money loophole would af-
fect state and local party organizations and
the voters they reach much more acutely
than it would affect national politics. The ef-
fects would be two-fold. First, as we show
here, eliminating soft money would seriously
reduce the party treasuries in many states.
Second, eliminating soft money will signifi-
cantly reduce the campaign activities that
state and local party organizations conduct.
Soft money appears to subsidize a wide range
of activities, including get-out-the-vote
drives, broadcast advertising, and day-to-day
operations of the organizations. Of par-
ticular concern, cutting federal transfers to
the state party organizations will likely re-
duce grassroots campaign activities and
produce lower voter turnout as a result.

To provide a thorough accounting of state
parties’ financial activities, we chose to pro-
file three states—Idaho, North Carolina, and
Ohio—across three election cycles, 1991–92,
1993–94, and 1995–96. [FN64] These states ap-
pear representative of the rest of the coun-
try. Ohio is the seventh most populous state
in the U.S., and it has highly competitive
elections. [FN65] North Carolina is a mid-
sized state (two-thirds the population of
Ohio); it too is highly competitive. [FN66]
Idaho is a small state, and leans strongly to-
ward the Republicans, though Democrats
have won statewide and federal offices over
the last two decades. [FN67]

These states share some important charac-
teristics. All three states have very complete
public reporting of the receipts and expendi-
tures of the parties. [FN68] In all three
states, the parties’ central or executive com-
mittees handle almost all of the parties’
campaign money. Idaho’s party committees
raised a total of $3 million in 1996, $2.4 mil-
lion of which *614 went to the state commit-
tees—the Idaho Democratic Party and the
Idaho Republican Party. The remainder was
distributed evenly across numerous county
party, committees. [FN69] The House and
Senate caucus committees controlled rel-
atively little. North Carolina also has ex-
tremely active county committees; they
tend to be recipients of state party money.
[FN70] In Ohio, party money is concentrated
in the state committees, though the legisla-
tive caucuses have played a relatively more
important role in the past. [FN71] In terms
of party money, these states span much of
the observed variation in transfers from non-
federal accounts. Combining the 1996 and 1998
elections, Ohio, with 11 million people, re-
ceived $10.6 million in soft money, North
Carolina, with 7.5 million people, received
$7.6 million in soft money, and Idaho, with
1.2 million people, received $2.4 million in
soft money. [FN72]

Figure 2: Repub. and Democ. Soft Money in
States, 1996–1998

Tabular or graphic material set forth at
this point is not displayable.

Figure 2 graphs the combined 1996 and 1998
soft money contributions to state parties of
Democratic and Republican national com-
mittees. [*615 FN73] The graph shows that
Democratic and Republican money increase
together. In the figure, California, with 32.7
million people, receives by far the most
money ($33 million). Ohio ranks with New
York and Illinois as the next largest recipi-
ents of soft money over the last two election
cycles. North Carolina is in a cluster of
states that includes Texas, Pennsylvania,
Washington, and Kentucky. Idaho is in a
cluster of smaller states including Arkansas,
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Connecticut, and Massachusetts, which re-
ceived about $2 million total over the two
election cycles. The densest cluster of states
in the graph is in the lower left corner. One-
third of the states received less than $1 mil-
lion from national parties non-federal ac-
counts over the two elections.

The importance of soft money to state par-
ties is readily measured as the fraction of
state party committees’ total receipts that
come from non-federal national party ac-
counts. How dependent are the states on non-
federal accounts for their resources? Using
the reports of the state election finance
agencies in Idaho, North Carolina, and Ohio,
we calculated the total amount of money
raised by the party committees in these
states, excluding transfers between state
party committees. In Idaho, the Republican
and Democratic state and local party com-
mittees raised a combined total of $1.4 mil-
lion in 1992, of which $550,000 was soft, and a
total of $3.0 million in 1996, of which $1 mil-
lion was soft. In North Carolina, the state
and local party committees raised a total of
$10 million in 1992, of which $4.9 million was
soft, and a total of $18 million, $5.7 million of
which came from soft money accounts. In
Ohio, the state and local party committees
amassed total receipts of $24.7 million in
1992, of which $8.1 million was soft, and $19.6
million in 1996, of which $7.6 million was
soft.

These figures show that state parties de-
pend heavily on soft money transferred from
the national party committees. In all of
these cases, more than one-third of the state
organizations’ total funds came from na-
tional ‘‘non-federal’’ accounts. Cutting soft
money would significantly reduce state par-
ties’ financial resources.

How would reduction of these funds affect
state parties’ activities? It is often charged
that non-federal money merely takes the
form of advertising for federal candidates
cloaked as state and local party building.
This perception appears to be wrong for
three reasons.

First, national party committees (such as
the DNC-State Account) contribute or trans-
fer money directly to the state party com-
mittees rather than spend money in the
states, which the national committees might
do if they were advertising for federal can-
didates. Nor is the money that they do spend
clearly earmarked. Instead, almost all of the
soft money that flows into these states is
transferred to the general treasuries of state
committees, *616 which are controlled by
state party organizations. The ultimate deci-
sion about how the money is to be spent, it
seems, rests with the state committees,
rather than with federal committees or fed-
eral candidates.

Second, to the extent that we observe di-
rect national expenditures in the states or
earmarked money, these funds are dedicated
to overhead, such as office expenditures.
Ohio is the clearest example. In 1992, the
RNC and DNC spent almost ten million dol-
lars in the state; eighty percent of these
funds were dedicated to ‘‘office’’ expendi-
tures. [FN75]

Third, the state party organizations spend
considerable sums on field or grassroots
campaigning, such as direct mail, precinct
walks, and voter registration. Documenting
the amounts spent on various activities
takes considerable effort. Working with the
public reports of the parties filed with the
state elections commissions in Idaho, North
Carolina, and Ohio, we classified each
itemized expenditure by the parties in the
1991–92 and 1995–96 election cycles. [FN76] All
told there were over 41,000 separate data en-
tries to classify. We divided the expenditures
into a fairly detailed category scheme that
paralleled the format developed by Dwight

Morris and his collaborators. [FN77] We then
aggregated these into several broader cat-
egories: ‘‘grassroots or direct campaigning,’’
‘‘media campaigning,’’ ‘‘overhead,’’ ‘‘con-
sulting,’’ ‘‘contributions,’’ ‘‘transfers,’’ and
‘‘fundraising.’’

The state parties spend fairly constant
proportions on each of these categories. For
our purposes grassroots and media cam-
paigning are of greatest interest. In North
Carolina, in both 1992 and 1996, we estimate
that the state parties spent approximately 20
percent of their funds on media advertising
and 25 percent on grassroots or direct cam-
paigning. In Idaho, we estimate that the par-
ties spent approximately, 15 percent of their
funds on grassroots campaigning in 1992 and
1996. They spent just 4 percent on media in
1992 and 9 percent on media in 1996. In Ohio,
we estimate that the parties spent 7 percent
on media in 1992 and 5 percent on media in
1996. They, spent 32 percent on grassroots
campaigning in 1992 and 27 percent on grass-
roots campaigning in 1996. In each of these
states, the parties spent between 30 and 40
percent of their funds on reaching voters di-
rectly, the larger category of voter contact
being direct voter contact, such as direct
mail and canvassing, not broadcast adver-
tising. [FN78]

How will the elimination of party soft
money affect the campaign activities that
parties conduct? Between 1992 and 1996 we
observe for each state changes in the total
receipts of the party treasuries as well as
changes in their grassroots, or direct cam-
paign, expenditures. The ratio *617 of the
change in grassroots expenditures to the
change in total receipts measures how the
parties translate marginal changes in their
receipts into changes in their activities.
From 1992 to 1996, Idaho parties’ receipts
rose $1.5 million. Their expenditures on di-
rect voter contact rose $250,000. For every
additional dollar raised, the Idaho parties
spent an additional 16 cents on voter con-
tact. From 1992 to 1996, North Carolina par-
ties’ receipts rose $8.4 million. Their expend-
itures on direct voter contact rose $2.15 mil-
lion. For every additional dollar raised, the
North Carolina parties spent an additional 25
cents on voter contact. From 1992 to 1996,
Ohio parties’ receipts fell $7 million. Their
expenditures on direct voter contact shrank,
$1.3 million. For every dollar lost, the Ohio
parties reduced expenditures on voter con-
tact 18 cents. [FN79] These figures suggest
that every dollar lost by the parties from a
reduction in federal transfers would cut ex-
penditures on state parties’ direct campaign
activities by 20 cents. [FN80] Soft money
transfers to these states totaled $13 million
in 1996. [FN81] Elimination of these funds, we
estimate, would cut the state parties direct
campaign expenditures by $2.6 million dol-
lars.

How much would turnout decline? In 1996,
7.5 million people voted in Idaho, North
Carolina, and Ohio combined. [FN82] To cal-
culate how many fewer people would have
turned out without the soft money subsidy of
state grassroots activities, we need to know
the cost of getting an additional voter to the
polls through these activities. From a series
of ingenious field experiments. Alan Gerber
and Donald Green have estimated the mar-
ginal cost of getting an additional person to
the polls through canvassing and related
means of voter contact. [FN83] They esti-
mate that mobilizing an additional voter
costs between $15 and $20. [FN84] These fig-
ures suggest that between 170,000 and 130,000
fewer people would have voted in these
states in 1996 without the grassroots activi-
ties underwritten by the national parties’
soft money. In other words, cutting soft
money would have lowered turnout in these
states by slightly more than two percentage
points. [FN85]

*618 CONCLUSION

Party money poses a dilemma, both for
those who advocate stronger and more re-
sponsible parties and for those who advocate
elimination of soft money to reform cam-
paign finance. Broadly speaking, political
parties are thought to be instruments of
greater political accountability and mass de-
mocracy.

Voters can more readily hold stronger, uni-
fied national parties responsible for their ac-
tions and redirect government if need be. At
least since the 1950s, political scientists have
argued that we should strengthen the parties
organizationally, and that unregulated party
campaign money is one of the main mecha-
nisms through which the United States can
achieve stronger parties. [FN86] The devil,
though, is in the fund-raising. The parties
may have to act irresponsibly toward the
public in order to raise funds from wealthy
individuals, corporations, and other private
concerns.

We have considered the concrete tradeoffs
presented by proposals to eliminate soft
money. In terms of reducing corruption or
undue influence, such proposals, at best, can
eliminate money that exceeds existing lim-
its. We estimate that soft money contribu-
tions that evade existing contribution limits
amounted to approximately $150 million in
the 1998 elections. We are unsure what that
money buys.

We know of no research that provides reli-
able estimates of the amount of influence
purchased with each additional dollar. If we
assume that the influence gained from a dol-
lar contributed within limits is the same as
the influence gained from a dollar given out-
side the limits, then limiting contributions
to non-federal party accounts would weaken
interest group influence over national poli-
tics in the United States somewhat, but this
money should not be presumed to have much
leverage. Soft money currently accounts for
only 12 percent of total national campaign
fund raising.

Individual legislators do not depend on
these funds at all—if anything these funds
are a nuisance, as the expenditures likely go
to support their opponents. Thus, if the ef-
fects are corrupting, they are not corrupting
of individual legislators. Soft money might,
however, unduly influence the parties. Even
still, the national parties raise two-thirds of
their money in hard money donations.

Against these possible consequences must
be weighed the possible effects of soft money
on the ‘‘responsibility’’ of the parties. We
have focused on three of the central argu-
ments about what responsibility means:
party discipline in policy-making, national
electoral competition, and party building ac-
tivities, especially grassroots mobilizing.

We believe that the effects of eliminating
soft money on the ability of the parties to
present voters with clear, programmatic
choices would be slight. Contrary to the re-
sponsible party argument, party money evi-
dently, does not correspond with signifi-
cantly more party discipline. *619 Among
Democrats party, loyalty within Congress
and party contributions are correlated;
among Republicans, they are not. And the
sums are so small that it seems unlikely
that the parties have created greater dis-
cipline through their campaign finance com-
mittees.

Party money, if it continues to grow,
might have substantial consequences for na-
tional elections. In particular, party money
has the potential to counterbalance interest
group contributions in congressional elec-
tions. PACs account for most of the incum-
bency advantage in campaign finance. [FN87]
Parties, by contrast, give to close races, as
suggested in Figure 2, and spend their money
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efficiently so as to have the largest effect on
electoral outcomes. More party money in
congressional elections, at least relative to
interest group money, would probably
produce much higher electoral competition.
However, the parties currently give little to
congressional candidates and spend little on
individual races.

The most troubling effect of closing the
soft money loophole is that it would signifi-
cantly lessen the electoral presence of state
and local party organizations. Debates in
Washington on bills designed to eliminate
soft money, and many political science and
popular journals have discussed the many
ramifications of eliminating soft money. Lit-
tle mention, however, has been made of the
consequences for the state parties and the
voters that they reach. Closing the loophole
will starve many grassroots activities of
state and local parties. Eliminating all cur-
rent soft money expenditures, we estimate,
would lead to a 2 percent decline in voter
turnout—without soft money, approximately
2 million fewer Americans would have gone
to the polls in 1996.
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SOFT MONEY SPENDING BY STATE PARTIES:

WHERE DOES IT REALLY GO?
(By Ray La Raja and Karen Pogoda)

SUMMARY

In this study we analyze campaign expend-
itures by state political parties from the 1992
through 1998 elections, which includes dis-
bursements of soft and hard money. We find
evidence to support a more complex reality
about how soft money is used by parties than
is typically conveyed in the news media.
While party spending on issue ads increased
dramatically in 1996 and 1998, so did party-
building activities, such as voter mobiliza-
tion and grassroots, which were encouraged
by amendments to the Federal Election
Campaign Act in 1979. We also find that
Democratic state parties spend more soft

money than Republican parties on media-re-
lated activities, such as issue ads, probably
to compensate for their lack of hard relative
to the Republicans. We conclude with a rec-
ommendation that reformers consider some
of the positive effects on American elections
of party control of campaign resources as
they attempt to curb the potential for cor-
ruption by restricting or eliminating soft
money contributions to parties.

INTRODUCTION

Scarcely a week passes during an election
year without news reports of a corporation
or wealthy individual making a large soft
money contribution to one of the major par-
ties. Election web sites sponsored by non-
partisan organizations and government agen-
cies routinely provide access to data on cam-
paign contributions to candidates and par-
ties. This widespread focus on contributions
to and from political committees stems from
a genuine concern to expose corruption root-
ed in the exchange of money. Even without
sufficient evidence of corruption, reform ad-
vocates continue a single-minded quest to
restrict the size of political contributions,
without looking at the other side of the
equation. What do candidates and their par-
ties do with campaign contributions? Are
they spent in ways that encourage or
dampen competition? Does party soft money
spending generate any public benefits in
elections, beyond its intended support for
candidates?

A narrow focus on the sources of contribu-
tions prevents us from speaking to such
questions. In this paper, we try to redress
what we see as a one-sided approach to the
study of campaign finance, particularly with
respect to the soft money issue. We set out
to answer a simple question: how do political
parties spend soft money? By most journal-
istic accounts, the conclusion is that parties
use soft money to pay for ‘‘issue ads’’ that
support the presidential or congressional
candidates. Our study demonstrates this par-
tial truth, but also provides evidence to sup-
port a more complex reality. In fact, the par-
ties continue to spend a great deal of soft
money on traditional party-building func-
tions that mobilize voters through individual
contacts.

Why should we care about making such
distinctions about party spending? When
Congress amended the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act (FECA) in 1979, it made provisions
for parties to spend unlimited amounts on
so-called party building functions. The ear-
lier version of the FECA in 1974 inhibited
state and local parties from participating in
the presidential campaign through grass-
roots activities because of rules limiting
contributions to the candidates. The 1979
amendment, which exempted generic party
activity from contribution limits for the
presidential campaign, was a deliberate ef-
fort to increase the party role in American
elections. In this study we find that this pol-
icy, worked. State parties, in fact, increased
mobilization and grassroots activities in the
1990s, largely as a result of the 1979 exemp-
tion and the increased use of soft money.

It is unlikely, however, that when Con-
gress made changes to the FECA, members
understood the role that soft money would
play in paying for issue advocacy, the ge-
neric media advertising sponsored by parties
that often crosses the line into direct can-
didate support. Reform advocates argue,
with merit, that issue advocacy reduces the
distinction between hard and soft money
spending. By producing campaign ads that
bolster a particular candidate in all but
name, parties found a way to get around lim-
its on candidate support. So long as the
party avoids the electioneering phrase, ‘‘vote
for,’’ or something similar, they can pay for

these ads with soft money. If parties can use
soft money to help their federal candidates,
then party contribution limits under FECA
are rendered almost meaningless.

We find conclusively that national parties
exploited an opportunity to help their nomi-
nees for federal offices by channeling funds
to state parties for the express purpose of
purchasing issue ads. Party-sponsored issue
ads increased dramatically in the 1996 and
1998 elections, just when national parties
were transferring significant sums of soft
money to state parties. We also demonstrate
that most media-related spending occurred
in states with competitive races for the 1996
presidential and 1998 Senate campaigns.

But our analysis also reveals that party
issue ads are only one part of the story.
While expenditures on media-related activi-
ties surged in 1996, so did spending on grass-
roots and voter mobilization efforts—the
kind of party campaign activity Congress
wanted to encourage when it revised the
FECA in 1979.

We believe our findings complicate the re-
form debate considerably. On the one hand,
we observe parties violating the spirit, if not
the letter, of the law when they pay for issue
ads with soft money that help federal can-
didates. And yet, we also notice that soft
money has been used to bolster party activi-
ties that citizens, elected officials and polit-
ical scientists view as positive for democ-
racy. The increased use of soft money is as-
sociated with greater spending on political
rallies, bumper stickers and yard signs, as
well as voter identification and get-out-the-
vote programs.

Another healthy sign, especially from the
perspective of political scientists, is that
state party organizations appear to be grow-
ing stronger, if somewhat more reliant on
national organizations. Our findings dem-
onstrate that infusions of soft money have
augmented activities at party headquarters,
as evidenced by increased spending on staff
salaries, rent, computers, telephones and
other organizational maintenance neces-
sities. For several generations, scholars have
worried about the demise of party organiza-
tions that formerly played a key role in
nominating candidates and pulling together
coalitions. Weak parties leave the field open
to single-issue interest groups and can-
didate-centered campaigns that tend to frag-
ment the electorate and subsequently in-
crease the difficulty of governing. To the ex-
tent that party organizations are increas-
ingly active in campaigns, we take this as a
positive sign of party revitalization. Beyond
our preliminary analysis, future research
should investigate in greater detail the de-
gree to which party activity reflects ‘‘pass
throughs’’ of money for specific candidates
or support for a collective and unifying form
of campaigning, closer to the model of re-
sponsible parties outlined by the American
Political Science Association.

We make no assertions about whether soft
money strengthens the party system and im-
proves the electoral process. Our findings are
merely suggestive. In part, we publish the re-
sults of this working paper to give pause to
supporters of a ban on soft money from the
campaign finance system. By moving too
quickly to eliminate party resources, the
public may forego potential benefits of
stronger parties. Worse, the money that now
flows through parties may simply be re-
channeled through other, less visible organi-
zations. Experience shows this is not simply
plausible but probable. The prospects for ef-
fective reform are enhanced through a gen-
uine understanding of the outputs, as well as
the inputs, of campaign money.

SOME BACKGROUND

What is soft money?
Soft money is a term developed in the 1980s

to differentiate contributions to the party
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that may be used to support federal can-
didates directly from those that cannot.
Under federal law, the purpose of soft money
is for party building and not for direct can-
didate support. In 1974, when Congress passed
amendments to the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act (FECA), it imposed a limit on con-
tributions to the party, and the amount of
direct support that parties could provide
their candidates, either through cash or in-
kind contributions. Individuals could donate
no more than $20,000 to parties, and PACs
were limited to $15,000. In the late 1970s,
leaders of state party organizations lobbied
Congress and the Federal Elections Commis-
sion (FEC) to permit them to extend the use
of soft money to generic party activities
that included distribution of lawn signs,
bumper stickers and activities aimed broad-
ly at mobilizing the vote. They argued that
federal laws limiting party support of presi-
dential candidates constrained them from
performing generic party campaign activi-
ties that broadly benefited both federal and
state candidates. Congress responded with
amendments in 1979 permitting state and
local parties to spend unlimited funds on
‘‘party-building’’ activities, such as grass-
roots campaign materials and voter contact
activities. It is important to note that Con-
gress did not authorize state committees to
use unregulated funds to pay for these ac-
tivities. State parties were required to use
funds raised under the rules of the FECA.

In fact, the so-called soft money loophole
did not open until the FEC was faced with
the dilemma of providing accounting guide-
lines to state parties where state laws per-
mitted unrestricted contributions from
unions and corporations. In response to a
query by the Republican State Committee of
Kansas about how to allocate federal and
nonfederal expenses incurred by party build-
ing activities, the FEC declared that the
Kansas Republicans could use their non-
federal fund to pay a reasonable estimate of
the nonfederal share of cost. This ruling ef-
fectively meant that the party could use a
nonfederal fund—which had no constraints
on corporate or union contributions under
Kansas law—to fund activities that bene-
fited, in part, federal candidates. A 1988 U.S.
District court order, pursued by reform ac-
tivists at Common Cause, required the FEC
to provide detailed allocation requirements
to prevent the parties from abusing their
new ability to use soft money in federal elec-
tions. Yet even with the promulgation of
specific allocation requirements, the na-
tional and state parties continued to seek
the advantages of permissive state campaign
finance laws to raise and spend nonfederal
funds to support their federal candidates
through party-building activities.

Since raising unregulated soft money is
easier than federal (hard) money, which has
contribution limits, the national parties
pushed to expand the definition of party-
building so they could spend soft money on
more campaign activities. Perhaps the most
brazen challenge to the 1974 reforms was
when the Republican National Committee
argued successfully in 1995 that television
advertisements focusing on party themes,
even when candidates are mentioned, should
be considered party building and therefore
payable with soft money. Once the FEC as-
sented, the major parties crafted television
ads, paid for largely with soft money, to help
specific federal candidates. During the 1996
presidential election, close observers of the
campaigns estimated that $100 million was
spent on issue ads by the parties.

Although the FEC attempted to curtail the
use of issue ads and other party activities
that crossed the line from party building to
candidate support, they were blocked by a
Supreme Court ruling, Buckley v. Valeo. In

this case, the justices tried to distinguish be-
tween constitutionally-protected free speech
and electioneering messages. The ruling
demonstrated that the courts would nar-
rowly define ‘‘electioneering’’ to include
messages that clearly exhorted citizens to
vote for or against specific candidates. Under
a narrow definition, parties could safely use
soft money for issue ads that helped can-
didates so long as they avoided election-
eering language that constituted ‘‘express
advocacy’’ for a candidate. Such language in-
cludes use of the words, ‘‘vote for,’’ ‘‘op-
pose,’’ ‘‘support,’’ and the like.

One consequence of Buckley was a delib-
erate party strategy to funnel money to
state parties where complex rules permitted
them greater use of soft money. In a presi-
dential election year, national committees
must allocate hard money to at least 65 per-
cent of administrative costs. The state par-
ties, in contrast, might pay for the same ac-
tivity with as little as 25 percent hard
money, depending on a formula that con-
siders the ratio of state and federal can-
didates in the election. Much has been writ-
ten about party efforts to conceal campaign
advertising behind the shroud of state party
building, but there has been little systematic
analysis to demonstrate the extent of this
activity. We collected financial data on the
100 state parties over four elections to exam-
ine how parties use soft money.

METHODS

Our analysis is based on expenditure data
provided by the Federal Elections Commis-
sion (FEC). Since the 1992 election cycle,
parties at all levels have been required to
maintain two separate accounts, federal and
non-federal. The non-federal account is not
reported to the FEC because these funds are
applied exclusively to nonfederal activities,
such as party support for state legislative
candidates. The federal account, however,
must include itemized expenditures that po-
tentially benefit a federal candidate, even if
the spending also helps state and local can-
didates as well. The FEC calls this ‘‘Joint’’
spending. Party treasurers are required to
allocate hard and soft money for joint spend-
ing to reflect the federal-nonfederal split of
benefits to candidates. To limit the discre-
tion of treasurers—who have an incentive to
claim that benefits accrue mostly to state
and local candidates so as to avoid using
hard money—the FEC promulgated rules de-
termining the proper mix of hard and soft
funds for a given kind of joint activity. For
example, administrative costs are allocated
according to the ratio of federal candidates
to total candidates (state and federal) in the
state. We use the federal account data, with
its matching hard and soft allocations, to de-
termine how parties spend soft money.

We believe the federal account provides us
with the greater part of party expenditures.
The non-federal account, according to some
estimates, accounts for at least an addi-
tional 25 percent in soft money that state
parties spend exclusively to benefit state and
local candidates. State parties are compelled
by federal law to use federal accounts when-
ever they perform some kind of generic party
activity that might jointly benefit party
candidates up and down the ticket. This re-
quirement ensures that every expense, from
routine office costs to voter identification
programs, shows up in the federal account.
The federal account also includes itemized
expenditures on media that parties call
‘‘issue advocacy.’’ It is precisely because par-
ties claim that issue advocacy reflects party
rather than candidate specific themes that
they must report this activity as generic (or
joint) in the federal account.

Our study looks at the federal reports sub-
mitted to the FEC by the 100 state parties,

for election cycles 1992 through 1998. Fortu-
nately, staff at the FEC entered, by hand,
each expenditure item in database files from
the hard-copy reports submitted by state
parties. Using these files, we developed a
coding scheme to categorize more than
300,000 itemized expenditure entries in each
election cycle. The categories are the fol-
lowing:

Overhead: office related expenses such as
rent, salaries, computers, travel, and utili-
ties.

Media: communication expenditures for
television, radio and newspaper and produc-
tion and purchase costs.

Mobilization: costs of contacting individual
voters through direct mail, telephone banks,
canvassing and voter identification files.

Grassroots: activities that encourage cit-
izen participation in campaigns. Expendi-
tures for rallies, fairs, volunteer precinct
walks, banners, slate cards, bumper stickers,
and local party support.

Multi-candidate contributions: non-generic
in-kind contributions from the party to sev-
eral candidates, e.g., newspaper ads, that
jointly benefit specific federal and state can-
didates. These are distinct from the direct
contributions to candidate committees.

Fundraising: costs associated with joint
fundraising for federal, state and local cam-
paigns.

Unidentified: expenditures that could not
be determined from FEC reports.

In the following sections, we provide sum-
maries for total soft money expenditures in
each of the above categories. We are able to
compare the data over four election cycles,
1992 through 1998.

FINDINGS

Are the state parties spending more soft money?

There is little doubt that state parties are
more active than ever in election campaigns.
Combined soft and hard money spending in
the state party federal accounts almost dou-
bled between 1992 and 1996. Undoubtedly,
some of this spending is the product of mere
‘‘pass throughs,’’ the transfers from the na-
tional to state parties to purchase issue ads
and other services in support of federal can-
didates. But as we demonstrate later, state
parties have also increased spending on cam-
paign activities that serve party building
functions.

Much of this growth in spending has been
spurred by additional use of soft money. In
the 1996 presidential election the 100 state
parties spent $178 million, almost triple the
amount of soft money, spent in 1992. Simi-
larly, between the 1994 and 1998 midterm
elections the parties doubled their use of soft
money, spending a record $187 million. Hard
money expenditures have also risen but not
at the same rate. Since FEC rules require
soft-hard matching for each campaign activ-
ity, it is not surprising that hard money
spending increases with soft money spend-
ing. It appears, however, that soft money
pays for a larger portion of activities with
each passing election cycle. In 1998, for the
first time since 1992 when state parties were
required to report soft money spending, they
spent more soft than hard money in their
federal accounts.

The apparent shift from hard to soft
money is not difficult to explain. Soft money
is easier to obtain since there are no limits
on contributions to parties, except when
state laws regulate party fundralsing. A
party that wants to preserve its hard money
for candidate contributions and coordinated
expenditures in federal elections will pur-
chase goods and services with soft money
whenever possible. Over the four most recent
election cycles, the state parties have
learned how to match soft and hard money

VerDate 11<MAY>2000 04:24 Mar 07, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00010 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A05MR8.046 pfrm04 PsN: E06PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E271March 6, 2002
expenditures to maximize the use of the
former. One indication that parties behave
this way is that direct state party support
for federal candidates, mostly in the form of
coordinated expenditures increased from $5
million in 1996 to $18 million in 1998. We sus-
pect state parties substituted soft for hard
money when paying for many kinds of cam-
paign activities, thereby freeing up addi-
tional hard money for direct candidate sup-
port.

An important question to ask is whether
soft money reported in the federal accounts
of state parties is actually controlled by the
national parties, whose primary interest is
to elect candidates for federal office. To the
extent that national party supports the state
parties through transfers, we can make the
inference that they have some control over
state party expenditures. Table 1 (not sup-
plied) gives a sense of how much state par-
ties rely financially on the national parties.
The national parties support a larger per-
centage of state party budgets in 1996 and
1998 than they did earlier, suggesting that
they have more influence in state party af-
fairs than in earlier elections. Prior to 1996,
national party transfers did not account for
more than 14% of the federal accounts of
state committees. In the 1996 and 1998 elec-
tions, this portion grew to 42% and 31% re-
spectively. Table 1 also illustrates that state
parties rely more heavily on national parties
for soft money than hard money. National
parties provide just under a quarter of the
hard money that state parties end up spend-
ing, but 65% of the soft money they spent in
1996 and 37% in 1998. It appears that soft
money has become a primary means of intra-
party support. State parties continue to
raise the majority of funds on their own—in-
deed, they raise more money independently
than ever before—but they receive signifi-
cant support from the national parties. In
addition to party transfers, some journal-
istic accounts report that state parties ben-
efit from soft money contributors who are
encouraged to donate to state parties by offi-
cials of the national party.

Since national parties provide as much as
one-third of state party funds, we suspect
that portions of soft money from the na-
tional parties are targeted to achieve na-
tional party goals, which may differ from the
priorities of state organizations. These data
demonstrate unequivocally that the direc-
tion of resource flows between parties has re-
versed since the 1960s, when national parties
had to solicit contributions from state affili-
ates. Heard (1960) predicted such a change
would create opportunities for party integra-
tion and growth, even as it augmented ten-
sions among levels of party.

To summarize, soft money spending by
state parties has risen each year since 1992,
and outpaced hard money spending in 1998.
FEC matching requirements will ensure that
soft money spending does not entirely
eclipse hard money spending, but it appears
parties exploit allocation rules to spend soft
rather than hard money. We should note,
however, that state parties raise and spend
increasing sums of hard money, funds that
meet all the requirements of the FECA. Hard
money spending doubled between the 1992
and 1996 elections and the state parties are
responsible for raising three-fourths of this
money themselves. The prospect of securing
soft money from the national parties may
spur state parties to engage more effectively
in raising hard money, precisely because of
the federal matching requirements. We also
find preliminary evidence that soft money
spent on administrative chores frees hard
money for contributions and coordinated ex-
penditures in support of federal candidates.
How do state political parties spend soft money?

We now turn to a description of how state
parties use soft money in campaigns. As we

stated earlier, there is anecdotal evidence,
mostly from the news media, describing the
use of soft money for issue ads. More system-
atic scholarly research demonstrates that in
key races soft money is invested in the
‘‘ground war’’ of campaigns, through con-
tacts with individual voters using direct
mail and telephone banks. Party and cam-
paign finance scholars continue to speculate
whether the infusion of soft money in the
last two decades has altered patterns of state
party activity. Advocates of stronger parties
have argued that providing parties with priv-
ileged access to campaign resources would
reverse the long decline of party organiza-
tions. From their perspective, the introduc-
tion of soft money into the party system
provides an interesting test case for this the-
ory. How will parties behave with this new
wealth generated by soft money? Will they
spend additional increments to build the
party through voter identification programs
and grassroots activity? Or will soft money
simply buttress candidate-centered cam-
paigns, with the parties serving as pass-
throughs to pay for television ads promoting
individual nominees?

Our findings will hardly satisfy those who
seek support for an opinion that soft money
is either good or bad for the party system. In
fact, we find elements of what some would
consider ‘‘bad’’ as well as ‘‘good’’ spending.
On the positive side, we observe that state
organizations continue to use funds in ways
we traditionally expect of parties: to mobi-
lize voters, provide grassroots paraphernalia
like bumper stickers and lawn signs, and, of
course, for basic organizational maintenance
activities such as paying rent and salaries
(overhead) and fundraising. In short, soft
money enables parties to spend additional
resources on party-building activities.

The election in 1996, however, marked a
dramatic shift toward greater spending on
media related activities. Whereas the state
parties spent just 3 percent of their budgets
on media activities in the 1992 presidential
election year, four years later this category
absorbed more than one-third of their budg-
ets. The shift is more striking in absolute
terms: media spending jumped from about $2
million to $65 million. The reasons for this
shift have been explained in many journal-
istic accounts of the 1996 and 1998 campaigns.
The increase in media spending in 1996 was a
result of campaign strategies pursued by the
parties and presidential candidates to satu-
rate critical electoral markets with televised
issue ads that benefited the candidates in all
but name. Dick Morris, the key Clinton-Gore
campaign strategist, urged the DNC to begin
televising issue ads in the summer and early
fall as a way to shore up a faltering Clinton
early in the election and undercut the pre-
sumptive GOP nominee, Bob Dole. The RNC,
in support of the Dole-Kemp ticket, coun-
tered with the same strategy right before
and after the convention in July. Appar-
ently, both national parties tried to take ad-
vantage of the favorable soft-hard ratios
available to state parties by delegating re-
sponsibility for purchasing the ads to the
latter.

Ironically, soft money spending on issue
ads might be an artifact of the sweeping re-
forms of 1974 that established a system of
public financing for presidential candidates.
If a candidate accepts public funding, in the
primary he faces limits on spending in each
state. A competitive race could cause can-
didates to bump up against these limits rath-
er early in the primary season, especially
given the trend toward front-loading of pri-
maries, forcing them to curtail spending se-
verely during the weeks leading up to the
convention. Bob Dole, for example, faced sev-
eral tough and well-funded challengers in
1996. He was forced to spend money fending

off Gramm, Buchanan and Forbes. Clinton,
in contrast, began using party soft money, as
well as primary campaign funds, to attack
the GOP and promote his campaign themes
for the general election. Dole and the Repub-
licans could only retaliate with party soft
money ads, given that the candidate would
not receive additional public funds for the
general election until after the convention.
The late timing of FEC-released public funds
leaves a good part of the summer in which
either candidate can harm the other through
attack ads. The parties joined in the cam-
paign, in part, to bridge the period between
the point at which a nominee effectively, but
not officially, wins the party nomination,
and the official start of the general election
season as determined by the end of the party
conventions.

The increasing use of soft money for issue
ads may also reflect the inadequacy of a pub-
lic funding system for presidential cam-
paigns that falls to keep pace with rising
media costs. A standard thirty-second adver-
tisement during prime time in a major
media market can cost in the range of $20,000
to $30,000. Only fifteen years ago, the same
ad cost approximately half that amount. Al-
though presidential funding system adjusts
for inflation, average media unit costs have
risen faster than the average for all other
goods and services. More importantly, ac-
cording to one study, campaign strategists
rely increasingly on expensive media-related
activities, especially television, which drive
up the cost of the entire campaign.

During midterm elections, spending on
media decreases without the demands of a
national campaign. In the 1998 midterm, the
amount spent on media related activities by
state parties was cut more than half, to $30
million from two years earlier. But this
amount was ten times as much as party
spending on similar activities in the 1994
midterm election. The lessons of using party
soft money for issue ads in the 1996 presi-
dential campaign had obviously been passed
on for congressional elections. According to
a study sponsored by the Brennan Center,
party spending on issue ads—which includes
both state and national organizations—
amounted to $25.9 million. This spending ac-
counted for close to 45,000 ads, reflecting
about 20 percent of all campaign advertising.

Our data demonstrate clearly that soft
money was transferred to state parties to
fund media-related activity that comprised
mostly issue ads. But assuming that every
dollar transfer produced a dollar’s worth of
issue ads, the fact remains that state parties
spent little more than 55 percent of transfers
on issue ads in 1996, and 43 percent on them
in 1998. Where did the rest of the soft money
go? The answer is that parties used ‘‘excess’’
soft money to increase traditional party ac-
tivities. In 1996, spending on voter mobiliza-
tion almost doubled from the previous presi-
dential election, rising from $8 million to $16
million. Over the same period, spending on
grassroots activities increased sevenfold,
from $1.2 to $8.3 million.

These figures, of course, are small in com-
parison to allocations for media-related ac-
tivity. One reason is that the cost of bumper
stickers, or even telephone banks, is consid-
erably less than that of media-purchases in
metropolitan markets. At about ten cents
per bumper sticker, one million dollars will
purchase 10 million bumper stickers. The
same amount will provide about forty ads (30
seconds) on network TV in a major media
market during prime time.

Importantly, media spending did not crowd
out spending on traditional party activities.
The portions of the party budget spent on
mobilization and grassroots did not change
substantially even when media spending
soared. In the 1998 elections, Magleby (2000)
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reports that the parties, particularly the
Democrats, emphasized a ‘‘ground war’’
strategy that involved lots of direct mail,
telephone banks and other get-out-the-vote
activities. It appears, according to Table 2,
that parties used additional soft money in
1998 to intensify mobilization efforts, spend-
ing nearly the same portion of their budget
on such activities as they did in 1992 and
1994.

Additional soft money has also been used
to expand party headquarter operations. In
1992, state parties spent $42 million on over-
head, which include payments for salaries,
rent and other organizational maintenance
costs. By 1998, this total had risen to $107
million. Certainly, we would want to know
the degree to which these rising expenses at
headquarters reflect sustained organiza-
tional growth or temporary surges in activ-
ity for the limited campaign season. An
analysis of party budgets during the off-elec-
tion year should resolve whether these costs
reflect enduring investments in the party or-
ganization. At the very least, the rising
costs associated with maintaining party
headquarters suggests that state party orga-
nizations are a locus of increased campaign
activity.

Partisan differences?
To see if parties pursue different strategies

with soft money we compare them for the
1996 and 1998 elections. The parties appear to
spend similar amounts on all activities ex-
cept for media, which accounts for much of
the Democratic lead. In 1996 the Democratic
state parties allocated about $48 million for
media, three times as much as the Repub-
licans. The gap for the 1998 midterm election
was not as great since neither party spent as
much on media, but the Democratic state
parties continued to outspend the Repub-
licans at the state level by more than 6 mil-
lion. We believe these partisan differences
exist because the national Democrats, being
the relatively poorer party, attempt to ex-
ploit soft money for federal races more than
Republicans. They do this by transferring
soft money to state parties where the spend-
ing ratios for soft and hard money are high-
er, meaning that the state parties can use
more soft money than the national parties to
pay for the same activity.

The practice of using the state parties for
national party goals probably comes at a
cost. State parties might dun the national
parties for these services by requesting addi-
tional transfers of soft money beyond the
costs of the services. At the very least, a
transfer strategy imposes greater coordina-
tion costs on national parties, particularly
the Democrats, who appear to do this more
often. National parties must monitor the
transferred funds to ensure state parties
spend them properly. The national Repub-
licans, with a significant advantage in hard
money receipts, can more likely avoid this
problem by producing and purchasing media
services directly, even if they must pay with
additional hard money. We suspect that the
national committees of the Republican
Party outspend their Democratic counter-
parts on such campaign activities.

The Democratic strategy of transferring
soft money to state parties for issue ads is
clearly evident from Table 4, not supplied,
which lists states with the highest media-re-
lated spending. In each of these states there
was a close federal electoral contest. In 1996,
Ohio was not only a key swing state for the
Clinton re-election, but also included six
close congressional races. The Ohio Demo-
cratic Party spent 10.5 million dollars on
media-related activities, almost triple the
amount of any other state party. Michigan
and Illinois were other key states during the
1996 presidential campaign; the latter also

contained a key Senate race and several
competitive House races. In Washington,
there were at least five critical House elec-
tions. Neither party was willing to concede
California, the state with the most electoral
votes, as well as a good number of competi-
tive congressional races. In 1998, the parties
were more evenly matched on media spend-
ing with much of it focused in New York, Ne-
vada and Kentucky, the states with highly
competitive Senate races.

CONCLUSION

We began with a question about how par-
ties spend soft money. We speculated that
soft money was not simply a resource to
fund issue ads, but also a primary means to
support party organizations and their tradi-
tional campaign activities. Our finding is
that parties use soft money in ways that
would strike many observers—including
those favoring a ban on soft money—as posi-
tive. This preliminary study illustrates that
parties use soft money to invest in campaign
activities that promote party-building and
citizen participation. If soft money permits
the party to reach additional voters through
telephone calls and mail, or generate enthu-
siasm for political campaigns through rallies
and yard signs, then perhaps we are short-
changing American campaigns by cutting off
this supply of money. The overemphasis in
the news and by public interest advocates on
the media strategies of parties obscures the
fact that parties do many things with soft
money.

Undoubtedly, parties also exploit soft
money to fund issue ads through their state
organizations. Media-related spending by
state parties jumped from just $2 million in
1992 to $65 million in 1996. The Democrats ap-
pear to take advantage of a state-sponsored
issue ad strategy more than the Republicans,
probably because they trail the Republicans
in raising hard money. Both parties, how-
ever, use most of their soft money to expand
party headquarter operations during the
campaign. Since 1992, they have more than
doubled the amount spent contacting indi-
vidual voters through various voter identi-
fication and get-out-the-vote programs. In
the last midterm election, just 16% of soft
money went toward issue ads, the same
amount that was spent on direct mobiliza-
tion and grassroots efforts.

Seeing that the lesser part of party soft
money goes toward issue ads, we feel com-
pelled to re-examine the question: how is
soft money harmful in elections? The obvi-
ous answer is that soft money permits can-
didates, contributors and parties to cir-
cumvent federal laws limiting campaign con-
tributions. If party soft money can help a
specific candidate by using it to purchase a
candidate-tailored advertisement, then cor-
porations, unions or wealthy individuals can
simply funnel contributions to candidates
through the parties. The potential for the
quid pro quo exchange between contributor
and policymaker escalates with the increas-
ing size of contributions to the party.

But assume for a moment that party
money is ‘‘clean.’’ Suppose party money is
generated through public subsidies, or raised
from contributors in increments that are
small enough to prevent corrupt exchanges.
Are the spending patterns of parties nec-
essarily harmful in American elections? In
this study, we observe that parties spend a
significant portion of their cash to build the
party as intended by the 1979 amendments to
the FECA. It is primarily through soft
money that parties have had access to re-
sources that permit them to engage in ac-
tivities that political scientists, for the most
part, view as salutary for the electoral sys-
tem. If the solution to the problem of corrup-
tion is to ban soft money fund raising, then

reformers should also consider ways to en-
sure that parties have access to sufficient re-
sources so they might continue occupying a
central role in campaigns.

An earlier set of reforms in 1974 had the ef-
fect of weakening party role in campaigns by
institutionalizing PACs as legitimate con-
tributors to candidate campaigns. The num-
ber of PACs proliferated in the 1970s and
early 1980s, providing candidates with an in-
creasing share of their campaign funds. Can-
didates became more reliant on PACs than
on their parties, which encouraged the can-
didate-centered nature of campaigns. The
ever-adaptable American parties exploited
the campaign finance regulations to reestab-
lish themselves. Soft money probably helped
restore the party role in campaigns, making
the candidates less reliant on direct support
from PACs. On the other hand, party leaders
may now feel beholden to big soft money
contributors, a potential problem that
should not be overlooked. If the soft money
regime encourages interest groups to con-
tribute more frequently through the party
leadership, then soft money may simply cen-
tralize the corrupt exchange among the most
powerful political actors. If this is true we
should see greater party unity in congres-
sional voting than in the past, particularly
for issues that are important to the most
generous party patrons.

The type of party spending that concerns
many campaign observers is issue advertise-
ments. In our view, party spending on issue
ads is not bad, per se, especially if these ads
link the candidate closer to party. Scholars
who desire responsible parties would argue
that party-sponsored messages create more
accountability by promoting themes that
unify party candidates around a platform. A
recent study by Krasno and Seltz (2000) ap-
pears to cast doubt on this theory since only
15 percent of the ads apparently mention the
party in the text or graphics. On the other
hand, these authors acknowledge that cookie
cutter issue ads featuring the same graphics
and text are common. We believe these ge-
neric ads encourage candidates to use simi-
lar themes and symbols across districts and
states, which would tend to promote party
unity and accountability. The problem, then,
is not so much the issue ads themselves, but
how they are funded.

The fact that party money goes toward tel-
evision advertising reflects the reality of
campaigning in a mass democracy. Party
leaders and their consultants believe tele-
vision advertising is critical to winning elec-
tions so they invest in this form of cam-
paigning. By curtailing party resources, we
doubt that party candidates will seek less of
this kind of campaign activity. In fact, re-
form laws that cause the depletion of party
resources will likely eliminate ‘‘good’’
spending, such as direct voter contacts, rath-
er than ‘‘bad’’ spending, such as issue ads.
Parties will employ a triage strategy that
emphasizes media advertising over direct
voter contacts and grassroots. The first ac-
tivities to be shorn are those that support
long-term party building and encourage vol-
unteer participation, since these are not of
critical interest to incumbents seeking re-
election.

We also suspect that the placement of
party issue ads encourages electoral com-
petition. The vast literature on campaign
contributions suggests that parties allocate
campaign resources more efficiently than in-
terest groups, preferring to give money to
candidates in the closest races. Interest
groups tend to pursue a low risk strategy by
giving directly to incumbents who face little
competition. Indeed, parties solve a collec-
tive action problem by moving resources to
where they are needed most, since incum-
bents are often unwilling to transfer money
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from their campaign accounts to colleagues
who may need it more.

Campaign resources that flow through par-
ties, therefore, will tend to promote com-
petition more than if resources flow directly
into candidate committees, or when money
is spent independently by interest groups to
promote the election of a favored candidate.
Using the Krasno and Seltz data for the 1998
elections, we observe a similar pattern of re-
source distribution in purchasing issue ads.
Table 5 (not supplied) demonstrates that par-
ties place almost 60 percent of their issue ads
in competitive House elections, a greater
percentage than either candidate commit-
tees or interest groups. For Senate elections,
which are much more competitive, 92 per-
cent of party issue ads appear in competitive
elections, whereas 74 percent all candidate-
sponsored ads appear in competitive elec-
tions. Interest groups provided less than one
percent of ads in the 1998 Senate election,
but all of these ads were placed in competi-
tive campaigns. The relatively low participa-
tion of interest groups in Senate campaigns
is probably because media costs are prohibi-
tively high except for the wealthiest organi-
zations.

Candidate-controlled advertising continues
to dominate the airwaves, but interest
groups and parties are more active than
ever. The only institutional counterweight
to outside spending by interest groups is the
parties. As long as the courts prevent the
FEC from regulating issue ads through
Buckley v. Valeo, there is a danger from uni-
laterally disarming the parties by a ban on
soft money. Candidates risk losing control of
their campaigns in some very competitive
districts. Fearful of being hit by outside
spending of interest groups, candidates will
no doubt enlist the support of groups favor-
able to them. Indeed, there is sufficient evi-
dence in the 2000 elections that this is al-
ready occurring. The groups most able to
produce campaign ads for candidates will
likely be the wealthiest, skewing the can-
didates’ obligations toward such groups even
more.

We conclude with a policy recommenda-
tion that parties retain access to sufficient
campaign resources to continue the activi-
ties they have pursued with soft money. Our
findings suggest that soft funds encourage
party-building and party integration, much
as Congress desired when it passed amend-
ments to the campaign finance laws in 1979.
To reduce the potential for corruption, we
recommend that Congress place a cap on soft
money contributions or raise the limits on
hard money contributions. On the other
hand, we believe the distinction between soft
and hard money is still valuable. Soft money
provides an incentive for national parties to
transfer funds to state and local parties,
where campaign activities have increased
substantially. We believe the likelihood of
grassroots work is enhanced at lower levels
of party, which afford more participation op-
portunities for amateurs and volunteers. The
national parties may be more reluctant to
transfer hard money to state parties for
party building when they can use this money
themselves for direct candidate support and
issue ads.
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COMMEMORATION OF THE 90TH
ANNIVERSARY OF HADASSAH

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, March 5, 2002
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, last week, thou-

sands of members of Hadassah, the Women’s

Zionist Organization of America, kicked off
celebrations of their ninetieth anniversary.

Throughout the past ninety years, Hadassah
has provided invaluable service to a wealth of
communities and peoples. As America’s larg-
est female organization, this Jewish collective
has provided unprecedented assistance to in-
dividuals in countless nations, regardless of
race, religion or credo. Established in 1912 by
Henrietta Szold, Hadassah has set an exam-
ple of peaceful relations and service both here
and abroad.

Founding the largest medical school in
Israel, the women of Hadassah have united
students from across the Middle East, building
bridges through education and service and es-
tablishing friendships—all because they under-
stand that this important work will provide a
foundation for new forms of unity in the future.

Since its inception, Hadassah members
have worked tirelessly to aid both their local
and international communities. The Hadassah
Medical Organization consistently stands on
the cutting edge of technology, assisting re-
gional patients as well as American troops,
heads of state and Congressional delegations.
Their reach extends throughout the world,
building and staffing new hospitals in Zaire
and training African and Asian doctors to work
in developing nations. Their dedication to
American relief work was demonstrated by the
medical aid and blood banks provided in the
aftermath of the Pearl Harbor attacks.

Today, Hadassah continues their work
through medical and civic education, setting
an example of excellence for their humani-
tarian efforts. A leader in community support
programs, Hadassah has invested consider-
able time to providing information to female
citizenries. The organization formed youth
counseling groups and female career training
in the Middle East, while creating the Hadas-
sah Cares programs to champion efforts to
raise breast cancer awareness in the United
States.

Mr. Speaker, as our nations continue to
work to establish a peaceful, just international
community, it is my honor to commemorate
the ninetieth anniversary of an organization
that has demonstrated these qualities in the
work they do every day.

f

HONORING SAL SALAZAR

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, March 5, 2002

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor the late Sal Salazar on the oc-
casion of the California Restaurant Association
commemorating his life with the Lifetime
Achievement Award. Mr. Salazar began his re-
markable career in the restaurant in 1942 and
his family continues the business holding fast
to Sal’s values and traditional recipes. This
award is the Association’s highest honor and
marks the 60th anniversary of Sal’s Mexican
Restaurant and pays tribute to a successful
entrepreneur, respected community leader,
and beloved husband and father.

Mr. Salazar was born in Herez, Zacatecas,
Mexico, and came with his parents to Selma,
California, in the late 1920’s. Sal worked as a
farm laborer until he followed an impulse and
on August 22, 1942 opened his own taco res-

taurant. The restaurant grew to include a full
Mexican menu and earned regional acclaim.

A great Mexican restaurant was not the only
thing that Mr. Salazar gave his community. Sal
worked for the Selma Justice Court, Fresno
County Superior Court, and California Su-
preme Court in Sacramento as an interpreter.
He also sponsored 14 Mexican families who
relocated to California, provided leadership in
the formation of a West Selma improvement
district that led to its incorporation into the city,
and helped his siblings with their education.
Sal also served on the Selma Chamber of
Commerce, Selma Planning Commission,
Selma High School Boosters Club, and Fresno
County Grand Jury. In 1945, he served as an
alternate on the interpreter staff at the first
meeting of the United Nations in San Fran-
cisco.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to honor the mem-
ory of Sal Salazar as his family accepts the
California Restaurant Association’s Lifetime
Achievement Award on his behalf. I invite my
colleagues to join me in remembering Mr.
Salazar for his community service and entre-
preneurial spirit and wishing his family and
restaurants many more years of continued
success.

f

TRIBUTE TO MARTY MARSHALL,
PRESIDENT OF CALIFORNIA
SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIA-
TION

HON. ELLEN O. TAUSCHER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, March 5, 2002

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, Marty Mar-
shall is President of the California School
Food Service Association, with over 2,500
members, Director of Nutrition Services for
Fremont Unified School District, with over
32,000 students, wife, mother, grandmother,
and community volunteer. Her life has been, a
continues to be, devoted to service to others.
Whether to family, co-workers, friends, or fel-
low professional association members, Marty
finds giving of her heart, energy and time to
he her greatest pleasure.

As President of the California School Food
Service Association, Marty Marshall has
worked tirelessly to revitalize the Association
by conducting strategic planning sessions, and
accomplishing the resulting strategic goals in
the areas of organizational structure, internal
and external communication, membership,
professional image, leadership development,
and legislative activity. With her inclusive style
of leadership, she has brought together mem-
bers of all levels including site staff, manage-
ment, and industry to come to consensus on
the goals as well as the necessary steps to
achieve them. The membership has ex-
pressed enthusiastic appreciation for bringing
back some of the traditions and structure that
had been lost over the past few years. In addi-
tion to her current position as President of
CSFSA, Marty has served as President Elect,
Chair of the Professional Development,
Awards and Scholarships, and Rules and Res-
olutions Committees, Conference Program
Chair, Conference Exhibits Chair, and Presi-
dent of the Josephine P. Morris and Northern
California Chapter. She is also currently the
Executive Committee Advisor to the Public
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