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Introduction

is complicated by a tendency to use thit underlying values is particularly important in

term as a metaphor for an array othe campaign finance area because of the all-too-
underlying values. Without careful identificationhuman tendency to support or oppose campaign
of these values, discussion of campaign financeform on the basis of its projected impact on
reform risks drifting into a series of emotionahext year’s election. Only careful attention to
exchanges among people who are really talkinglues can free us from approaching the area
about different things. Moreover, since thérom the narrow prism of short-term political
values are occasionally in conflict, decisiongterest.
about whether to seek to reform the campaign
finance system, and what the reformed system This paper seeks to catalogue the values at
should look like, require a careful catalogue dftake in the campaign finance debate and to
the values at stake, and a recognition thdescribe the impact of campaign reforms on each
different versions of campaign reform advancealueld

Debate over “campaign finance reform"and retard, particular values. Finally, attention



The Four Models of Campaign Finance

. a'”‘?s of campaign fl_nanqe one must have The Full Caps Model The most regulated
in mind how campaign finance systems

approach to elections, this system places direct
are structured. ) o :
restraints on contributions and expenditures.
The four most common models of campaighlad the Supreme Court not intervened with its
laws are: Buckleydecision, this is how our federal system

. would be regulated, as FECA capped campaign
The Unregulated Model This is the least antributions and expenditures.

burdensome system. It entails only disclosure o0
very large contributions and enforcement oflaws  The Public Funding Model More of a

against bribery. Historically, this model is clossubsidy system than a collection of rules, this
est to the system that preceded Congress’ 19Twdel seeks to equalize campaigns by publicly
passage of the Federal Election Campaign Aitnding the electoral process. The presidential
(FECA). election, and several state and municipal elec-

. tions, use public funding plans, but the size and
The Status Quo MOde.ITh'S s the system conditions of grants to candidates vary.
that governed federal elections from 1976, when

the Supreme Court decidBdckley v. Valegt24 Throughout this paper, we will return to
U.S. 1 (1976), to the presenBuckleyupheld these four models and assess how each campaign
the FECA provisions that capped campaig8ystem advances or hinders the values implicated
contributions and mandated disclosure for evedy campaign finance reform. The chart on page
modest contributions and expenditures, bdf2 summarizes the analysis.

removed limits on individual, candidate, and

Frst some context. Before cataloging theampaign spending.



A Catalogue of Values at Issue in the Debate
Over Campaign Finance Reform

Political Autonomy assassinating candidates you don't like interferes
utonomy — the right to be left alone —with your political autonomy, but no one would
A is one of our most important values. Thargue that it is unconstitutional. To determine
freedom to make independent decisionshether regulation is warranted the value of
about politics, religion, economics, and lifestylgolitical autonomy must be balanced against an
— without government interference — is at thasserted need for government regulation.
heart of our national consciousness. Campaign
finance reform interferes with the right to be Ief& rde
alone on several levels. Most obviouslymen
government-imposed limits on the permissiblcﬁath
size of campaign contributions are a dire
interference with the autonomous political ~ One path is to make the case for reform so
judgment of an individual about whether, angtrong that it outweighs the commitment to
how intensely, to support a particular candidaolitical autonomy. This requires identifying an
for political office. Similarly, efforts to limit important countervailing value — the prevention
campaign expenditures, either by candidates @f corruption, for example — and showing that
supporters, directly limit the political autonomyinterfering with autonomy is necessary to
of individuals who wish to use their ownpreserve this countervailing value. In addition
resources to advance a political end. to preventing corruption, other possible values
) ) ) that could countervail autonomy include: (1)
We prize the right to be left alone in the)eserying confidence in the democratic process:
area of politics for twq reasons. First, we MisH) enhancing political equality; (3) improving
trust governm_ent’s qblllty to regulate the pO|ItI1he quality of democratic discourse: (4)
cal process fairly. History warns that once polincreasing the knowledge of the electorate; (5)
ticians get their hands on the political procesgyroving the quality of political representation;
they will seek to manipulate |t_for their own shortz g (6) increasing voter turnout. These possible
term ends. Much of the partisan wrangling ov&fontervailing values, as well as several values
campaign finance reform bears out this warp; reinforce autonomy, such as efficiency,

ing. Politicians tend to support reform if theyexipility, and spontaneity, will be explored in
think it will help them win, and oppose it if theyie remainder of this paper.

fear it will weaken them.

Arguments for campaign finance reform, in
r to overcome our strong residual commit-
t to political autonomy, must take one of two
S.

_ _ Before considering the values that may
Second, some believe that even ifounterbalance political autonomy, however, a
government could regulate political freedomecond dynamic of campaign finance reform’s

fairly, such a venture would be unwise asffect upon autonomy should be recognized.
freedom is an inherent attribute of human dignity

that should not be diminished. At times, two claims to political autonomy

may conflict. For example, in-state donors might

Of course, a government regulation is nargue that allowing out-of-state contributions to
automatically invalid merely because it interferesandidates dilutes the political autonomy of
with a claim of political autonomy. A ban onin-state contributors. More broadly, the 99.7%



of the public that does not make significanbureaucrat’s judgment. Not only does an indi-
contributions to political campaigns might feel/idual know what is best for him better than a
that their autonomy is undermined by the 0.3%ureaucrat, but the cost of administering gov-
of the public that finances our nation’sarnment programs is often greater than the ben-
campaigns. Usually, we seek to resolvefits delivered. The worldwide failure of man-
conflicting claims of autonomy by a compromiseged economies stands as mute testimony to the
designed to give each claimant the maximutoss of efficiency caused by government inter-
freedom consistent with respect for the otherference in private decision-making.

freedom. Nonetheless, to some degree, all
campaign laws sacrifice one person’s autonomt}/e c
in order to preserve another’s.

Of course, as with autonomy, merely
ause an activity is efficient does not immunize
it from regulation in the name of other values.

The four models of campaign law havéf, for example, slavery were shown to be more
wildly different effects on autonomy. Theefficient than freedom (it isn’t), no one would
unregulated model — which only discloses bigrgue that values of autonomy should be
contributions and prosecutes bribery —sacrificed in the name of efficiency. But, in order
celebrates autonomy, as candidates amalovercome the natural residual commitment to
supporters have few restrictions to follow. Thefficiency, and the justified suspicion that many
status quo — which limits contributions but nogovernment programs are inefficient, any
expenditures — modestly interferes withcampaign reform program must be shown to be
autonomy, namely the right of supporters toeasonably efficient, and compelled by an
provide unlimited funds to candidates. The fulimportant concomitant value, such as, autonomy,
caps model, of course, imposes the greatdkxibility, and prevention of corruption.
burden on autonomy, as candidates and

. . Finally, efficiency and autonomy are not
contributors can only spend and give up tg . :
always compatible. Sometimes, too much

prescribed levels. Finally, the public fundinga T
. utonomy can be inefficient. For example, when
model embraces autonomy by subsidizing the

. L : one person obtains monopoly control over a
political participation of less wealthy candidates. : e
market, antitrust regulation is necessary to
prevent inefficient exploitation of resources.
Public funding’s impact on autonomy pointsVhether similar inefficiencies arise from
out an important complexity of election lawsunrestrained autonomy in the campaign finance
Unlike more conventional regulations — enviarea is, of course, one of the questions to be
ronmental rules, for example — debates on caraxplored in debate. For example, critics allege
paign laws need not be couched solely in terntisat unrestrained campaign spendinge-g,
of regulation versus autonomy. Sometimes, &anketing the airwaves in emotive, often
in the case of public financing, regulations magegative, television commercials — actually
be necessary in order to enhance autonomy. inhibits serious political discussion as it is an
extremely inefficient way to carry on a

Efficiency democratic discussion.

Efficiency — making sure that resources are  The extent to which the four models of elec-
not wasted — is often associated with autonomton law enhance efficiency is somewhat paral-
Generally, we believe that an individual’s decilel to their relation to autonomy. The unregu-
sions about how resources should be expendated model is the most efficient system, the full
are likely to be more efficient than a governmertaps model is the least efficient system. The sta-
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tus quo falls somewhere in the middle; that can-  Ultimately, the benefits of reform should
didates can spend freely is thought to be effibe measured against the loss of flexibility, keep-
cient, but capping contributions introduces inefing in mind that it is possible to have both. Flex-
ficiencies. Finally, the public funding model doe#bility can be enhanced by thoughtful regulations
not facilitate efficiency because gathering andesigned to increase options open to all candi-
distributing government funds has high transaclates. Lack of money, or excessive dependence
tion costs. on special interests, may itself restrict the free-
dom of a candidate, leading to a loss of flexibil-
Flexibility :g/t i((e;';llsily as great as the loss associated with regu-
Flexibility — the ability to alter behavior )

to deal with unexpected events — is also often  Not surprisingly, flexibility is similar to
associated with freedom from regulation. Nefficiency in that it favors the least intrusive
matter how carefully a bureaucrat attempts twampaign model. Thus, the unregulated model
plan the future, the protean nature of experienewelcomed, full caps are abhorred, the status
will always result in unexpected eventsquo falls somewhere in between, and there is
Regulation almost always has unanticipatemiuch excitement about the new opportunities
consequences. Indeed, much of the efficienpublic funding provides.
advantage that autonomy enjoys over regulation
is attributable to the loss of flexibility inherents
in aregulatory scheme. Especially in the area o :

" i L Closely connected with the value of
political campaigns, the loss of flexibility can,, . =. ". . .
have unanticipated negative effects. FoﬂreX'b'“Fy’ 'S spontan(_elty—thg capacny to react

Immediately, and without prior planning, to a

example, placing a ceiling on contrlbutlonsfrorrrl]ew state of affairs, often created by an

individuals to campaigns is designed to minimize : . I .
pponent’s actions. Spontaneity is particularly

the impact of personal wealth on the polltlca? . . o
. . : Important in campaigns, both because politics is
process. But imagine a setting where an : - . -
: a notoriously unpredictable profession, requiring
enormously wealthy candidate spends money on . :
) . candidates to respond quickly to unforeseen
behalf of her own campaign. A flexible system :
: . ) issues, and because spontaneous reactions by

might recognize the need for an exception, an . .
. , candidates are viewed by the electorate as a

allow the wealthy candidate’s opponent to acce

o : . [ i ili [ ination.
large contributions from supporters. WlthoutthlPneasure o_f S|r_10er|ty, ability, and 'maginatio

o . . pontaneity is generally associated with
flexibility, the regulation’s goal — removing

. L , tonomy, since the | vernment regulation
wealth’s impact from politics — is actuallyalu onomy, since he 1ess government reguiatio

. there is in rticular area, the | likely it i
further off as a wealthy candidate has no €re IS In a particuiar area, the 1ess 1ikely 1t 15

. ) . at spontaneous action will be inhibited.
emerged as a financial power without peer. o o :
Campaign finance reform can inhibit spontaneity

Almost all campaign finance regulationdy forcing candidates to forego a spontaneous
entails a loss of flexibility. But the loss can beesponse because funds have run out, or because
minimized by building flexibility into reform some other rule would be violated. For example,
systems. Returning to the previous examplay the 1996 presidential campaign, six weeks
unlimited expenditures by a wealthy candidateefore the Republican convention, Bob Dole had
could trigger ameliorative action that would helgpent his maximum for the primary campaign,
less well-off opponents — such as public subsand was unable to spend the funds needed to react
dies, or less stringent campaign contribution cele attacks from President Clinton, whose
ings. campaign treasury was flush with money.

ontaneity
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Not surprisingly, the full caps model allowsconsistent with the prediction — and both the
little spontaneity. The status quo is a bit moréonor and the officeholder know it.
permissive as candidates and organizations can _ _ _
spend money on a dime, but can raise it less A critically important issue, therefore, in
easily. In contrast, the unregulated model allovf@taloguing the values at issue in the campaign
candidates to raise and spend money at-wiflnance debate, is to pin down the meaning of
Finally, spontaneity can be enhanced by a pubﬁ@rruption. As a beginning, all observers would
funding system, which, if properly funded anddree that corruption at least includes an
structured, would enable a candidate who @change of money in return for performing, or
being badly outspent by a wealthy opponent failing to perform, a specific official act. But

be able to offer a spontaneous response.  the Supreme Court appears to think that
corruption has a broader reach. One possible

extension beyond classic bribery and extortion

Prevention of “Corruption” is to treat as corrupt money that causes
The Supreme Court has recognized th@fficeholders to be more likely to respond to large

prevention of the appearance or reality Gfonors than to the needs of ordinary citizens. The
corruption is a compelling interest thatjustifie%henomenon of large donors making
regulation of campaign contributions, despite theyntributions to candidates of both political
restriction on political autonomy. By corruption,partieS is often explained as a way for

the Court appears to mean tgeid pro quo contributors to assure access to whoever is
arrangement that exists when a donor give§ected. Whether this form of access qualifies

money in return for a promise that an officeholdgyg corruption is one of the important issues in
will perform in a particular way. At one extremegne campaign finance debate.

of course, such guid pro quoarrangement

violates extortion and bribery laws, by linkinga  The next possible extension of the idea of
specific official act to the payment of money. Atorruption is to apply it to financial arrangements
the other extreme, however, there is nothintpat might cause an officeholder to tailor her
wrong with giving to a candidate because yobehavior to the wishes of large donors in order
are confident that she will vote in a particulato assure a continued flow of future contribu-
way on an issue that you feel strongly aboutions, even though nothing is ever said about any
Thus, it is not corrupt to give money to a proguid pro quoobligation. Such a situation is not
choice candidate because you expect that she wiirruption in the narrow sense, but the erosion
vote against efforts to restrict abortion. Similarlyof the capacity of a public official to make inde-
it is not corrupt for a businessman to give mongyendent judgments free from financial pressures.
to a candidate whose speeches, and past agtpplitical system that subordinates the indepen-
indicate that he will vote a particular way ordence and free will of its officials to the need to
issues that affect his business. It is corruptaise money may be said to be corrupt in the
however, to buy a candidate’s vote with a specifgtructural sense.

bribe. An even broader idea of corruption would
The dividing line appears to permit contriinclude financial arrangements that put pressure
butions based on predictions of official behawn an officeholder to compromise her
ior, but forbids contributions designed to affecindependence by taking political positions, not
official behavior. The difficulty, of course, isbecause she believes in them, but because they
that a contribution given as a prediction will nohave financial consequences for her. Under such
be repeated unless the officeholder’s behaviorasconception of corruption, not a word need be

-12-



exchanged about a link between money aratgument (indeed, it may be strategically
official action, as long as the financial systemaluable to do so in order to benefit from the
rewards an official for behaving one way, an&upreme Court’s endorsement of prevention of
punishes her for acting another. At this pointorruption as a compelling interest), it is a good
what is really at stake is the political autonomydea to keep the two arguments analytically
of a public official. How much independencdlistinct, if only to prevent misunderstanding.
should an elected official have from the wishes

of her constituents? That difficult question is at ev:enntihne CC%TrEaIt?SnﬂQ:QZ? |Z(;r;ttet)r(|tr’(:2er§;z§|’e
the heart of the debate about the nature Bf g P P

L meanings: (1) preventing bribery and other forms
representation in a democracy. Should . : ) .
.0f crudequid pro quofinancial arrangements;

representative function as a conduit for hi : o I
. . . (2) enhancing a representative’s ability to exer-
constituents’ desires? Or, should a representati : . : :
ISe judgment that is free from considerations of

exercise independent judgment, subject only {0 . . . : )
- : nancial self-interest; and (3) enhancing confi-
periodic correction at the polls? Some adherents : : .
: : . _.dence in the democratic process by removing
to the conduit theory of representation migh .
) . even the appearance that officeholders are act-
believe that using money as a way to keep your . . . . :
S : _2,ng in their own financial self-interest.
representative in line isn’t corruption at all; it's
just an excellent way to monitor the performance  Corruption, or rather the prevention thereof,
of your legislative agent. Others who subscribeesponds to regulation differently than our
to the conduit theory might view money agreceding four values. For the first time, the
skewing the representative’s understanding ahregulated model is harmful to the value in
constituents’ desires. On the other hand, one whaestion, as candidates in an unregulated
embraces a representation theory, wherel@pvironment will be highly vulnerable tuid
officials exercise individual judgment mightpro quobehavior. A full caps system provides
think that financial pressure interfering with thehe opposite result — strict contribution and
ability to exercise such judgment is corrupt. spending limits provide little room for
_ _ ~_contributors to unduly influence candidates. The
~ Finally, the broadest idea of corruption istatus quo fights some, not all corruption:
linked, not to the reality of corruption, but to itscontribution limits disable donors from buying
mere appearance. The Supreme Court h@gyence, but unlimited demand for campaign

already announced that campaign contributiopgoney leaves candidates vulnerable untoward
can be limited to prevent the mere appearanggancial arrangements.

of aquid pro quoarrangement between a large

donor and a public official. The unanswered Only with respect to the public funding
question is whether the appearance rationdiedel is corruption similar to the preceding
applies to more expansive definitions o¥alues. Thatis, just as public funding encourages
corruption. For example, can campaign spendiﬁg&'tonomy’ spontaneity, efficiency, and flexibility,
be regulated because it creates an appearance th8¢lps drive corruption out of the political
legislators are no longer exercising independeRfocess. The government's financial help allows
judgment, but are being unduly swayed b9fficeho|ders to be that much less frantic about
fundraising considerations. Here, the value &fising contributions —thus, less likely to betray
preventing the appearance of corruption merg#e obligations of their offices.

into a value discussed later in this paper — of

enhancing confidence in the democratic proced€Enhancing Political Equality

While it is possible to package a “confidence in ~ As a nation, we are deeply committed to
democracy” argument as a broad corruptiotie proposition that everyone should be an equal

13-



player in the game of politics. Our painful evo- A second, constitutionally more difficult
lution from an 18th century political system invay to advance equality is to impose direct limits
which only white men of property could vote anedn how much money wealthy individuals can
hold office, to a 20th century system of univerinject into politics. In one sense, these types of
sal, equal suffrage, is the story of a long journegstrictions are simply a mechanism to empower
toward political equality. The Supreme Court’she less wealthy. Holding back the wealthy from
one-person, one-vote rule is explicitly based amdue influence allows the less wealthy to retain
the proposition that everyone’s vote should coupblitical relevance. But because of constitutional
an equal amount. If, however, as the Suprengencerns, ceilings on campaign contributions are
Court implicitly acknowledged in its decision inalways presented as preventing corruption, not
Buckley v. Valeoreal political power depends,advancing equality.

in large part, on the ability to spend money in

support of one’s view, have we really achieveda  There is one context where the Supreme
system of political equality? Not surprisinglyCourt has allowed spending restrictions to
arguments in favor of campaign finance reforfgnhance democracy. Bans on spending corporate
often stress the inherent inequality of allowing’ealth in political campaigns have been
the wealthy to pour unlimited money into poli-Sustained as necessary to preserve equality.
tics, in the form of contributions to candidatediowever, virtually every effort to impose direct
independent expenditures supporting candidatdi§)its on the ability of wealthy individuals to

or wealthy candidates’ expenditures on their ongP€nd money (as opposed to contributing to the
campaigns. candidates) has been invalidated. Limits on

individual expenditures on behalf of candidates,

Campaign finance reform often seeks tQ . ) . .
o Imits on expenditures by candidates from their
advance equality in at least four ways. The

clearly constitutional path is to make ava“ablgersonal fortunes, and limits on independent

to candidates optional public subsidies, thuesxpe_ndltures by organlzatlons_ha_lve each been
mt\{alldated. Overall, under existing Supreme

giving each candidate an equal chance to re o oo .
. - : a}::ourt precedent, it is extremely difficult, if not
the electorate. Public subsidies also equalize the

political power of the haves and have-nots bléinrggtSISIlli)rlr(laiiirtlo :d(;/:dr;ge political equality by
freeing candidates from having to raise money y gsp g

from self-interested donors. A third equality concern seeks to assure that

Optional campaign subsidies advanceampaign finance reform does not operate to
equality and deter corruption without directlyfreeze the political status quo by providing unfair
impinging on autonomy. On the other hand, thedvantages to major party candidates, while
significant financial costs of public subsidieshort-changing independent and third party
raise the most direct efficiency concernsandidates. Freezing the status quo can occur in
Optional public subsidy plans are often linkeat least two ways: Regulations on campaign
to promises by candidates to limit campaigoontributions, like disclosure rules, can fall with
expenditures as the price of receiving campaigpecial force on supporters of controversial third
dollars. Unless such an expenditure limit iparties; and public subsidy programs that provide
included in a public funding plan, efforts togenerous financing for the two major parties, can
achieve equality will not be successfulprovide inadequate funding for independent
Campaigns will continue to spend at run-awagandidates or minor parties.
levels, only now with government funds.

-14-



A final equality concern seeks to assure thabrted as a means to assure that candidates have
campaign finance reform does not benefgufficient resources to provide voters with the
incumbents by making it difficult for challengersinformation needed to make an informed choice.
to raise enough money to mount a credibl€onversely, it is argued that the spending limit
campaign. Many reform programs make raisingspect of the full caps model prevents the elec-
campaign money a complicated enterprise, witbrate from receiving needed information. As
elaborate disclosure procedures, smalflbrthe unregulated model, controversy is abound.
contribution limits, and public financing systemg$roponents argue that only a system without caps
that require certain size contributions from aan be sure to provide voters with the most
requisite number of donors and/or electioknowledge. But reformers worry that voter
districts. When campaign finance reforms makenowledge suffers most without regulation, as a
it too difficult to raise and spend enough monegandidate is able to drown out her opponent’s
to overcome the built-in advantages omessage.

incumbency, the reforms may inadvertently . .
. : S Only public funding has consensus support
substitute a new set of inequalities in place far

: as a device that will increase voter knowledge.
those they were designed to cure. - o :
For the remaining models, there is wide disagree-
Political equality, of course, is greatlyment over whether caps help educate voters by
affected by the selected model of campaign lawigveling the playing field, or hurt this goal by
The unregulated model, not surprisingly, bringsmiting speech opportunities.
no equality, as candidates are allowed to use
almost any resource they can find. The status g
is on_ly §I|gh_tly_ bette_r._ N(.)twuhs.tandmgRepresentation
contribution limits, political inequalities are .
. . : A democracy stands or falls on the quality
fostered by candidates spending their personafl . . :
.0f democratic representation. With strong
wealth, and as much money as they can raise,

At the other end of the spectrum, the IDubli&epresentatwes, democracy thrives; without good

funding model is about nothing if not politicalomcemIderS democracy falters. Campaign

equality. Finally, parity is also facilitated by thef Inance reform is often supported as a means of

nhancing th lit f mocrati
full caps model, although not to the degree oef ancing € guaity o democ atic
: : - . . Tepresentation. Simply from the standpoint of
public funding, as candidates still need to raise : k .
ours in the day, freeing representatives from the
what they are allowed to spend. . . -
daily grind of raising money allows energy and
resources to be devoted to solving substantive
Increasing Voter Knowledge problems. Moreover, freeing representatives
The Supreme Court has recognized thétom the necessity of constantly pleasing
enhancing voter knowledge is a compellingrganized special interests, in order to assure a
interest that could justify campaign financélow of PAC contributions, permits
regulations. For example, public disclosure akpresentatives to exercise their own judgment.
all campaign contributions and individualAt this point, arguments about enhancing the
expenditures on behalf of a candidate of $200 quality of representation merge into the expanded
more was sustained, in part, because the Coadnception of corruption discussed earlier.
believed that knowledge of a candidate’s

: . On the other hand, there is no consensus
financial supporters helps voters assess th :

: ) o - about what it means to be an excellent
candidate’s political positions.

representative. One theory, often presented by
Similarly, campaign subsidies are often sumpponents of campaign reform, argues that

i:l‘onhancing the Quality of
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representatives are merely agents for the wishisspend at will. The public funding and status
of their constituents, and that the constant negdo models engender almost identical arguments.
to seek financial support from self-interestedhe quality of representation is thought to rise
constituents is an effective way to monitoby subsidizing less wealthy candidates, or at least
representatives to assure that they act in strlzchiting how much wealthy candidates can raise
compliance with constituent wishes. Of coursdrom their supporters — so argue reformers. The
such an argument assumes that most constituemgpgponents of reform, of course, are quick to
have the financial resources to use money tespond that the quality of representation suffers
monitor a representative. While such aif candidates do not have to solicit contributions
assumption is certainly wrong on an individualrom constituents.

level, adherents of this agency view argue that

“mediating institutions” like labor unions andRestoring Confidence in

organized nonprofits often act as surrogates fﬂemocracy

the poor in the monitoring process. The argument that campaign finance reform
A competing theory of representationiS Needed to restore confidence in the democratic

usually espoused by campaign reformers, argucess was discussed earlier as a variant of the
that a democratic representative is more tharP§ad meaning of corruption. To the extent
conduit for constituent desires; she is also dficials are perceived as acting under the undue
independent moral actor with an obligation t#fluence of large concentrations of wealth, many
decide at least some issues on grounds Yfters lose faith in the process. After all, they
principle, regardless of constituent wishes2bserve, “If money talks and legislators listen,
subject only to periodic review at the polls. Th¥hat chance do I have to influence the outcome
constant necessity of raising campaign fund¥ the democratic process?” The net result is
from self-interested donors makes it difficult fo€yNicism and a decreasing commitment to

a representative to exercise independent, mofgmocracy, chronicled in America’s shockingly
choices. low voter turnout. Moreover, once voters lose

_ _ _ confidence in the capacity of democratic

Finally, opponents of campaign financgepresentatives to make principled decisions,
reform argue that, to the extent reform msulat%s‘very governmental decision is viewed as a
an incumbent from the need to pleasgictory of one selfish interest group over another,
constituents, the quality of democratiGyith principle and the search for the common
confident of re-election will not pay sufficientjs often supported as a means of restoring
attention to representing the needs Qonfidence inthe democratic process by restoring
constituents. the appearance and reality of principled decision-

Accordingly, there is little consensus Or{'naking. Of course, confidence will be restored

how the four models will affect this value. AnOnly if the new campaign finance system does

unregulated system brings terrible representatid?n(,)t ltself create new inequalities between the

reformers argue, as money, not ideas is aIIowé'HS” and the “outs.”

to determine a candidate’s viability. Opponents  Opponents of campaign finance reform
of reform argue that full caps drive down thergue that this confidence restoration argument
guality of representation. Incumbents, theis based on a false premise. There is nothing
argue, will be able use the perks of power to holdrong with viewing democracy as a struggle

their offices forever if challengers are not allowetietween and among self-interested participants,
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they argue. Efforts to couch the process aspaocess of carefully considering substantive
noble enterprise governed by altruism angsues. One suggestion is to key public campaign
searches for the common good are simply naiv&jbsidies — either in the form of cash, vouchers,
or worse, downright hypocritical. Forcingor reduced-rate television time — to formats
candidates to raise money directly from thealculated to promote ideas, not images. For
people without significant restraint, they arguesxample, making television time available, but
allows the self-interest at the heart of democraonly in slots longer than 30 seconds; requiring
to play itself out in the most effective mannercandidates to debate; and insisting on the
Any effort to alter the process — by limitingdissemination of substantive candidate platforms
expenditures, subsidizing candidates, or limitingave all been suggested as the price of a subsidy.
contributions — will decrease control ovelWhile the Supreme Court has allowed
politicians, enabling them to manipulate thgovernments to condition a public subsidy on
system for their own selfish interests. In shorpromise to abide by expenditure ceilings, serious
they argue, campaign reform won’t get rid oFirst Amendment questions would be raised by
selfishness, it will just change the people whefforts to condition the form and content of
get to act selfishly. campaign speech.

Beginning with the status quo, our current  Critics of campaign reform argue that
federal laws certainly are not engendering muamrealistic contribution and spending limits are
confidence in democracy. An unregulatethe real threat to the quality of democratic
system would bring even less confidence, akscourse, since limits on the availability to raise
wealth would play a greater role in determiningnd spend money translate into less speech
electoral viability. The full caps system willbecause there is less money to finance it. These
provide some added faith in democracy, althougtritics note that the actual amount of money spent
tempered because it would lock in the advantages political speech in this country is a small
of incumbency. Overall, the sure way to buildraction of the commercial advertising budget.
confidence in democracy is through the publi©ne common quip is that more money was spent
funding model, which would facilitate in our nation advertising yogurt than on elections
competition between the ideas, not financiah 1996. This argument claims that the problem
resources, of candidates. is not too much money, but too little. Public
subsidies, critics argue, will not solve this
problem unless the amounts involved are

Improvmq th‘? Quality of generous enough to permit adequate discussion
Democratic Discourse . S
of political activity.

Campaign finance reform is often urged as
a means of improving the quality of democratic  Like the values of improving the quality of
debate. Critics argue that campaign discussiorepresentation and increasing voter knowledge,
are often devoid of ideas, relying on shorthere is too much disagreement among campaign
television spots that are emotive, and very ofteeform’s opponents and proponents to say with
highly negative. Selling a candidate in the sanauthority that full caps, no regulations, the sta-
way that we sell a bar of soap, some say, is as quo, or even public funding is the best way
demeaning to democracy and harmful to thte raise the quality of discour&é.
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A Gradesheet of the Four Models

P ublic

Democracy

Unregulated Status Quo Full C aps Firarcing
Autonomy A B F A
Efficiency A C F D
Flexibility A c F A
Spontaneity A c F A
Prevention of Corruption F c A A
Enhancing_PoIiticaI . b B A
Equality
Increasing Voter , , , ,
Knowledge ' ' ' '
Enhancing the Quality ¢f . . ) i
Representation ' ' ' '
Restoring Confidence ip . . c A

=

Improving the Quality o
Democratic Discoursq

Legend Letter grades assess the degree to which a model promotes ("A") or undermines ("F") a value.

"?" indicates that one cannot assess conflicting claims based on existing data.
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THE VALUES oF CampPaiGN FINANCE REFORM

Conclusion

Every plan to reform our campaign financeinderstanding of what values we want our
system must be dissected to determine its impaampaign finance system to advance, can we set
on a constellation of values. Only after we havabout the task of constructing the proper role for
debated the values, and come to sonmoney in our democratic system.
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