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Preface 
"In Praise of PACs" by Rep. Newt Gingrich (R-GA) 

We are in a revolution in American politics That rev«;»lution ·is being 
3rndy undercm.·trt"d by the press because the prc:ss is focusing on the 
wrong things. 

With the campaign "reform" laws of the mid-seventies came profound 
changes in American politks. Wealthy people have hL·c:n restricted in their 
direct contributions. lncre has been an explosive emergence o( a whole 
new zone of activity, symbolized by the prc:valenl·e of political action 
commintts. These PACs have brought a whole new generation of people 
into the world of campaign contributions, and they 're tying political be­
havior in campaigns to political behavior in govt·ming more tightly than 
has been the case in the last thirty years. 

Political action commintts are bringing informed interest groups out 
in the open, so that we can begin to sec a real relationship among the 
way people bthave in elections, the way people bthave in contributions, 
and the way con3rasmen vote. PACs can move us away from what the 
Foundin1 Fathers feared our democracy would drift toward: an •1ot11is1ir 
society. 

In the atomistic model of a f rte society, there is a aeneral. vague 
"common 3ood" which is normally given to us by a Ralph Nader or a 
John Gardner. It is communicatt"d through television and then we, as 225 
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million individual atoms workin~ in a plebis<:itary system, say, "Yes. Do 
this. No, don't Jo that." That is predsel)' the Aristotelian vision of mob 
politics, which the founding Fathers 1hou~ht might be the end of this so· 
ciet . 

The · only workable ahernati\·e to 1ha1 system is a m1di111ing inllilMlion 

society. in whid1 a great number of small sub-groups, acting separately, 
protect both the inJividual and the ~overnment. Mediating institutions 
prevent the govcrnme111 from uushin~ an)· individual and prevent individ· 
uals as groups from forming into a plebiscite which crushes the govern· 
men1 and turns it into a tyranny. 

Traditionally, we've had mediating institutions such as county court· 
houses and big-city machines. They are in Jecay. But a new mediating in· 
stitution is emerging: the political anion committee. It is not geographic 

(" ~ut instead based on rnmmon interest. h~s tied togeth~. < -~ail~rams, an~ annual convention~. •~~ at leas~~ -~~~~untable as was the L b1g·city machine. Atm al~~~ople <Tonrnaili to contribute. 
In order to attract contributions, the PAC"fiis •fo in so~ way reflect 

the 'fotms'tsoT the people who ~ive to it . Be~~_se the PAC "is organiicd: 
ir 11tows tht trrdividual voter to know r1ta·t s~;;.ebody is watching out for 
his intertst- and ·is .. pr~bablydom~· a hdter joh"orifminishis~­
~ '. .,That congf~~s;n~n~-aTt«-aiCiias ·f(; repre·~nt 10,ooo·ailf'tring l~ 
ests-or as many as will be found amon~ his ~.000 constituents. 

-~~~!~~- is ~ur. __ new w~t~hdog, legi1ir11atdiJ~.ki~& .. <?.~!.~~!. in· 
!Crests of its contributors. This pattern is as old as American politics. T?s 
why Jeffer~on·s farme~~ -~ere. opposed to Hamilton's shipowners and mer~• 
chants. People who w«-re elected by Jefferson's farmers tended to vote 
against the interests of Hamilton 's shipowners and merchants. The idea 
bthind PAC:s is nothin~ new. We arc merely talking about a different 
structure, retlec'tin,i.: old patterns, that more openly relates campaign con· 

tributions 10 poliririans ' behavior in office. 

Peoplt who say that PACs are bad arc:, in effect, saying that voters 
ought to elect people on one st' t of rampaign promistS who should then 
be allowcJ to Jo an)'thin~ they want 10 in between campaigns. That's the 
bottom line: The campaign promises. and the contributions they encour· 
age, should have no relationship to tht' ·anions of the people that the 
money and the promises elevate to Congress. 

But that is rampant nonsenst' . To \JY that "special interests govern the 
Congrtss" assumes spcr ial interests arc a monolith. I know from experi· 
enct that they're 001. for example, I found mySt"lf siding with Georgia 

· Power and the rural electric co-ops by voting for coal slwry pipeline leg· 
islation- which was- a vote ~gainst the railroads. A few wttks later I op-
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posed the Eckhardt amtndmtnt to the rail Jrrc~ulatiun l-,1II, which wu _a 
vOle for the railroads and against the inttrests of < ;eor~ia Power and the 
_Nral electric co-ops. 

Which PAC is nuw supposed to own me as " 1.:on~rl•,;sman! Am I un· 
der the sway of tht_ PAC:s who bafkeJ the pipeline: or the PACs who fa. 
vor the railroaJs! In c:1nl1 vott, I w,o un tht s1tlc I tl,uug~t corrtet for 
America's technological expansion. Th;,1t w.1s ttw only rnnstant, and to 
talk of all-pervasive "spcdal interests" is to assume < onstanry whert thtre 
is liule: the PACs will line up differently on difft·rt·nt issues. 

If Common Cau~ really -:anted more people involved in ~litics, that 
organization wo""ulcf favor increasin~ the numher of PAcs· as-;apidiy"ls 
~si61Mh~he~ .. ,h; · n~;· p ACs reflel'ted qualit)'·of-•,fr intertstgroups 
iikc-,i;-Sierra Club, age·bastd interest ~roups hke tht st·nior citizens asso· 
ciations, geographic interest groups like the ne,~hhorhood and regional 
organizations, or ntwly-emaging ernnomic interest ~roups. 

Once you get to 30,000 PACs. an)' ron~ressman or rnndidate who is 
rtasonably intelligent and articulate nn knit ro~ctlu:r ~ rnalition which 
will then have a contractual rtlationship with that nmwt·ssman or candi· 
date. Tht coalition will say: "We support you, we hdp you stay in poli· 
tics, we expect you to reprtst'nt us. If you're not ~0111~ to represent us, 
tell us that and we'll find somebody else to support." 

In the long run, the best defense against political anion rnmmittees is 
more political action committees. 11it more of them thtre are, the harder 

it will be for any one, five, or ten to have any t>xa,-:~crared impact. Al 
Smith said, "The only cure for the dangers of political anion committees 
is more political action committt>es ... 

And to those who fear money in politics. kt m<· say that wt need 
more, not Ins, money in politics. PACs are not disgracin~ American poli• 
tics. The disgrace, to cite a specific case, comes when Jay Rockefeller 
spends $31 per vote out of his own pocket to buy a governorship. And 
the disgrace. to cite a l(eneral reality, is the overwhelming power of in· 
cumbent congressmen to get re:tlt'l'teti. There's soml'thing fundamentally 
wrong whtn, even in a bad year for incumbents, ''\ pt•rcent of HouSt 
members seeking re-election get re·clt>nrd. 

Our real purpose should not he to view politin as a -gladiatorial c~n­
test between two ambitious people. Politics should he the process by 
which the country talks to itself about its future, a politit·s powtred by a 
public that is reasonably informed about the <:anditf .itt·s on the levels at 
which it decides to v,>tt. MeasureJ against that !itandar<I. we have a piti· 
fully discouraging system because, in parr, we are starving it to death. 

Compare the amount of money we spenJ on poliun with what Coo· 
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Cola or General Motors spends on advertising. We spend more of our 
national income tellin~ ourselves what to drink and what to drive than we 
do on deciding our political desuny. Politics is, after all, the zone in 
which we discuss the management of a free society. And there's a ten· 
dcncy to confuse what's spent on govcimrncntwith what's •~t on poli­
tics. But money spent on governmtnt goes for bureaucracy, while money 
spent on politics demminc-s what kind of political management this soci• 
cty will have. Any rnrporation which Spt"nt, as a percentage of its total 
economic activity, the samt portion on managemc-nt as our society docs 
on polit~cs would go bankrupr. 

A free socifty nttds a frc-e competitive system. I have far more faith in 
prtvatc dollars freely given by frte "cittzcns to the PACs that will be their 
watchdogs than I do in any kind of public financing of congrcuional 
campaigns. I( t~ ,ongrcssman whom you distrust because he will be 
"corrupted" by PACs would be in ,barge of a public financing system, 
why would you trust that public nnancin~ system? 

The challenge for the eighties is to sceadily incrca~ the relationship bc­
!Wttn a persons vote_•~~ the -~ehav,or of the government. PAG are a 
s~ng and heah~y_ s~e£._Ln .... J~~!t. ~i~enio_n. ~~ n~~--~ not Fewer. :--

ks a tribute to the American Medical Association and the Ammcan 
Society of ASIOCiation fac{utivcs that they have produced a publication 
which puts politit:al anion committees in their proper historil:al perspcc· 
tivc. The tidc-"A Nation of Associations"--sums it up well. 
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IRS Memos . May 
Shut Some PACs 

Two technical advice memorandums is­
sued by the Internal Revenue Service 
could eventually close down some politi­
cal action committees, observers say. 
The rulings (8202019 and 8202021 ), 
which say certain PAC expenses are 
nondeductible, could "drive the little 
guy out of business," according to Rus­
sell Lockwood, manager of gov­
ernmental affairs at Standard Oil Co. 
(Indiana). 

Washington lawyer Robert Statham 
agrees. "For some of these corpora­
tions, in a depressed economy, it will be 
quite a jolt," said Statham, who edits 
Tax Monthly for Associations, "espe­
cially when they hadn't anticipated that 
they'd have to come up with the extra 
money.'' 

Both memorandums, while not setting 
precedent, "pretty much settle the mat­
ter" that expenses of setting up and 
operating a PAC are not deductible, ac­
cording to Statham. 

In one of them, the IRS ruled non­
deductible a company's costs in putting 
out a manual to help certain management 
employees "understand the American 
political process." The agency said a 
program referred to in the manual "is an 
attempt to influence the public, or a seg­
ment thereof, with regard to legislative 
matters,·· for which deductions are spe­
cifically denied in the code. 

The program was designed by the 
company to outline its position on cer­
tain proposed legislation. In addition, the 
IRS determined that the costs consti­
tuted expenditures for "grass roots" 
lobbying, for which deductions also are 
specifically prohibited. 

The l RS, in both rulings, said that 
costs to organize and run the PAC were 
"grass roots" lobbying expenditures and 
nondeductible. Other nondeductible ex­
penses, according to the agency, are let­
ter writing materials and postage 
supplied to employees and that portion 
of salaries that covers employees' time 
spent on "grass roots" lobbying. 

Because of ambiguity in regulations, 

the subject of deducting PAC expenses 
"does merit .some attention to be recti­
fied once and for all," according to Craig 
Brightub of the U.S. Chamber of Com­
merce in Washington. He said IRS pol­
icy that would "restrict PAC growth 
would be wholly inconsistent with the 
demand for funds for political 
candidates." -Martha Middleton 

= ENVIP.ONMENTAt lAW __:__ 

New EPA Air Rules Aim 
at Overall Compliance 

Some people call them "licenses to pol­
lute." Others say the new air pollution 
emission standards proposed by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency will 
make it easier for industry to comply. 
And' EPA lawyers say that compliance 
will mean less litigation, so time and tax 
dollars will be saved. 

The proposed regulations include the 
"bubble concept" and the "offset pol­
icy," designed to let older industries 
meet the federal clean air standards in 
the most economical way possible, said 
Mary Ryan, a lawyer in EPA's Chicago 
office. Under the bubble concept, a plant 
·with several emission points would no 
longer have to meet clean air standards 
for each one. Instead, the entire factory 
would be considered to be under a single 
"bubble" with one overall allowable 
emission lev·e1. If the plant exceeded that 
level, it wouldn't necessarily have to in­
stall expensive anti-pollution equipment, 
but could use the most economical 
means available to control the problem. 
Said Ryan: "As long as they meet their 
limit, we don't care how they do it." 

The offset policy would put several in­
dustries under an expanded bubble . . An 
increase in the emissions by one com­
pany could be · offset by a decrease in a 
neighboring company, said Timothy 
Henderson of the Environmental Law 
Institute in Washington, a nonprofit re­
search group. "As long as the level of 
pollution does not exceed the EPA stan­
dards in the bubble, one plant could be 
allowed to pollute heavily and not face 
any legal suit," he said. "It all depends 
on whether neighboring plants are pollut-

ing as well. That's why many environ­
mentalists say the EPA is giving industry 
a license to pollute." 

t 

Environmentalists generally support 
the bubble concept and offset policy as 
ways to get industries to meet clean air 
levels, but they are worried that some 
companies may abuse the proposed regu­
lations, said Kenneth Kamlet, director of 
legal affairs in Washington for the Na­
tional Wildlife Federation. To ensure en­
forceability, Kamlet says EPA should 
assign emission limits to each pollution 
source within an industrial complex. 

Meanwhile, banks and brokerage 
firms are considering new services to 
help industry comply. " Industry is look­
ing for someone to arrange offset agree­
ments," said Mary Beth Steffens, an of­
ficer in the pollution abatement financing 
division of the First Wisconsin National 
Bank in Milwaukee, which has been 
working with the EPA to set up a bro­
kerage system in the distant future. 
"With a good computer system, you 
could match a company that has pollu­
tion control equipment to one that pol­
lutes within the same bubble and work 
out a trade-off agreement," Steffens 
said. · -Vicki Quade 

A Little Respect 

A lesson in legal respect was re­
ported recently in Savvy magazine: A 
legal assistant driving from western 
New York to Virginia stopped at a gas 
station when one headlight grew dim 
in a heavy rain. An attendant looked 
at the light, asked where the woman 
was headed and then left for a mo­
ment. He returned with three men 
who inspected the car and -sug-

. gested she needed a new battery, al .. 
ternator and regulator. She was sus­
picious, but didn't know what to do. · 
One · man casually asked what she 
did for a living. "I'm a lawyert she 
lied. The three looked at each other 
and then at the attendant, who said 
quickly, "I guess there really ain't no 
reason you couldn't make it to Vir­
ginia all right. A new headlight ought 
to do the trick." 

April,1982 e Volume68 411 
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lndepei;ldent Insurance Agents of America 
INCal!'ORATED 

LAWRENCE R. HERMAN 
DIRECTOR OF CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS 

600 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE , S. E . 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20003 (202) 544- 5833 
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Independent Insurance Agents of Am~ , 
SUfTE 200 

600 PENNSYLVANIA AVE .• S.E. 
Lawrence R. Herman WASHINGTON. O.C. 20003 
Director of Congressional Relations 

202/544-5833 

Dear Colleague: 

HELP STOP OBEY-GIJCKMAN- LEACH (H.R- 2490) ASSAULT AGAINST FREE 
POLITICAL EXPRESSION. STOP PUBLIC FINANCING OF CONGRESSTIONAL 
ELECTIONS IN ITS TRACKS!! 

r 

HELP SUPPORT LAXALT/FRENZEL COUNTER OFFENSIVE {H.R. 3081, S. 1350) 
TO UNSHACKLE POLITICAL PARTY CONTRIBUTIONS/EXPENDITURES. 

REQUEST COSPONSORS TODAY FOR l:Of. """31>81/8.1350. FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CALL ME AT 544-5833. _. 

THANK YOU. 

-
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LAXALT/FRENZEL FECA .AMEND}JB\1TS OF 1983 

cmrrn.IBUTION LIMITATIONS 

Party Committees 

{ 'J 5D 

. 
1. Increases parcy committee con~r ibution from $5,000 per election to 

$15,000 per election. 

2. Increases contribution limitation for U.S. Senate candidates from the 
Republican or Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee, or the national 
committee of a political party or any combination of such connnittees 
from $17,500 to $30,000. · 

EXPENDITIJRE LIMITATIONS 

House and Senate 

1. Deletes the expenditure limitation on the amount party committees can 
spend on behalf of House and Senate candidates. 

Presidential 

1. Deletes the state-by..::state limitation for the primaries. 

2. Increases the base presidential primary expenditure limitation from 
$10,000,000 to $18,000,000. 

3. Increases the base ,general election limitation from $20,000,000 to 
$30,000,000. 

4. Increases the amowit the national party cornmittee can spend on behalf 
of the Presidential candidat~ from 2¢ x VAP to 3¢ x VAP. 

Party Building Provisions 

1. Exempts from the definition of contribution and expenditure donations to 
. party committees which are used solely to defray establishment, adminis­
tration and solicitation costs. Such donations would be reported to the 
FEC. 

2. - Extends the current exemption for costs of campaign materials such as 
pins, bumper stickers, handbills, brochures, posters, party tabloids, 
and yard signs to the national committee of a political party. 

3. Extends the current exemption for costs of voter registration and get­
out-the-vote:drives. Additionally, the class of candidates has been 
e::x.-panded to include all federal candidates. 

Political Action -Committees 

1. Eliminates the annual corporate authorization requirement for trade 
association PACs. _. The corporate authorization would stand Wltil revoked. 

2. · Permits membership organizations, cooperatives or corporations without 
c~p~~o~ stoc~ or their separate segregated funds to solicit the familie~ 



CLEAN CAMPAIC-N ACT OF 1983 -------
Fact Sheet 

PAC LIMITATION: 

- Litlts the amount of ~oney a candidate for the House of Representatives may 
accept from political action committees to $90,000 per election cycle. 

CAMPAIGN SPENDING LIMITS: 

- Limits the amount of personal and immediate family campaign eA-penditures to 
$20,000 per candidate. 

- Limits to~al campaign spending for general elections to $200,000. 

PUBLIC FINANCING: 

- Contributions of only $100 or less from individuals can be matched, and 
75% of these contributions must be provided by residents of the state in 
~hich the election is held. 

- A maximum of $100,000 in such contributions may be matched. 

- If both candidates agree to abide by the limits contained in the bill, a 
one-to-one match of their $100 or less contributions would take place. 
For every $100 in contributions, the candidate receives $100 in public 
financing. 

- If one candidate agrees to abide by the limits and his or her opponent does 
not, then two things happen. The first candidate is released from the limits 
included in the bill. That candidate also receives a 2-1 match in public 
financing rather than a 1-1 match. (This is similar to a plan now in effect 
in Wisconsin for gubernatorial candidates) 

IhuEPEN'DENT EXPENDITURES: 

- Radio or television advertising candidates are guaranteed the choice of 
either free time to respond to (a) an independent group's attack on them 
or (b) that group's support for the candidates' opponent OR addit!onal 
public financing equal to the anount of independent expenditures for such 
a broadcast. Expenditures by the independent group in either case would 
have to equal $5,000 or more. 

- Other independent expendiutres - once such expenditures aggregate $5,000. 
the candidate against whom they are used will qualify for additional public 
financing equal t9 these expenditures. 

- Additional public financing provided to candidates as necessary \.ll'lder this 
section would not be C'Ounted against the total campaign spending limit. 
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Dear Colleague: 

~ortgrt~s of tbe ~nitcb ~ tatcs 
~ous·e of l\eprt.stntatibts 

Ula~ingtcn. i,3.CC. 20515 

June 7, 1983 

..,,., .. csoTA oP",ec:c. 
MA,..l:T ... Ct4•1•T£.Nsut 

.. ~ .. )45 

Bt!O far,-,,. AVCNUI: SOUTH 
e..oo .. ,,.GT- . M1.....:&0TA ,~l1 

I 1 l - 1181-'600 

You have re~ently been solicited by letter to co-sponsor the Obey-Glickman-Leach 
Bill (H.R. 2490). This bill is a combination of a restriction on the total amount of 
money a House candidate can receive from political action committees and a taxpayer 
financing scheme for H~use campaigns. 

We respectfully request that you look at their proposal carefully. When you do, 
we believe that you will neither co-sponsor, nor endorse, it. 

Following are a number Qf-reasons · why we oppcisri t :- -- -

1. It penalizes chall engers who need to spend heavily to gain identity 
equal to incumbents. Witha limit on PAC money and the low expenditure 
limitation of $200,000, it will be impossible to unseat an incumbent . 

2. It assumes, there is somethin evil about PAC monev. PAC dollars are 
subject to exactly t e same isclosure laws that apply to our campaigns. 
Every PAC dollar given to a candidate comes from a voluntary, indiYidual con­
contribution . 

3. The . troavers don't want to pay for our elections. The most who have 
ever checkeofI for the Presidential elections was 28% in 1977. The most 
recent poli done by Civic Service Inc. shows 65% disapproval , and only 
24 % approval. 

4. It will forces· ecial interest mone into inde endent e enditures. 
H.R. 2490 purports to correct this y giving ad itional public money'to t he 
victims of independent expenditures. Unfortunately , it woul d be too late and 
too little to make a difference. 

. We have recently introduced and co-sponsored H.R. 3081, the La.xal t/Frenzel bill . _ 
We believe it -is a viable, thoughtful and positive approach to the inequities of our • 
.ca-rnpaign financing system. 

Specifically, the La~alt/Frenzel bill will encourage increased citizen participa­
tion and will strengthen the responsibility of our political parties. The media 
and Common Cause have eA-pressed alarm about the rise in PAC contributions to 
candidates. Actuallv PAC contributions to candidates has remained arot.md 23% 
since 1980. The most truly alarming statistic is that party suppor t of candidates 
fell from 17% of receipts in 1972 to only 2% in 1982. 
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C\::· e~cct ~,, &·,.;_:; 1-.c,·e u:--,•:e1";:::n;c r:;c:::-:y ch;_'inges in the last dec:ide and ,:hile 
Tc-:-,: c- :: ::~_~·:: :c~ ;_~ :-: . ~;:t ('.i .c.::. ; r:::-e 2b:::ut t :;·:? results, there has been a clc-ar consensus 
de\·e lc;·::.ng :::s.ong pc,l i tic2.l scie:ntists ai1.d professional political practitioners that 
,,e :.:-..::::t ta\e stc-;-is to coTTE<:t the ,,:eakening of ouT political parties. Scimc of the 
i:",Ost :;:-,,·o;;-;inent 2.r!d respecte:1 poli ticsl scientists like \el son Polsby, ~lichael ~lalbin, 
Her::£:·:·t .-\lex:-c:-1::.,::~· and Ciuistopher . .\rteTton haYe recognized the need for strengthening 
the p:::.rtie·s u.1--:::e-:- our present ca:..;;c:;191 lm-.;. 

E:-1closed is a short fact sheet on H. R. 3081. If you or your .staff have any 
questic::s er i:f yoc1 i·:cu~d lfre to to-sponsor our bill, please call Kathee ~lcCright 
at ex:e::sic:1 5-82Sl. · 

Bill Frenzel 
R.anki.i--:g Minority Member 
Com::sittee on House AG7inistratjon 

l·:illia-:! ~,L Tho:ilas 
R2J1 • .king :-linori ty ~.fe::i.ber 
Task Force on Elections 

Guy Vander Jagt 
Chairman 
National Republican 

Committee 

I 
-l 

Congressional 




