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The League of Women Voters of Tacoma‐
Pierce County is a nonpar san poli cal or‐
ganiza on that encourages informed and
ac ve par cipa on in government, works to
increase understanding of major public poli‐
cy issues, and influences public policy
through educa on and advocacy

Welcome, 2016! The new year brings many changes.
Program Planning for 2016
On December 5, LWVT‐PC members met to plan our programs for the coming
year. See page XX for pictures and a descrip on of the mee ng outcomes. A
jolly me was had by all!

New Office!
2016 has also brought our new oﬃce. We have now moved to our new
oﬃce at 621 Tacoma Avenue South, Tacoma, WA 98402‐2301. This
new space is on the ground floor and oﬀers the opportunity to hold
membership mee ngs and other events for a small addi onal charge in
shared space. There will be an open house and forum on February 20.
Watch for more news about that event.

Visit us on Facebook at
www.facebook.com/pages/League‐of‐Women‐Voters‐of‐Tacoma‐Pierce‐County/312747775413
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Money in Politics —January Unit Meetings
Introduction
By Susan Eidenschink, Paula Eismann, Diane Kerlin, Christie Perkins, Ellen Zulauf,
Coordination Committee for Money in Politics
LWVUS Consensus
The League of Women Voters of the United States
adopted a campaign finance posi on in 1974. This po‐
si on focuses only on the financing of elec on cam‐
paigns as it relates to the democra c process, i.e., op‐
portuni es for undue influence, opportuni es to en‐
sure equity among candidates, protec on of the pub‐
lic’s right to know and to fully par cipate. In 1976, the
United States Supreme Court approached the ques on
of financing of elec on campaigns from the point of
view of what the money actually funds and the inter‐
ests of donors, candidates, and independent spenders
in preserving their ability to express poli cal views
through the ac vi es being financed.
The LWVUS Posi on on Campaign Finance is as follows:
The League of Women Voters of the United States be‐
lieves that the methods of financing poli cal campaigns
should ensure the public's right to know, combat cor‐
rup on and undue influence, enable candidates to com‐
pete more equitably for public oﬃce and allow maxi‐
mum ci zen par cipa on in the poli cal process.
The League posi on, with its collec ve approach, does
not answer the ques on of whether all or some poli ‐
cal ac vity cons tutes free speech protected under the
First Amendment. Because it does not address that
ques on, the posi on does not balance the First
Amendment interests of candidates, donors, independ‐
ent spenders, and issue advocates against the interest
in equitable compe on among candidates for oﬃce,
preven ng undue influence, and enhancing voter par‐
cipa on.
The First Amendment has been at the center of the
campaign finance debate since the 1970s. A key provi‐
sion says, “Congress shall make no law…abridging the
freedom of speech, or of the press…”
Before the 1970s, the Supreme Court rarely heard cas‐
es on campaign finance regula on. But the issue of

money in poli cs has a long history in the U.S. The 1907
Tillman Act banned contribu ons from na onal banks
and corpora ons, in response to corrup on in the Gild‐
ed Age. The 1947 Ta ‐Hartley Act extended the ban to
labor unions. The 1971 Federal Elec on Campaign Act
and its 1974 amendments put further restric ons on
campaign contribu ons and spending, expanded disclo‐
sure, and created the Federal Elec on Commission to
oversee compliance. The 2002 Bipar san Campaign
Reform Act (McCain‐Feingold) tried to remedy the ex‐
plosion of so money we saw in the 1980s and 1990s.
In 2010, the Supreme Court radically transformed the
elec on landscape with the Ci zens United decision.
With this ruling, the Court dras cally changed its views
on free speech to allow unlimited independent spend‐
ing in candidate elec ons by corpora ons and unions
and en rely discounted any danger from any undue
influence other that quid pro quo (something for some‐
thing) corrup on.
At the 2014 LWVUS Conven on, a endees expressed a
desire that LWVUS address the ramifica ons of the Ci ‐
zens United decision. Therefore, the LWVUS Educa on
Fund Board formed a Money in Poli cs Commi ee and
instructed the commi ee to update the League’s posi‐
on on campaign finance for the purpose of addressing
the lack of member understanding and agreement on
the extent to which poli cal campaigns are protected
speech under the First Amendment. The campaign fi‐
nance posi on will be updated through a study and
consensus process which will consider:
 The rights of individuals and organiza ons, under
the First Amendment, to express their poli cal
views through independent expenditures and the
finance of elec on campaign ac vi es; and
 How those rights, if any, should be protected and
reconciled with the interests set out in the current
posi on.

Continued, next page
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Money in Politics —Background for Consensus Questions
PART I: Democratic Values and Interests with
Respect to Financing Political Campaigns
Consensus Ques on #1: What should be the goals and
purposes of campaign finance regula on?
The Supreme Court interprets the Cons tu on on is‐
sues contested by the public. To make interpreta ons
on cases the Court agrees to examine, members of the
Court examine the Cons tu on and past interpreta‐
ons of law. Since members of the Supreme Court are
appointed by the President, the make‐up of the Court
changes as jus ces are appointed by Presidents with
diﬀerent ideas for making our system of government
most fair to all ci zens. We, as ci zens, have a role to
play in elec ng a President and members of Congress
who share our values. We need to educate ourselves
and others on issues important to us and the rest of our
society. The League and League members have studied
the goals and purposes of campaign finance reform for
many years, and most of us have strong opinions on
this subject. Answering the consensus ques ons in Part
I, #1, is your opportunity to tell the League how you
feel about these issues and help the Na onal League
update the posi on on campaign finance.
Consensus Ques on #2: Evaluate what types of poli ‐
cal ac vi es are corrupt
Quid pro quo corrup on, rela ng to campaign contri‐
bu ons, is an agreement to give a campaign contribu‐
on in exchange for a specific vote or other favorable
ac on. The Supreme Court and most scholars agree
that quid pro quo corrup on is rela vely rare or rarely
discovered. However, one study found that the inter‐
ests of high‐income ci zens are dispropor onately fa‐
vored in Senators’ votes compared to preferences of
middle‐income and low‐income ci zens. Taking into
account the fact that the top 0.01% of ci zens contrib‐
utes over 40% of campaign contribu ons, it is logical
that legislators will be aware of wealthy donors’ inter‐
ests and how these interests will be aﬀected by legisla‐
ve proposals.
A new term, “dependence corrup on” is used to de‐
scribe the current system of reciprocity between do‐
nors and oﬃceholders through lobbyists as intermedi‐
aries. If voters believe that large campaign contribu‐

ons shi an oﬃceholder’s vote away from suppor ng
their interests, voters are less likely to vote and other‐
wise par cipate in the poli cal process.

PART II: First Amendment Protections for
Speakers and Activities in Political Campaigns
Consensus Ques on #1: Should spending to influ‐
ence an elec on be limited?
Rules for regula ng campaign dona ons and independ‐
ent expenditures have evolved over the years. In 1971,
the Federal Elec on Campaign Act (FECA) was estab‐
lished to enforce, regulate, and interpret federal cam‐
paign finance law. The FECA defined “independent ex‐
penditures” as spending for a communica on expressly
advoca ng the elec on or defeat of a clearly‐iden fied
candidate that is not coordinated with any candidate or
poli cal party. The boundaries between candidates and
organiza ons making independent expenditures are
porous, making it diﬃcult to determine how much ben‐
efit a candidate can receive without becoming behold‐
en to them.
Originally, FECA restricted only campaign expenditures
on media; limited candidate self‐funding; required pub‐
lic disclosure of dona ons and expenditures; and incor‐
porated pre‐exis ng bans on campaign expenditures by
labor unions and corpora ons. In 1974, Congress
amended the FECA to create the Federal Elec on Com‐
mission to enforce the rules, and the amendment put
limits on contribu ons and expenditures for campaigns,
individuals, and poli cal commi ees. Two years later,
in 1976, the Supreme Court disallowed the limits on
campaign expenditures and independent expenditures
as infringing on freedom of speech. In 2002, Congress
passed the Bipar san Campaign Reform Act (BCRA),
also known as the McCain‐Feingold bill, which closed
the “so money” loophole that allowed unlimited con‐
tribu ons to poli cal par es and banned paid adver‐
sements by corpora ons and labor unions within 60
days of a general elec on or 30 days of a primary elec‐
on.

Continued, next page
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Money in Politics —Background for Consensus Questions, cont’d
In 2003, the Supreme Court balanced free speech rights
against preven ng not only actual corrup on but “the
eroding of public confidence in the electoral process
through the appearance of corrup on.” In 2010, the
Supreme Court composi on changed and the Court
reversed itself and ruled in Ci zens United v. FEC that
the prohibi on on elec oneering communica ons by
corpora ons impermissibly chilled cons tu onally pro‐
tected‐poli cal speech.

decision in 2010, $1 billion was spent through super
PACs , and 60 percent of that was given by only 195
individuals and their spouses.

The regula ons governing contribu ons to and expend‐
itures by individuals and organiza ons diﬀer, depend‐
ing on the nature of the organiza on making the ex‐
penditure. Poli cal Ac on Commi ees (PACs) were
created by the FECA for corpora ons and labor unions
to make contribu ons to candidate campaigns by ag‐
grega ng voluntary contribu ons from owners, execu‐
ves, employees, and members. PACs must register
with the FEC and publicly disclose both contribu ons
and expenditures. The Supreme Court’s Ci zens Unit‐
ed decision made it possible for all organiza ons that
do not coordinate with campaigns for the elec on of
candidates to receive unlimited contribu ons and
make unlimited independent expenditures. These are
called Super PACs and must register with the FEC and
publicly disclose both contribu ons and expenditures
unless the Super PAC is aﬃliated with a non‐profit 501
(c)(4) organiza on, which provides donor anonymity.
Tax‐exempt organiza ons, like labor unions and trade
associa ons, that do not have poli cal ac vi es as their
primary purpose, may make independent expendi‐
tures. Since 2005, the largest increase in independent
poli cal expenditures has been by social welfare non‐
profits, which have unlimited expenditures, donor ano‐
nymity, and loose oversight. Former Jus ce John Paul
Stevens reminds us in his book, Six Amendments, that
all organiza ons are nonvoters. Isn’t it ironic that cor‐
pora ons, trade associa ons, labor unions, and other
organiza ons can influence an elec on outcome with
extraordinary amounts of money, but cannot vote on
the desired outcome?

Consensus Ques on #2: Should media spending to in‐
fluence an elec on be limited?

Independent expenditures have increased drama cally
in the presiden al elec ons since 2010 – from $143.6
million in 2008 to $1 trillion in 2012. In addi on, only a
small number of people make these contribu ons. The
Brennan Center found that since the Ci zens United

Money in poli cs ma ers to the League of Women Vot‐
ers because of the concern that spending corrupts rep‐
resenta ve government by downplaying the role of
voters and allows for unfair compe on, possibly lead‐
ing to lower voter turnout.

A free press is crucial for a func oning democracy, but
if not truly free, the press paves the way for manipula‐
on and concentra on of views, thus undermining de‐
mocracy. Those with power and influence know that
media control or influence is cri cal for their success.
The na onal news has a major impact on the na onal
poli cal agenda.
Media power and control has been moving steadily to a
concentra on of ownership. This aﬀects the poli cal
discourse by making it less diverse. Poli cians try not
to oﬀend the few media operators who control how
those poli cians will be presented, or not presented, to
the voters. This means there is li le variety in main‐
stream media. The media race for quick and easy
profits by emphasizing issues from which they benefit,
push the real issues aﬀec ng the lives of American vot‐
ers into the shadows to be safely forgo en. With the
help of the media, it is easy for poli cians to distract
the public with false and exaggerated issues.
There are no limits on the money spent by the media.
For instance, a newspaper can spend unlimited
amounts in candidate endorsements and repeated edi‐
torializing, which doesn’t count as a contribu on to the
candidate and is not regulated in any way. Slanted or
biased news coverage can provide enormous benefit to
a candidate. An individual with suﬃcient resources,
who wants to change the course of an elec on, can
purchase a news outlet or blog and carry his or her
message through news coverage instead of making do‐
na ons to a candidate, which is regulated and subject
to disclosure.

Continued, next page
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Money in Politics —Background for Consensus Questions, cont’d
PART III: Methods for Regulating Campaign
Finance to Protect the Democratic Process
Consensus Ques on #1: What should the League sup‐
port to achieve the goals for campaign finance regula‐
on?
Op ons for reforming money in poli cs:












Expand disclosure of sources on contribu ons and
expenditures. Congress and states can pass legisla‐
on strengthening the disclosure regula ons.
Tighten rules governing coordina on in order to
limit “independent” spending such as Super PACs.
PACs must be required to disclose the sources of
the money they use on poli cal issues. Our current
rules for PAC disclosure are weak, but Congress and
the states can ghten these rules.
Adopt public funding for all candidates. Congress
can extend public funding to candidates for all fed‐
eral oﬃces and more states can adopt public fi‐
nancing. Securing the resources to sup‐
port public financing needs to be deter‐
mined.
Prohibit members of Congress from
fundraising from the interests they most
directly regulate. Congress could ex‐
tend the me required for members of
Congress to become lobbyists a er leav‐
ing oﬃce. Congress could prohibit con‐
tribu ons from PACs associated with
federal government contractors.
Enforce campaign finance laws. The
Federal Elec on Commission (FEC) could
be much more eﬀec ve at enforcing remaining fed‐
eral campaign finance laws, such as disclosure. At
present, the FEC func ons ineﬀec vely and does
not exercise its enforcement powers.
Adopt a Securi es and Exchange Commission (SEC)
rule governing corporate poli cal expenditures, to

require public companies to disclose their poli cal
ac vi es, including campaign dona ons and lobby‐
ing eﬀorts. This would not require Congressional
approval.
 Strengthen and enforce 501(c)(4) poli cal ac vity
rules. The promo on of social welfare does not
include direct or indirect par cipa on or interven‐
on in poli cal campaigns on behalf, or in opposi‐
on to, any candidate for public oﬃce.
 Amend the U.S. Cons tu on to overturn rulings.
This would require ac on by Congress and the
states.
Consensus Ques on #2: How should campaign finance
regula ons be administered and enforced?
The Supreme Court in Ci zens United aﬃrmed disclo‐
sure as a primary an dote to money in poli cs. Yet
disclosure is poorly regulated and is increasingly vulner‐
able to legal challenge as having a “chilling eﬀect on
free speech.” The Federal Elec on Commission (FEC)
has the authority to compel disclosure,
but has not acted. Likewise, Congress
could pass disclosure legisla on, but has
failed to do so. All but six states have
approved some varying regula ons.
Since 2010, a growing percentage of the
money in elec ons comes from Super
PACs and outside spending groups
claiming “social welfare” status. Over
half of this outside money is not subject
to donor disclosure requirements.
There are no limits on the amount of
money these groups can spend on elec ons as long as
the outside money is not directly contributed to candi‐
dates or poli cal par es and money spent is not done
in coordina on with candidates or par es.
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Money in Politics—Definitions
Candidate’s CommiƩee or Party CommiƩee. These
have the purpose of aiding an individual candidate or a
par cular poli cal party respec vely.
ContribuƟon. Gi s, money, loans, or anything of value
given for the purpose of influencing an elec on
(candidate or ballot ini a ve), including services paid
for by a third party. Services provided by volunteers are
excluded.
CoordinaƟon. An expenditure for express advocacy
made in “coopera on, consulta on or concert” with, or
at the request of a candidate, or an agent of the candi‐
date’s commi ee or of a poli cal party com‐
mi ee. However, the FEC’s interpreta ons exclude
many common‐sense examples of coopera on.
CorrupƟon. In Buckley v. Valeo (1976), the Supreme
Court ruled that corrup on or the appearance of cor‐
rup on is a jus fica on for limi ng free speech rights
in campaign finance law. The current Court has con n‐
uously narrowed the defini on of corrup on as a quid
pro quo exchange. This fails to recognize the corrup on
of the poli cal process when millionaires and billion‐
aires can spend unlimited sums in an elec on. It also
fails to recognize the subtle influence or favored access
granted to a large donor by an elected oﬃcial who was
supported by big spending. (See quid pro quo.)
Dark Money. Poli cal spending, the source of which is
not disclosed under current regula ons. This is typically
accomplished through an arrangement whereby the
origina ng donor contributes to a nonprofit corpora‐
on (that it is not required to disclose) and that, in
turn, makes an expenditure disclosed under the name
of the corpora on rather than the origina ng donor.
ElecƟoneering CommunicaƟon. Broadcast, cable or
satellite transmissions that refer to a clearly‐iden fied
candidate, targeted to the relevant electorate, and
made within 30 days before a primary elec on or 60
days before a general elec on.
Expenditure. Any purchase, payment or other use of
money or anything of value for the purpose of influenc‐
ing an elec on. It includes the transfer of money or
anything of value between poli cal commi ees. It
does not include any news story, or editorial, any non‐

par san voter registra on or get out the vote ac vity,
or communica ons by an organiza on to its members.
Express Advocacy. Poli cal communica ons that ex‐
plicitly advocate for the defeat or elec on of a clearly‐
iden fied federal candidate. Ci zens United v. FEC
(2010) allowed corpora ons, unions and non‐profit
groups to use their general treasuries to fund express
advocacy so long as it was not done in coordina on
with a candidate. (See coordina on and independent
expenditure.)
Federal ElecƟon Commission (FEC). The six‐member,
bi‐par san federal commission with enforcement, reg‐
ulatory and interpreta ve authority over federal cam‐
paign finance law. Four votes are required for the FEC
to act.
Hard Money. Direct contribu ons to a poli cal candi‐
date. These contribu ons may only come from an indi‐
vidual or a poli cal ac on commi ee, and are limited
to $2,600 per elec on for an individual. They are sub‐
ject to broad disclosure rules set by the FEC. Corpora‐
ons and unions may not contribute directly to federal
candidates. (See so money.)
Independent Expenditure. An expenditure that is not
coordinated with any candidate or poli cal party com‐
mi ee. (See coordina on and express advocacy.) See,
Money in Poli cs “Independent Expenditure” issue pa‐
per.
Issue Advocacy. Poli cal communica ons in the form
of adver sing that is framed around an issue. Outside
the elec on cycle, many groups use issue ads as part of
their lobbying campaigns, but close to an elec on they
can point a voter toward or against a candidate even if
the ad doesn’t contain express advocacy. Congress and
the Court have not been able to agree what cons tutes
a “true” issue ad and a “sham” one for regula ng con‐
tribu ons and expenditures in elec ons. Issue ads
that explicitly men on or depict a candidate that are
broadcast within 30 days of a primary elec on or 60
days of a general elec on must be reported to the FEC
as elec oneering communica ons.

Continued, next page
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Money in Politics—Definitions, cont’d
PoliƟcal AcƟon CommiƩee (PAC). A poli cal commi ee
organized for the purpose of raising and spending mon‐
ey to elect and defeat candidates. Most PACs represent
business, labor or ideological interests. PACs can give
$5,000 to a candidate commi ee per elec on. (See
hard money.)
Public Financing. Money provided by local state, or
federal governments to candidates to fund their cam‐
paigns. Public financing is a way to reduce the depend‐
ence on private money from individuals and organiza‐
ons that characterizes our current campaign finance
system. For decades, the presiden al public financing
system worked to reduce corrup on, protect the elec‐
on process, and move toward greater poli cal equali‐
ty. Infla on, the rise of so money, and unlimited in‐
dependent expenditures sounded the poli cal death
knell for the presiden al system. Legisla on has been
introduced to reestablish the presiden al system and
to provide for congressional public financing
Quid Pro Quo. A La n phrase that literally means “this
for that.” In the context of poli cal campaign finance, it
refers to the kind of corrup on that jus fies limits on
First Amendment rights. The Supreme Court has been
narrowing its defini on of quid pro quo corrup on so it
is virtually the same as bribery ‐‐ an explicit agreement
by a candidate or elected oﬃcial to perform a specific

act in exchange for something of value. Hence, the
Court ignores the subtle influence or favored access
granted to a large donor, and rejects the no on of cor‐
rup ng the elec on process or achieving greater poli ‐
cal equality. (See corrup on.)
SoŌ Money. Prior to the Bipar san Campaign Reform
Act (BCRA, 2002), so money consisted of huge contri‐
bu ons to a poli cal party for "party‐building ac vi‐
es." Such contribu ons had no limits but could not
lawfully be used for express advocacy. They did, how‐
ever, provide access and special treatment for donors.
So money is s ll barred by BCRA, but Ci zens United
opened a similarly large loophole by providing for un‐
limited independent expenditures by corpora ons, un‐
ions and non‐profit organiza ons.
SuperPAC. A poli cal ac on commi ee that makes un‐
limited independent expenditures that are not coordi‐
nated with any candidate or party. SuperPACs run ads,
send mail, or communicate in other ways with messag‐
es that may advocate the elec on or defeat of a par c‐
ular candidate. There are no limits or restric ons on
the sources of funds or on the amounts of SuperPAC
expenditures. However, both PACs and Super PACs are
required to file mely financial reports with the FEC
that include the names and amounts from donors
above a base level (generally $200), along with the
amounts of their expenditures.

Money in Politics—Consensus Questions
This update on Money In Poli cs builds on the League’s current posi on on campaign finance. The consensus ques‐
ons in Part I address the goals of campaign finance regula on in terms of democra c values. The ques ons in Part
II relate to the extent to which First Amendment protec ons like free speech and freedom of the press should apply
to various speakers and ac vi es in the campaign finance context. Part III asks about methods of campaign finance
regula on. You are asked to respond to the ques ons without regard for the Supreme Court’s current views on the
First Amendment. In responding to each ques on, please interpret the words in their most general sense. Keep in
mind that the LWV inten onally words posi ons that are derived from member study in the broadest possible way
so that our posi ons have relevance for many years. Future na onal Boards will determine when and how to apply
our posi ons.
An op onal comment sec on is included at the end of each of the three parts. Please note that while comments will
be read and considered, only responses to ques ons can be tabulated.

Questions begin, next page
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Money in Politics—Consensus Questions, cont’d
PART I QUESTIONS: Democratic Values and Interests with Respect to Financing Political Campaigns
What should be the goals and purposes of campaign finance regulation?
a. Seek political equality for all citizens.
Agree

(Please respond to each item in Question 1.)

Disagree

No consensus

b. Protect representative democracy from being distorted by big spending in election campaigns.
Agree

Disagree

No consensus

c. Enable candidates to compete equitably for public office.
Agree

Disagree

No consensus

d. Ensure that candidates have sufficient funds to communicate their messages to the public.
Agree

Disagree

No consensus

e. Ensure that economic and corporate interests are part of election dialogue.
Agree
f.

Disagree

No consensus

Ensure the public’s right to know who is using money to influence elections.
Agree

h.

No consensus

Provide voters sufficient information about candidates and campaign issues to make informed choices.
Agree

g.

Disagree

Disagree

No consensus

Combat corruption and undue influence in government.
Agree

Disagree

No consensus

2. Evaluate whether the following activities are types of political corruption:

(Please respond to each item in Question 2.)
a, A candidate or officeholder agrees to vote or work in favor of a donor’s interests in exchange for a campaign contribution.
Agree
b.

Disagree

No consensus

An officeholder or her/his staff gives greater access to donors.
Agree

Disagree

No consensus

An officeholder votes or works to support policies that reflect the preferences of individuals or organizations in order to attract
contributions from them.
Agree

Disagree

No consensus

d. An office holder seeks political contributions implying that there will be retribution unless a donation is given.
Agree

Disagree

No consensus

e. The results of the political process consistently favor the interests of significant campaign contributors.
Agree

Disagree

OPTIONAL COMMENTS (250 word limit):

No consensus

Continued, next page
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Money in Politics Consensus Questions, cont’d
PART II QUESTIONS: First Amendment Protections for Speakers and Activities in Political Campaigns
This set of ques ons is designed to determine the extent to which the First Amendment protec ons of free speech
and freedom of the press should apply to diﬀerent speakers or ac vi es in the regula on of campaign finance.
Free speech and free press provide essen ally the same protec ons to speakers, writers, publishers and adver s‐
ing, whether or not they are part of the ins tu onal press, and largely regardless of the medium. Essen ally, these
protec ons extend to any conduct that is expressive. Many of the op ons below would be found uncons tu onal
by the current Supreme Court, but we are seeking your League’s views, not those of the Court. These are broad,
overarching ques ons about spending to influence an elec on, including independent spending, contribu ons to
candidates, broadcast news and other communica on expenditures.
1. Many different individuals and organizations use a variety of methods to communicate their views to voters in candidate elections. Should spending to influence an election by any of the following be limited?
(Please respond to each item in Question 1.)
a. Individual citizens, including wealthy individuals like George Soros and the Koch

☐

Spending banned

☐

Some spending limits

Brothers.

☐ Unlimited spending ☐ No consensus

b. Political Action Committees, sponsored by an organization, such as the League of Conservation Voters, Chevron, the American Bankers Association, and the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW), whose campaign spending comes
from contributions by individuals associated with the sponsoring organization, such as employees, stockholders, members and
volunteers.

☐

Spending banned

☐

Some spending limits

☐ Unlimited spending ☐ No consensus

c. For-profit organizations, like Exxon, Ben and Jerry’s, General Motors, and Starbucks, from their corporate treasury funds.

☐

Spending banned

☐

Some spending limits

☐ Unlimited spending ☐ No consensus

d. Trade associations, like the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the American Wind Energy Association, and the American Petroleum Institute, from the association’s general treasury funds.

☐

Spending banned

☐

Some spending limits

☐ Unlimited spending ☐ No consensus

e. Labor unions, like the United Autoworkers and Service Employees International, from the union’s general treasury funds.

☐

Spending banned

☐

Some spending limits

☐ Unlimited spending ☐ No consensus

f. Non-profit organizations, like the Sierra Club, Wisconsin Right to Life, Coalition to Stop Gun Violence, American Crossroads, and Priorities USA, from the organization’s general treasury funds.

☐

Spending banned

☐

Some spending limits

☐ Unlimited spending ☐ No consensus

g. Non-partisan voter registration and GOTV (get out the vote) organizations and activities, like the LWV and Nonprofit Vote.

☐

Spending banned

☐

Some spending limits

h. Political parties, like the Republicans, Libertarians, and Democrats.

☐

Spending banned

☐

Some spending limits

☐ Unlimited spending ☐ No consensus
☐ Unlimited spending ☐ No consensus

i.. Candidates for public office spending money the candidate has raised from contributors.

☐

Spending banned

☐

Some spending limits

☐ Unlimited spending ☐ No consensus

Continued, next page
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Money in Politics Consensus Questions, cont’d from page 3
1. Many different individuals and organizations use a variety of methods to communicate their views to voters
in candidate elections. Should spending to influence an election by any of the following be limited?, cont’d
j. Candidates for public office spending their own money.

☐

Spending banned

☐

☐ Unlimited spending ☐

Some spending limits

No consensus

2. The press plays a major role in candidate elections through editorial endorsements, news coverage, and other communications directly to the public that are often important to the outcome. Should such spending to influence an election by any of the following be limited?
(Please respond to each item in Question 2.)

a. Newspapers, like the New York Times and the Wall Street Journal.

☐

Spending banned

☐

☐ Unlimited spending ☐

Some spending limits

No consensus

b. Television and other electronic media, like Fox News, CNN. MSNBC and CBS.

☐

Spending banned

☐

☐ Unlimited spending ☐

Some spending limits

No consensus

c. Internet communications, like Huffington Post, Breitbart, Daily Kos, and individual bloggers.

☐

Spending banned

☐

☐ Unlimited spending ☐

Some spending limits

No consensus

OPTIONAL COMMENTS (250 word limit):

PART III QUESTIONS: Methods for Regulating Campaign Finance to Protect the Democratic Process
1. In order to achieve the goals for campaign finance regulation, should the League support?

(Please respond to each item in Question 1 a and b.)
a. Abolishing SuperPACs and spending coordinated or directed by candidates, other than a candidate’s own single campaign
committee.

☐

Agree

☐

Disagree

☐

No consensus

b. Restrictions on direct donations and bundling by lobbyists? (Restrictions may include monetary limits as well as other regulations.)

☐

Agree

☐

Disagree

☐

No consensus

c. Public funding for candidates? Should the League support:
(You may respond to more than one item in Question 1 c.)
i. Voluntary public financing of elections where candidates who choose to participate must also abide by reasonable
spending limits?

☐

Agree

☐

Disagree

☐

No consensus

ii. Mandatory public financing of elections where candidates must participate and abide by reasonable spending limits?

☐

Agree

☐

Disagree

☐

No consensus

iii. Public financing without spending limits on candidates?

☐

Agree

☐

Disagree

☐

No consensus

Continued, next page
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Money in Politics Consensus Questions, cont’d from page 4
2. How should campaign finance regulations be administered and enforced?
(You may choose more than one response for Question 2.)

☐ a.

By an even-numbered commission with equal representation by the two major political
tisan fairness (current Federal Election Commission [FEC] structure)?

parties to ensure par-

☐ b.

By an odd-numbered commission with at least one independent or nonpartisan commissioner to ensure decisions
can be made in case of partisan deadlock?

☐ c. By structural and budget changes to the FEC (e.g., commission appointments, staffing, security, budget, decision
making process) that would allow the agency to function effectively and meet its legislative and regulatory mandates.

☐ d.

No consensus.

OPTIONAL COMMENTS (250 word limit):

Many Thanks to Our Generous Donors:
Stella Jones
Laura Gardner
Bobbie Fletcher
Ann Elliston
Susan Eidenschink
Nancy Pearson

Ann Williams
Cynthia Stewart
Dorothy Spadoni
Kathy Sommers
Mary Romoser
Judy Payne

Be y Ogden
Julie Oﬀner
Patricia Morse
Marcia and Dick Moe
Margaret Michaud
Dorothy McBride

Voter Production & Distribution Volunteers
Your Voter is brought to you by the following people:

Editorial Volunteers:

Distribution Volunteers:

Photos:

Cynthia Stewart
Susan Eidenschink
Julie Oﬀner

Susan Eidenschink
Bobbie Fletcher
Judy Payne
Ingrid Cur s

Cynthia Stewart
Ruth Ann Hatche

Publicity:
Lucinda Wingard

Check out our web site: www.tacomapiercelwv.org
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President’s Message
We are in our new oﬃce at the First United Methodist Church of Tacoma. The address
is 621 Tacoma Ave S, Tacoma 98402. The move went so smoothly it cost less than the
quote. That is due to all of the great work by current and former board members. I
would like to recognize that Bobbie Fletcher with special help from Nancy Pearson and
Kathy Sommers sorted through the volumes of materials in our old oﬃce to ensure
that we kept what has historical significance. A special thank you to Susan Eidenschink
for taking care of a million details. Mark your calendars for Saturday, February 20, for
an open house and program to be held in our new space. I have every confidence our
new oﬃce will serve us well.

Thank you to everyone who came to the holiday mee ng on December 5. Thank you
to those who brought good food and contributed to the raﬄe. The program planning
went well, and the board has set mee ng topics for next year. It is a pleasure to work with though ul, commi ed
people.
Happy New Year,
Ruth Ann Hatchett

At Left, saying goodbye to the old office

At Right, saying hello to the new office
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Highlights from the Board Meetings– November/December 2015
In November,
 The Board accepted the report of the results of the









Consensus on the Cons tu onal Amendments that
was discussed at the November Unit mee ngs.
Contact Susan Eidenschink if you want to know the
results.
The LWVT‐PC Board is planning a forum for
“Sunshine Week” on “Open Government in the
Electronic Age” during March.
During the upcoming elec on year, the LWVUS is
especially pushing voter registra on with young
voters. The Board agreed to work with high
schools, community colleges, and voca onal
schools with new eﬀorts by going into classrooms
and speaking with students.
Moving Day from our old oﬃce to the new oﬃce at
the United Methodist Church Tower is December
15. It will be done by professional movers plus the
help of willing League members. Much has been
packed up and is ready to go.
The new LWVTPC web page should be ready by
November 30th.

 State Board is developing a strategic plan that in

part will relate to the rela onship between the
State Board and the local Leagues, and what the
State Board should be doing for the local Leagues
as well as how can local Leagues use the State
League. Several members are a ending the Ac on
Workshops in November and December. Cynthia
Stewart will remain the liaison between our League
and State.
 The LWVT‐PC will hold an open house for members
and the public on February 20 at 1 p.m. at our new
oﬃce and will present a forum on “Civility in De‐
mocracy”.

In December,
The Board held a short mee ng to discuss the results of
the Program Planning Mee ng. Informa on is in the
ar cle dealing with Program Planning.

The last official meeting in the old office: Pierce County Budget Study Committee
L to R, Mary Ann Leskie, Paula Eismann, Ruth Ann Hatchett, Renee Rich, Nancy Pearson
Not shown: Cynthia Stewart, Roxanne Miles

December 2015
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Get Involved! Attend a Unit Meeting and Bring a Friend (or two)
Tacoma
2nd Thursday of the Month
1:00—3:00 pm
North Tacoma Police Sta on
5140 N. 26th St.
Tacoma
Contact: Lyz Kurnitz‐Thurlow,
lyzkurnitz@harbornet.com
Southwest Pierce
(formerly Lakewood &
Neighbors)
2nd Friday of the Month
10:00 am to noon
Steilacoom Community Center
2301 Worthington St.
Steilacoom
Contact: Ann Elliston, 253‐564‐4102
East Pierce
2nd Saturday of the Month
10:00 am to Noon
Puyallup Library
324 S. Meridian
Puyallup
Contact: Ellen Zulauf,
eazul@comcast.net
Gig Harbor-Key Peninsula
2nd Saturday of the Month
2:00—4:00 pm
Harbor History Museum
4121 Harborview Dr.
Gig Harbor
Contact: Sharon Peace‐Doane, 253‐
265‐0841

This Month: January – Money in Politics –
LWVUS Consensus
At the January Unit mee ngs you will be able to par cipate in dis‐
cussion on guidelines for evalua ng LWVUS consensus ques ons
on Money in Poli cs. These discussions and vo ng may lead to an
upda ng of the current posi on on Campaign Finance, which was
wri en using consensus in 1974 and updated in 1982. Much has
happened in campaign financing of elec ons since that me .

Next Month: February—General Membership &
Public Open House and Forum
On Saturday, February 20th, we will have a forum on Civility and
Democracy at the First United Methodist Church, 621 Tacoma Ave
So., which will be open to the public. Following the forum we will
have an open house of our new oﬃce space.

Last Month: December – General Membership
Meeting for Program Planning
The Unit mee ngs in December were combined for a general
membership mee ng to jointly discuss Program Planning. This
joint mee ng worked very well. Each of us heard other members’
thoughts and ideas on possible study, update or ac on of local
and na onal topics. See ar cles in this Voter, summarizing the

Keeping up with League of Women Voters of Tacoma-Pierce County
For those of you who are not on Facebook, look for LWVT‐PC online posts at The Suburban Times, thesub‐
mes.com, and Patch, patch.com. Both of these news sites have become easy to use. For Patch, select your
desired community (Find your Patch) and scroll among the latest Bulle n Board posts.

For more information, see www.tacomapiercelwv.org or call 253-272-1495

January 2016
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Program Planning for 2016 – Local and National
By Lyz Kurnitz-Thurlow, Program Chair
Many thanks to all who were able to a end the Program Planning General Mee ng (and brunch and lunch and
raﬄe) on December 5. The Board met on December 7 and has endorsed the sugges ons of the membership. Sever‐
al ac on items were selected for 2016.

Locally,
 We want to work with other groups, especially women’s groups. Our

member will be asked to connect with a group, (normally one with
which they are already involved), bringing League informa on, and
ge ng that group involved with our work (and vice versa). More infor‐
ma on will be forthcoming. Contact: Julio Quan or Susan Eidenschink.
 We plan to do a big voter registra on push,
especially in high schools, community colleges,
and voca onal schools. Contact: Marianne Sei‐
fert or Ann Williams
 Connected to that, we have endorsed Cyn‐
thia Stewart’s sugges on that, as an Ed Fund
project, we create an I Pledge to Vote PSA. Con‐
tact Cynthia with sugges ons or to help.
 We have endorsed a second year of the
Pierce County Budget study.
Julio Quan discusses the proposal to
 Code Enforcement informa on will appear
work more closely with other groups
in The Voter.
 Sugges ons for Unit or General Mee ngs
for 2016: Health Care, the proposed Methanol Plant, Immigra on (and the
diﬀerence between immigrants and refugees.).

Ann Williams discusses voter registration
plans

Nationally, we are recommending:
 Ac on on Immigra on
 Update to LWVUS posi on on Equality of Opportunity: The posi on

now reads: “equality of opportunity for educa on, employment and
housing for all persons in the United States regardless of their race, col‐
or, gender, religion, na onal origin, age, sexual orienta on or disability.”
Our preferred wording change would be to “equality of opportunity in all
aspects of society for all persons in the United States, regardless of their
race, color, gender, religion, na onal origin, age, sexual orienta on, or
disability.” (This was also recommended two years ago).
 UPDATE to LWVUS posi on on Climate Change: Add language to our
current posi ons in all four categories (Representa ve Government, In‐
terna onal Rela ons, Natural Resources, and Social Policy) to recognize
the impacts of climate change, and help mobilize posi ve ac on toward
community resiliency in the face of climate change.
Thanks to you all for your hard work and great sugges ons.

Cheryl Mann facilitates discussion of
LWVUS positions
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Just a few scenes from the animated discussion and
wonderful raffle offerings at the December 5 program
planning meeting

January 2016

Page 17

Voter Turnout

By Julie Anderson, Pierce County Auditor
The article that follows was printed in the Tacoma News Tribune in November 2015; reprinted here at
Julie Anderson’s request.
The 2015 General elec on has been cer fied. Two rac‐
es will go to recount and two measures were excruci‐
a ngly close, decided by less than ½ of one percent of
votes cast.

Within this context, Pierce County performs normally.
We are in sync with our benchmark coun es (King,
Snohomish, Thurston, Clark, and Spokane), the state
and with the na on.

With its 34% turnout, this elec on generated a fair
amount of concern and specula on. Definitely a case
study for “Every Vote Counts.” But not a demonstra on
of a failing democracy.

Because turnout is correlated with such things as pov‐
erty, educa on, and household stability, Pierce County
usually finds itself in the bo om er of Washington’s
coun es. Just as we lag behind in 4‐year college de‐
grees, household income and homeownership rates,
we also lag a bit behind in voter par cipa on. Our
county’s turnout has been in roughly the same posi on
for as far back as my records go (except for a nice
bump we saw in 2010, when Pierce County joined the
rest of the state in vote by mail).

Let me assure you, no nafarious poli cal group is
suppressing the vote. And voters are not disappearing.
Low par cipa on in the last few years is within normal
range and may be slightly elevated by Washington’s
easy registra on and vote‐by‐mail systems (our pool of
qualified voters is larger).
Washington State’s elec on system is quite healthy and
outperforms most of the na on. According to the Pew
Elec ons Performance Index, which provides an apples‐
to‐apples comparison of the 50 states, Washington has
consistently ranked in the top 20%. The index is
comprised of 17 important performance indicators,
ranging from voter turnout to voter registra on, from
disability access to elec on audits. Even in 2014 (“The
Worst Voter Turnout in 72 Years!” screamed the
headlines), Washington State’s turnout was well above
the na onal average.
The ugly truth is that Americans turn out for hyper‐
par san and obscenely‐financed Presiden al elec ons.
Midterm elec ons (when we elect members of
Congress two years into the President’s term) seem to
lack pop and sizzle for voters. Even less popular are the
Oﬀ‐Year elec ons dominated by local government.
This trend hasn’t varied since the 1840s.
Washington State is no excep on. Although Washing‐
ton has an outstanding voter registra on program and
has eliminated virtually all barriers to par cipa on, vot‐
ers con nue to sit on their hands during Midterm and
Oﬀ‐Year elec ons.

And yet, Pierce County’s voter par cipa on outper‐
forms much of the na on, thanks to our state’s enlight‐
ened and forward‐thinking elec on policies.
The bo om line is this: When voters want to vote, they
do. And they are able to navigate complex decisions
like those on this November’s ballot.
Elec ons are cyclical over a four year period. Every one
of Pierce County’s 450,000 voters is mailed a ballot for
every elec on. Some voters receiving up to four ballots
per year. About 80% will par cipate in the Presiden al
Elec on every four years. Other voters will choose the
elec ons which are most important to them and finally
there is the dedicated voter, who votes in every elec‐
on.
But, since you asked, I don’t think we need more
“hyper‐par san and obscenely‐financed” elec ons.
Some strategies that would be gra fying and eﬀec ve
include:


Increase household income for a greater share of
Pierce County’s ci zens.
 Reinstate or expand civics in our public schools.

Continued, next page
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Voter Turnout, cont’d from page XX



Increase college admission and gradua on rates.
Encourage elected oﬃcials, candidates, and local
government to ac vely engage all ci zens (not just
devout voters) and develop authen c rela onships
with them.

What should be done to improve turnout? To be blunt,
that isn’t a ques on for elec on administrators. Our
duty is to guard access and integrity. We remove obsta‐
cles to vo ng, ensure the security of the elec on pro‐
cess, and are accountable for accurate and transparent
results. We aren’t morality police or civic whips.

Voters make a choice to par cipate. We wish more
would. I’m proud to say it’s not the elec on system
holding anyone back.

LWVTPC Board Members
President

Ruth Ann Hatche

253‐864‐7556 ; ruthann6257@msn.com

1st Vice President

Lyz Kurnitz‐Thurlow

253‐924‐0288; lyzkurnitz@harbornet.com

2nd Vice President

Julie Oﬀner

253‐432‐4407; oﬀner.julie@gmail.com

Secretary

Paula Eismann

253‐863‐8845, peismann60@comcast.net

Treasurer

Susan Eidenschink

253‐365‐4005; susaneiden@harbornet.com

Directors:

Ingrid Cur s

253‐862‐7865; Ltcolrwc@comcast.net

Cheryl Mann

252‐851‐6266; Larch@gci.net

Sharon Peace‐Doane

253‐265‐0841; hrdoanes@comcast.net

Julio Quan

253‐238‐9161; julioquan1@gmail.com

Cynthia Stewart

360‐413‐1210; stewdahl@comcast.net

John Thurlow

253‐219‐1617; johnthurlow@harbornet.com

Ann Williams

253‐759‐3355; willar12000@yahoo.com
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LWVT-PC Calendar January—May 2016

January 8
10:00 am—Noon

Southwest Pierce Unit Mee ng
(formerly Lakewood & Neigh‐
bors)
Money in Poli cs
LWVUS Consensus Study
Steilacoom Community Center
2301 Worthington St., Steilacoom

January 9
10:00 am—Noon

January 9
2:00—4:00 pm

January 14
1:00—3:00 pm

January 20

January 26
10:00 am—Noon
January 26
9:00 am—2:00 pm

East Pierce Unit Mee ng
Money in Poli cs
LWVUS Consensus Study
Puyallup Library
324 S. Meridian, Puyallup

Gig Harbor Unit Mee ng
Money in Poli cs
LWVUS Consensus Study
Harbor History Museum
4121 Harborview Dr., Gig Harbor

Tacoma Unit Mee ng
Money in Poli cs
LWVUS Consensus Study
North Tacoma Police Sta on
5140 N. 26th St., Tacoma

Deadline for February Voter Ar ‐
cles
LWVT‐PC Board Mee ng
621 Tacoma Ave. S., Ste. 202
Tacoma

Safe and Just Alterna ves to the
Death Penalty
Cherberg Bldg., Olympia

January 30
10:00 am—Noon

Women as Poli cal Change
Agents , featuring Sen. Jeanne Kohl‐
Welles
AAUW‐sponsored event
Puyallup Public Library
324 S. Meridian, Puyallup

February 20
1:00—3:00 pm

General Membership Forum and
Open House at New LWVT‐PC
Oﬃce
Civility and Democracy Forum
621 Tacoma Ave. S., Tacoma

February 20

Deadline for March Voter ar cles

February 22
10:00 am—Noon

LWVT‐PC Board Mee ng,
621 Tacoma Ave. S., Ste. 202
Tacoma

March 10
1:00—3:00 pm

Tacoma Unit Mee ng

March 11
10:00 am—Noon

Southwest Pierce Unit Mee ng

March 12
10:00 am—Noon

East Pierce Unit Mee ng

March 12
2:00—4:00 pm

Gig Harbor Unit Mee ng

March 20

Deadline for April Voter ar cles

March 22
10:00 am—Noon

Mental Health Study Part II & Consen‐
sus
North Tacoma Police Sta on
5140 N. 26th St., Tacoma

Mental Health Study Part II & Consen‐
sus
Steilacoom Community Center
2301 Worthington St., Steilacoom

Mental Health Study Part II & Consen‐
sus
Puyallup Library
324 S. Meridian, Puyallup

Mental Health Study Part II & Consen‐
sus
Harbor History Museum
4121 Harborview Dr., Gig Harbor

LWVT‐PC Board Mee ng,
621 Tacoma Ave. S., Ste. 202
Tacoma

April 8
10:00 am—Noon

Southwest Pierce Unit Mee ng

April 9
10:00 am—Noon

East Pierce Unit Mee ng

Legisla ve Session Update
Steilacoom Community Center
2301 Worthington St., Steilacoom

Legisla ve Session Update
Puyallup Library
324 S. Meridian, Puyallup

Continued, next page
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LWVT-PC Calendar January—May 2016, cont’d

April 9
2:00—4:00 pm

April 14
1:00—3:00 pm

Gig Harbor Unit Mee ng
Legisla ve Session Update
Harbor History Museum
4121 Harborview Dr., Gig Harbor

Tacoma Unit Mee ng
Legisla ve Session Update
North Tacoma Police Sta on
5140 N. 26th St., Tacoma

April 20

Deadline for May Voter ar cles

April 26
10:00 am—Noon

LWVT‐PC Board Mee ng,

May 12
1:00—3:00 pm

May 13
10:00 am—Noon

Southwest Pierce Unit Mee ng

May 14
10:00 am—Noon

East Pierce Unit Mee ng

May 14
2:00—4:00 pm

Gig Harbor Unit Mee ng

May 24
10:00 am—Noon

LWVT‐PC Board Mee ng,

621 Tacoma Ave. S., Ste. 202
Tacoma

Tacoma Unit Mee ng
Topic of Choice
North Tacoma Police Sta on
5140 N. 26th St., Tacoma

Topic of Choice
Steilacoom Community Center
2301 Worthington St., Steilacoom

Topic of Choice
Puyallup Library
324 S. Meridian, Puyallup

Topic of Choice
Harbor History Museum
4121 Harborview Dr., Gig Harbor

621 S. Tacoma Ave, #202
Tacoma

Join the Tacoma—Pierce County League of Women Voters !
The League of Women Voters of Tacoma – Pierce County invites you to join us!
Any citizen of voting age, male or female may become a member.
Yes, I’d like to become a Member of the League of Women Voters of Tacoma-Pierce County.
This application also entitles me to full membership in and mailings of the Washington State
and National League of Women Voters (LWVWA and LWVUS)
Membership for one year for an individual is $75 (for two members of a household - $112.50). Student membership is
$37.50. If you are not a citizen and/or 18 years of age, you may become an Associate Member for $37.50.
There are also special memberships that will help League even more and will be given special recognition: LWV Suffragist, $500.00; LWV Advocate, $250.00; and LWV Supporter, $150.00.
Please indicate the type of membership you desire. We have scholarship memberships available at this time. Membership dues are NOT tax deductible. Contributions to the Education Fund (by separate check made out to the Education
Fund of LWVT-PC, and they are tax deductible) and/or the General Fund are welcome.
Name
Address

Phone ______________________Email _____________________
_______________________________ City ______________________State __________Zip __________

Type of Membership: ____________________

Comments: _________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________
Mail to:

League of Women Voters of Tacoma-Pierce County, 621 Tacoma Avenue South, Tacoma, WA 98402-2301

