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INTRODUCTION

On or before January thirtieth of any year next
following a year in which elections are held for
statewide elective office, the director shall
prepare and subnit a report relating to the
matters entrusted to him under this. chapter to
the clerk of the senate and to the commission
established by section three of chapter -
fifty-five and shall make copies of such report
available to any person... ' _

In accordénce with M.G.L. Chapter 55A section 3, this

report summarizes the Massachusetts limited public financing

‘gsystem of campaigns for statewide elective office during the .

1990 -election. _
Chapter 774 of the Acts of 1975 established the public

' financing system in Massachusetts by creating the State

Election Campaign Fund (SECF) and outlining the statutory
responsibilities of the five agencies involved in
administering the system. This report outlines the

functions of each agency and specifies the financing

available to and received by each participating candidate.

In addition, this report contains a review of past state

practices as well as the federal system and concludes by

‘proposing alternatives to the current program. -

- 'The efficiency of the public financing system during the

1090 election was due in large part to the coordination

petween the Office of Campaign and pPolitical Finance (OCPF),

_the Office of the Secretary of State, the Department of
“Revenue, the 0Office of the Comptroller and the Office of the

State Treasurer. The work of each of these agencies

_contributed to the system's effectiveness and therefore each

. 'desefves appreciation for their efforts. The Elections
“pivision of the Secretary of State's office was particularly
‘helpful with the early certification of the names of. _
_candidates. OCPF was- provided with eriodic updates on the

-~ 'status of the.StategEiection:Campaiqg\_
of -Revenue. The staffs at the Comptr¥oller's office and the

state Treasurer's office deserve special recognition for

their assistance in processing the public financing payments
to candidates in record time. The Office would like to

acknowledge the professionalism and,cooperation shown by
these,agencies during this election season.

: iThé'procéss df,r@viewing candidates' submissions of
qualifying.contripﬁglons'requires-an overwhelning effort on

- the part of the OCPF staff. Their willingness to undertake
this additional work during an already very busy election
season is an example of their competence and dedication.

The education of candidates and their campaign staffs, the

-] -
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approval of thousands of individual qualifyin?
contributions, the coordination of agencies d scussed above
and the assurance of strict adherence to every- aspect of the
law was carried out by one individual who_deserves_Special
recognition. Mr. Bradley Balzer, OCPF's Public Financing
officer, provided the expertise necessary to administer this
public financing system and is responsible for its success
during the 1990 state election. ' ST

- I am indebted to these individuals and agencies as well

' as the candidates and their committees who participated in

this program. Although there were limited public funds
available, I am pleased to report on the administration of
the public financing system. = R

-Réspéctfully-submitted,

o '/LLMA,'] £ /%c.,/“Liu.L

-MarY'F; McTigue
Director _
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'HISTORICAL REVIEW

‘Chapter 774 of the Acts of 1975 established the public
financing system in Massachusetts, which was one of the .
first such systems in the country. Modeling some aspects of
our program after the federal pr351dential'system :
administered by the Federal Election Commigsion, . - :
Massachusetts undertook the first application of limited
public;financing,for statewide offices in the 1978 election.
The total sum of public funds available for all candidates
at that time was. 5175,161. - ' e :

- The funding mechanism outlined in the enacting statute
provides for the creation of the State Election campaign
Fund which is the account where all taxpayers'-contributions
are collected. The enabling statute also specified the
level of funding available for the primary election and the
state election. (The SECF and these procedures are detailed
in section III and section IV of this report.) The total
funds available for the last four elections and the
allocation between primary and state elections are contained

in the following table.

1978 1982 ';gss 1990

60% to Primary $§105,094.00 $407,958.11 $533,098.95 $270,002.16,
Election Account* _ S :
- 40% to State  _70,067.00 27191 ,08 355,399.30 180,001 .69

Election Account®
' potal Funds: $175,161.00 $679,930.19 '$888,498.25 $450,003.85

o

- - % Amounts certified by Comptroller

_ Given the timing of the passage of the'public'financing
' system,-the 1978 election oniy had the penefit of two years
of taxpayer contributions. consequently, the significant
growth of the SECF in 1982 was due in part to the fact that
_the 1982 balance represented a full four,years\of_activity.

-3 ==
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A review of the 1986 fund balance indicates that the
SECF .continued to grow at approximately the same rate as the
previous four years. The increase in the balance is due to
unused monies of approximately $200,000 which remained after
the 1982 election and was retained in the fund, accruing -
 interest, until the 1986 election. , ' -

_,Unfbrtunatelylgthe'significant decrease in funds
available during the 1990 election is based both on a lack
of'any'significant carry-over from the 1986 election and a
continued decrease in the taxpayer participation rate. The
decline in taxpayer participation is discussed in more
detail in section 1V of this report. - : '

'In spite of the varying amounts of public funds _
available, the interest and patrticipation of the candidates
over the years has remained high. As the chart below
suggests, public financing has been viewed as an important
part of the-electoral.process‘which candidates have worked
hard to secure. ' '

- 1978 1982

_ EfiﬁgrﬁﬂfﬂElegtiog : Primary. - Election
Eligible_ 22 10 12 16
'Received 12 8 12 3%

7 Primary Election Primary “Election
 Eligible 11 10 | 17 1

 Received 9 10 - - 15 g*

* bDuring both the 1982 and 1990 state elections,
there were third party candidates who were
eligible for public financing but failed to
subnit the minimum amount of alifying _
congributions and therefore did not receive any
funds. _ ‘

, 1986 was the only year since the establishment of the
SECF that the concept of "matching" funds was available. In
order to qualify for public financing, a candidate must
submit a minimum amount of "gualifying contributions". Once

kY
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this threshold i§~mé£,“theicandidate ﬁa?'suhmit'additﬁonal

1'cdntributions'in.order'to exhaust-the funds. allocated to, :
that candidate. In the 1986.election,;there-were sufficient

funds to enable candidates to qualify'for“pﬁblic monies over:

the minimum threshold. In the 1978, 1982 -and 1990

. elections, candidates needed only to meet the minimum
“threshold in order to receive the maximum apount of funds
. available to. them. . o o TR S

RN



STATUTORY RESPONSIBILITIES
. As mentioned earlier; five state ageﬁéies are involved

in the administration of the public financing system. Each
office has statutory responsibilities for components of the

‘State Election Campaign Fund and the distribution of public
funds to eligible candidates as outlined below.

 _The State Eléction'Cambaign Fund was'zsféblished by

- gection 42 of M.G.L. Chapter 10. “The State Treasurer 1s

‘responsible for the management and investiient of the SECF as

well as the disbursements of any funds to candidates.

" Monies collected by.@he_Department of Revenue'through.its
review of all state income tax reports provide the source of

funds for the SECF. This‘mechanism,athewsoécalled "add-on

‘system", allows taxpayers,tO'voluntarily‘contribugg:to the

~sECF by adding. one dollar (two dollars ififiling jointly) to
their- state income tax. The Department directs each
taxpayer's contribution to_the,fund as income tax reports

are processed.

The Comptroller determines the amount of funds available

. i{n the SECF on a periodic basis in order for the State .
‘Treasurer to properly invest the monies. Additionally, the

- Fund earng'investment"ncome as a result of these measures,
“and ‘this income is added to the balance available in the

~ Fund.

'

' on June thirtieth of each year that elections are held

" for statewide office, the Comptrollex determines the balance

of the SECF and the State Treasurer is required to make all

" ‘invested funds available for immediate withdrawal. This

balance represents the total funds available for limited -
public financing for that election.. M.G.L. Chapter 10 also

requires that the Comptroller allocate the available monies

of the SECF on a 60/40 basis, allocating 60% of the fund to

lL[Rthe«Pr1maryiE1ection_Acccunt and 40% of the fund to the
. Statie Election Account. - .

- on or before the ninth Tuesday before the Primary
--Blection, the State'Segretary must-cerglfy to the Director
" the napes of those candidates who qualify for the primary

ballot and who are opposed by one or more candidates. Once

‘the State Secretary has certified the names to the Director,
.the'COmptroller-subdivides‘the Primary Election Account into -

primary accounts for each candidate.

qhe=Director'of'Campaigh Finance is-responsibleﬁfor

_¢ertifying to the gtate Treasurer that each candidate has

met the statutory obligations necessary to receive the

public funds. In order to receive these monies, each

~ candidate must submit_to-the.DirectOr'a:specific.amount of

- privately raised Wqualifying contributions". A detailed

- review of the necessary forms, bonds and lists of

. contributions is conducted to insure that each candidate is
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'ipropérly'Certified.,'The state‘Treasurer'isftheh respénsible
for the-disbursement to candidates of the money which the

Director has certified. Onceithe,primary*election is held,
the Director reviews information provided by the candidates
to determine if any refunds-are'to_be_made to the SECF and

oversees such payments. ¥

'A:éimiiaf‘prbcess'is fdlloWed;fér*thélsﬁatefﬂlection

‘account beginning with the State decretary certifying the
unameshof;canaidates»gndfcqncluding'with the Directorxr
-requil:'i_ng.:’apprjopriatéfr:r,e‘_fimdm?f_ T A

U

A
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" for all taxpayer

. +Given: this trend, the public‘financing gystem in =
-Massachusetts-will~not pe able to provide any meaningful
level of funding for_the'1994 state election. . '

LEST N -

STATE ELECTION CAMPATGN FUND

The State Election Ccampaign Fund was established under
M-G.L.‘Chapter'1Qfsection 42. This fund is the depository
Wontributions to the public financing -
systenm. . - - _ ST

';,StateJtax.férﬁs_provide'the taipayer-with'an‘éypoftunity

- €9‘sﬂpp@rt;the;public.financing_ofﬁstatewide campalgns
thrOugh:a;vcluntary'“add-on"ﬁsystemg¢mmhisgsygfem-provides

-‘dollars if

for a taxpayer to;cdntribuuaeona,dollar;(twaﬁ
£filing jointly) to the SECF by adding this amount to their

'stata~income*tax-1iabilit . _The.identification and

collection of this money 12 handled by the Massachusetts

: Department;of;nevenuea _

_.The following chart ihdicates the level of activity by

‘taxpayersfwhofparticipate.by contributing.to the State

‘Election Campaign Fund since its inception in-1976. A
~review of this information quickly_underscores‘the

~difficulty in;attainlng‘adeqaate ﬁunéinngor_this program -
. under ‘the current system. T

-535F-Thérga:ticipatibn-rate on the state level has decreased .
from a high level of 4.91% to the lowest rate of 1.73%, with

finalffigures'for'theslast}year“not,aVailaﬁleqt'thistime.

ey

'ﬁfItfisfimquﬁaﬁt"ﬁp'ﬁotethatMasSachuéetté is not alone

“ldn this*dilemmawl‘Maﬁy.dthér-States,as*ggll-as,thefederal‘

'*qublic;financing,system are%experiencingvsimilaf?deg;ines-in-g~

-partipipation;'tThls=problem'is-revieweg further in.
~section .V of | ISR E

this report..

l 7fﬂnf;futuréféuccessﬂoffthe-pﬁblic fihéﬁciﬁgrSYStémgis

5 $§$@9*_eapprdizeduby3the-lack of funds available~to. the™

”‘uprogxam;;HImmediateZaﬁtentipnshpuld-be-giventarthis

"fprcb}em;-A-rev@gw.ofialterﬁayive-fundipg_meghanismsfis_ .
‘Contained in section IX of this report:s” = . I

- 8 =
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. TAXPAYER CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE:STATE ELECTION CAMPAIGN FUND

contributors
as. a.
Number of _ , Percent
Eligible * amount **% - of Those
COQtriggtors contributed Eligible

3,344,198 § 108,669 . . 3.25%

3,369,168 166,811 4,91%
3,470,956 103,367 2.98%
3,465,127 799,330 - 2.84% -
. 3,512,422 . 99,593 2.84%
3,724,364 133,020 3.57%
3,728,245 142,070
3,833,910 110,817
39397575 105,930 .
4,012,679 96,178
4,076,171 104,403
4,016,645 82,585
¥ 4,172,838 72,566
L N/Ah_ 75,400

Calendar_9' -
- Income Pax Returns
Due:

Year

- 2.89%7
- 2.69%
-2:40%
0 2.56%
2.06%
RSB

. _.1984 (est)
=198 5‘_"_‘ R

. o
B

N/A th~available as of this date

”,*-."The number of . ellglble contributors is the total : ,
S turns filed plus the nymber of jolntly flled ‘

Vfi*_m;The amaunt contribu totallnumber

! éed 1s the same as the
- oefd individuals gontributlng $1.. R

:fMassachusetts Department of Revenue :1@5 L

-3.81% e
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presidential campaigns is

_financing of presidential

‘dollars if filing jointl

. federal tax form indi

" Bt the 1988 federal pa

si“hifiqgnt;a.Thgafaﬂéra;f

“decrease n participation

\jrapresents.a"drcpﬁthat;is

s JPREI .
R N S L SR

Although the federal syst

f  to compare funding mechanisms,
: and,otheritrends of the two progranms.

the Federal Election Commis
campaligns.
wcheck-off" system, ¥
tribute:one-d
puhliéﬁgin

'“,is-fromrtheffederal;income tax _

'Tenables*taxpa'ers_to=vglantarilyfcon
{} to “Bupport

fpres;@entlal_campalgns without increasi

liability.. Simply-chacking:the#@igropr

o 'as;youncan_seetfrqm_tne statis
-.;aparticipatidng:ate~at¢tﬁecfederalrleve,
: _‘obviousjadvantage-of_aancneckwdff“ syste
'*-currentfﬂadduon“meChanism'ismsignificant,in'dollar*terms.

: ;,SECF‘would,haverhad*a]tbtal
71990 election compared to’ the-
- ~add~on-: system. Even utilizing |

- 'fﬁ_half.cf;the'federal_participatiﬂn-rate
. === .  the-SECF would have yielded $1,900,000 1
o ) - pstantial increase from

% in 1980 to’the eurrent

‘ he;falloff:in'taxpayer~par;icipat

naatenws'Thg«&@—yearmperib-,\
fp&ﬁ%iéiﬁatian,inhthe‘voluntaxy-

P

4}' ' COMPARATIVE FEDERAL STATISTICS

em of public financing for

somewhat different, it is useful

eledtion.,,This_wouldfhaveﬁbeen.axsu
thefcurrent_leveliof funding.

~th st?*e-programlﬁas:seenaparticipa. , _
~in 1977 to the most”recénta1;73%&&n¥I988;a;As_dramatic as

>

taxpayer participation rates

jon administers the publidi:

The source °£}§ﬁﬂ%§agﬁf

rticipation rate
of . $3,750,
5450, 003
" a coﬁservative.estimate~of

“two' and - ones

. While this report will not atten
wﬁled-fo%thiS;precipitous decline .in taxpi
uw_sevenal“factarsmag,be:contributing'tqt;iﬁ_trendi.;One
jzfactor~may'be-thatgfin'theﬁlQ?O

1

cates an individual's

* ‘contribute to the funds

tics beidw, the

is much- highét¥. The

m compared to our

the Magsachusetts

000 availablg in the
“resulting from the

.

approximately 10%,

for the 1990

is at the. federal

evéi;raﬁgroxiﬁately,zs%?decrease over: eight years): the

pﬁitofdecipher_what-ha
axpayer participation,

T
. two - an had
ﬂh than'that_expexiepced by-the'fedéralfprcgﬁﬁm;.

. . The decline infparticipatibn3in both»programns- is
% _system decrease
st levels 0f 20%1%... b

£ion ‘decline from 4.91%

d from a high rate
20.1%. . Likewise,

AS 2 ‘e;tsftaxpa,ers-is much:
witnessed a 65% decline of 3
add~on p1 5 o

o%ram.-r This.. o
1f:

ﬁSSWhanﬁthééuassachusettswﬂg,fj,f

-ﬁﬁ,stateﬁglection campaign Fund waqureatEd;,it"was,thevonly '
guch. fund to which ta qyers-cpuld@ela¢tstufcontziﬁgtg,' ‘

4".-estabilshed'utilizing‘thé

mechanism for funding., The E

Fund was created in 1983,

" egtablished in 1984 and the

) 7 ‘recently enacted in 1990.

P C Y

the Organ

.gince that time there have been several:

additional fopds

me tax forms as a

ndangered Wildlife conservatigp”ff-'

‘Tyansplant Fund was

Massachusetts'AIDS'Fund was

Massachusetts_taXpayers_now-have

-m 10 =~

RN

time& greater © .




) an array of options when contemplating making voluntary
contributions via the state income tax add-on system.

calendar’ : ' o o
- Income . Federal o - gtate :
. _Year participation Rate¥ participation Rate**

1976 - . 27.5% . 3.25% .
1977 . 28.6 . . 4.91. >
1978 25.4 : 2.98
1979 27.4 ' 2.84
1980 , 28.7 - 2.84
1982 S 24.2 ‘ 7 3.81
1983 . - 23.7 . . 2.89
. -1984 23.0 o ' _ 2.69
‘1985 © - 23.0 - . 2.40
1986 - 21.7 : . . 2.56
- 1987 - 1 21.0 E 7 2.06
1988 o 20,1 | - 1,73

1;*',-.The.federaiﬁsystem'for preSidentiéi pub1ic R
”v-financeffunding'is_the\federal,income:tax '

F'frjﬁ' f' ﬁi - wgheck-off" method.. This participation rate

.. reflects taxpayer contributions as.a -
'__percentage.of thosereligible.

_ﬁ*;:_Thé*state?sYstempﬁor;MassachuSetts,publicﬁ-
~-:-;effnancemfundinggisqthgﬁs;ate income tax
: ,v;,;:--g'“addron":metnodar,Thigg articipationsrate
e _ "reﬁlebts‘taxpaYerfdQﬁfributions<as a

D
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) 19950 PRIMARY ELECTION

on”June 11, 1990, the Secretary of State certified to
the Director the names of 17 candidates who qualified for
the primary pallot and who were opposed by one oOr more -
candidates in the primary election.

-of those 17 individuals, thére were 5 candidates for the

. office of Governor, 5 candidates for the Ooffice of~ '

'Lieutenant Governor, 4 for the Office of Attormey General _
“and_ 3 for. the office of State Treasurer. In addition, these
17 candidates represented a total of 11 democrats and é :
republicans. - ‘ '

- 15 of the 17 candidates certified by the Secretary of
_ Statejrequestedapublic financing and filed the necessary
forns, including a bond in the.approprxate:amount depending
-_on,qffice*sought'and a list of qualifying contributions.
“The following table details the amount of funds available to-
each of the éligible~primaryrelection1candidates, the amount:
of . money certified by the Director and amount received by
. each-candidate. - o E o B T

. phe total amount of public mopey available in the

s Primarqulection-Account;ﬁas'$27qggpz.16. $248,025.24 was
"certified and received2by-eligibléﬂﬂandidates leaving a
balance’ofﬂizl,976.92- ‘This. balance was carried overito the
'77~‘stateaﬂlegt,onaCampaign-Fund_in:accordance with section 44
- ‘of ‘M.G.L. Chapter 10. '~ . = .0 ! e

foFM?GQLa@haptgff$5a'pfévideéfaff:rmﬁla_for refunds to the

oxmul:
«; Bped: fpally,;candfdates;whdzreéeived‘public.

g d4n whbi:etqin@aﬁsuxpiusrbalancggaﬁ;cam_ai n funds
me-o:&thgﬁprimaryﬂelecﬁionfwog}dﬁb9=réanre BB -« BEPE
T Por on of the -public noney retejved. AlLL o
1 d syom the prima lection filed the o
At | ,-BuctedggﬁghogbBGh_-vj_“.

Con

# Ao s
- — . .hg‘& i :
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Minimum
- Amounts 1990
‘Qualifying:* Actual
o office contributions Amocunts
candidate Sought Required :Aygiigglg
' fFrancis Bellotti Governor $75,000 $31,395.60
Evelyn nﬁrpnyf Governor 75}000 31,395.60'
" John gilber Governor - 75,000 31,395.60
william Weld Governor 175,000 31,395.60°
Stepﬁen'Pierce Governor _ 75,000 31,395.60
paul Cellucci ‘Lt. Governor 15,000 6,279.12
Marjorie Clapprood ~ Lt. Governor 15,000 6,279.12
William Golden Lt. Governor 15,000 6,279.12
NicholasrPaleoloqos” Lt. Governor 15,000_ 6,279.12
“»eter Torkildsen Lt. Governor 15,000 5,279.12-
Guy Carbone AttorneyGeneral'$7,500 15,697.80
Scott ﬁarshbarger Attorney General 37,500 ' 15,697.80'
William Sawyer Attdiney General 37,500 15,697.80
 James Shannon Attorney General 37,500 15,697.80
William Galvin Treasurer 15,000 6,279.12 .
' Geo:ge‘Keverian 'Treasurér ';5}066 6,279}12
Richard Kraus Treasurer 'ié}ooo 6,279.12
e T e L v i gneladmed e e e ot

- 13

1990 PRIMARY ELECTION

——

- 1990

- Actual
Anounts
Certified

by Director

$31,395.60
31,395.60
31,395.60
31,395.60
-31}395;60
6,279.12
_5,276;12
6,279.12
6,279.12
6,279.12
-0 -
15,697.80
15,697.80
15,697.80
-0 -
6,279.12

$270,002.16 $248,025.24

21,976.92



1990 STATE ELECTION

 on September 27, 1990, the Secretary of State certified
to the Director the names of 3 "teams" and 11 individual
candidates who qualified for the state ballot and who were
opposed by one or more candidates in the state election.

In the state election, the candidates for Governor and

' Lieutenant Governor of the same political party appear on

the ballot as a team. M.G.L. Chapter 55A provides for
funding of their state election campaign on that basis.

Of the 17 names, there were 3 teams of candidates for
the Office of Governor, 3 individual candidates for the
Office of State Secretary, 2 candidates for the Office of

‘Attorney General, 3 cand dates for the Office of Treasurer

and 3 candidates for the Office of Auditor. In addition,
there were 6 democratic candidates, 6 republican candidates
and 5 candidates from the High Tech party. '

For the State Election Account, the Comptroller

. determined that a total of $201,978.62 was available. This
calculation was made by taking 40% of the SECF as of June

30, 1990, and adding to it the $21,976.92 carry-over from
the. 1990 primary election. _

'G]Of'the 11 individual candidates and 2 of +he 3 teams

~ who were certified as eligible for public financing provided

the necessary forms, a bond in the appropriate amount and a
list of qualifying contributions in order to be certified by

_the Director. The following table details the amount of

*

_money available to each eligible state election candidate,

the amount of money certified by the Director and amount

‘received by ‘each candidate.

.- 'The unclaimed balance of $69,647.80 will be retained in

- the State Election Campaign Fund for use in the 1994 public
financing pregram. _ : L

;‘ -A.process siﬁilar'to the one outlined fbr the primary
election is used in determining refunds after the state

. election. .All participating candidates from the state

. alection filed_the_appropriate-documentation_itemizing the
" gtatus of their accounts in order for the Director to

- determine if a surplus of funds was available warranting a
-~ ‘refund of public money. - L

OCPF is conducting a review of this material. Based
upon information filed by the candidates, our review to date
has determined that the following refund payments must be .

made to the SECF:

'.‘cgndiga;e ) Total Receiged Refund
Michael Connolly $ 6,964.78 § 553.58

-— 14 -~



7 1990 GENERAL ELECTION T
) Minimu 1990
Amounts , 1990 Actual
_ ualifyving Actual Anmounts
Office Ccutrxggtions Amounts Certified
( didate - Sought Required Available by Director
Wwilliam Weld ' Governor $125,000 '$34,823.90  $34,823.90
Paul Cellucci Lt. Governor . : _
Johh Silber Governer 125,000 34,823.90 34,823.90
Marjqrie Clapprood Lt. Governor :
Leonard Umina  Governor 125,000 34,823.90 -0 -
Lawrence DeBerry Lt. Governor _
Michael Connolly Sec. of State 25,000 6,964.78 6,964.78
Paul McCarthy Sec. of State 25,000 6,964.78 =~ 0 -
Barbara Ahearn sec. of State 25,000 . 6,964.78 -0 -
Scott Harshbarger . Attorney General 62,500  17,411.25 17,411.95
william Sawyer . Attorney General 62,500 17,411.95  17,411.95
‘S411iam Galvin Treasurer 25,000  6,964.78 6,964.78
i ) - '
‘ Loseph Malone Treasurer 25,000 6,964.78 6,964.78
" pavid Nash Treasurer 25,000 6,964.78 -0~
Joseph DeNucci ‘Auditor 25,000 .- 6,964.78 6,964.78
‘pDouglas Murray Auditor 25,000 6,964.78 -0 -
Steven Sherman - puditor : ' 25,000 . 6,964.78 -0 -
$201,978.62 $132,330,82
Unclaimed . . « « « ¢ 69,647.80 -
S e Wi - O L SO I o : S
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) PUBLIC vS. PRIVATE FUNDING OF CAMPAIGNS

The availability of public financing has had varying
degrees of impact on statewide campaigns over the years.
, one method of determining this impact would be to analyze
| the amount of public funds as a percentage of total monies
‘raised by candidates during the election cycle.

During the last public financing cycle in the 1986
election, the total amount of public money distributed, and
therefore the impact on individual campaigns, was
significantly greater than that experienced during the 1990
election. For example, in 1986 the percentage of public
funds of the total funds raised ranged from 1.8% to 38.8%.
Of the 15 candidates who received public funds in 1986,

o candidates received at least 10% of their total funds from
public'financingt- 6 of these 9 candidates received over 20%
of their total campaign funds from this program.

: Given the very limited funds available in 1990, coupled
with the number of candidates receiving these limited public
funds, the impact of this system during the 1990 election
was negligible. As the following table suggests, only one
candidate received more than 5% of their total funds from
public monies.

R A —
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public Money as a Percentage of Funds Raised

Weld, William

* Totallprivate cont

1/1/89 or
office,

%%

if later,
the relevant election (

) Total
‘Public Money
Candidate Received
~~~llotti, 31,395.60
' ‘rancis X.
Cellucci, 6,279.12
“A. Paul
Clapprood, 6,279.12
Marjorie
Connolly, 6,964.78
Michael
DeNuceci, 6,964.78
Joseph :
Galvin, William 6,964.78
Golden, William 6,279.12
Harshbarger; 33,109.75 *#*
Keverian, George 6,279.12
) -aus, Richara  6,279.12
Joseph D. :
Murphy, Evelyn 31,395.60
Paleologos, 6,279.12
Nicholas
Pierce, Stephen 31,395.60
sawyer, William 33,109.75 **
Shannon, James 15,697.80
silber, John. 66,219.50 **
Torkildsen, 6,279.12 ..
Peter

Total Private
Contributions#*

3,913,775.59
632,652.16

506,874.18

195,535.75

391,575.30

778,439.66

682,130.82
1,145,554.99

393,118.88
235,343.18

1,783,609.15

1,764,111.36
401,731.94

1,097,880.53
360,668.09
939,435.08
3,974,671.24

v woldF,459.23

66,219.50 ** 3,439,739.36
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Total Public
and Private

Funds
3,945,171.19

. 638,931.28
513,153.30
202,500.53
398,540.08

785,404 .44
688,409.95
1,178,664.74

399,398.00
241,622.30
1,790,573.93

1,795,506.96
408,011.06

1,129,276.13
393,777.84
955,132.88
4,040,890.74

'3,505,958.86

1149,738.35

U

‘% Public - -
Money to
Total

Received -

0.8

ributions includes all money raised from
day committee organized to run for statewide
through the reporting periocd closest to
primary or general)

Received public funds in both the primary and general elections
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“administration of the'SECF and the-

RECOMMENDATIONS

The findings contained in this report clearly highlight
the need for an immediate review of the entire public
financing system in Massachusetts.

The major obstacle to the current system's success is
the funding mechanism. As indicated earlier in ‘the report,
without serious revision of the wadd-on" system, the public
financing program will be virtually meaningless- in the next
election cycle.

. one should not assume that the decrease in participation
under the current system indicates a lack of support for
publicly financed campaigns. Rather one should review all
conponents of the current system as a whole in order to
gauge public support. For example, research of other state
programs indicates that more voters would support public
financing of campaigns when spending limits are combined
with public funding. While spending limits have. been
proposed as a campaign reform, such limits have been ruled
¥o be unconstitutional unless they are accompanied by the
acceptance of public money. only an adequately funded
public finance system would encourage candidates to’ adhere
to spending limits. Unfortunately, this Office has not
conducted research on Massachusetts taxpayers' attitudes in
this area due to budget constraints.

At a ﬁinimum, the proposal to change the Massachusetts

"gystem to a Wcheck-off" program similar to that at the

federal level would significantly improve the effectiveness
of the public financing system. statistics provided in an
earlier section suggest that if we were to achieve half of
the federal participation rate under a wcheck-off" .systen,

the SECF would generate $1.85 million dollars during its
four year cycle. .

Another alternative would berto allow Massachusetts
taxpayers' to contribute annually in excess of $1.00 to the
public financing system. Currently, the other funds -

utilizing the income tax forms allow unlimited

contributions. The elimination of this restriction would
not necessarily increase the participation rate but might
increase the overall amount contributed to the SECF.

Finally, the Office has filed 1egislation to improve the
distribution. of public.
funds. These proposals have been filed for several years
but have failed to gain legislative approval. The following
provisions are contained in the current OCPF proposal:

1. Provides the Director with the overall responsibility

for the operations relating to the public financing
system.

—— 18 =



5. Defines what types of gontributions will be
considered as "qualifying" or "patching"
contributions. _

3. Changes the deadline for submission of qualifying
contributions made to the Director by allowing an
additional workday for OCFF review prior to
certification. vde, T8

4. Ensures that no candidate eligible for public

* financing must post a bond greater than the funds
allocated to such candidate.

" 5. Establishes the governor and lieutenant governor
candidates as a team for the general election in
order to allocate public funds.

6. Enables the Secretary of State to certify, with
l1imitations, a statewide candidate as beling
qualified to receive public financing for those

situations in which a candidate's nomination is
challenged. : ' _

Several of these proposals warrant'special
consideration. The current statute requires the posting of
a bond by any candidate who receives public funds. The OCPF
proposal would allow a candidate to post a bond in the
amount of maximum public funds available to that candidate.
Currently, the bonding requirements have been up to 8 times
the actual amount of public funds received by candidates.

Further definition of the qualifying contributions
strengthens the current statute. Likewise, this proposal
would move the submission of documentation by candidates
seeking public funds to an earlier date thereby allowing the
Director more time for thorough review of the material
submitted.

Each of these proposals would improve and strengthen the
administration of the system and ensure its future success.
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