





IN STATE VERsUs OuT oF STATE

By definition, all of the $5 contributions that Clean Elections candidates collect must come from
people living in Arizona. However, there is no similar rule for privately funded candidates—they may
collect contributions from wherever they can.

Candidates for the U.S. Senate collected $3.3 million of their large contributions from out of state—
nearly one quarter of their total take from individuals. In his 2002 gubernatorial race, Matt Salmon
took $221,000 from out-of-state donors, about 11 percent of the total he raised. His list of top
contributing out-of-state zip codes included 90210 in Beverly Hills, California ($4,200), and 20854 in
Potomac, Maryland ($2,150), a wealthy suburb of Washington, DC.

DOLLARS CONTRIBUTED FROM OUT OF STATE

$3,000,000 $2,830,355

$2,500,000
$2,000,000

$1,500,000

Dollars Contributed

$1,000,000
$500,000 $498,277
0 $0 , .
Clean Elections Kyl (R) '06 Pederson (D) '06  Salmon (R) '02

$220,782

CONCLUSION

Arizona’s experience with small donors under the Clean Elections system provides intriguing evi-
dence of why it’s important to encourage their participation. Simply put, the demographics of Clean
Elections small donors are substantially different from those of big donors to privately funded cam-
paigns. They tend to be more ethnically and geographically diverse. They come from neighborhoods
where people have lower incomes and more modest homes. Because Clean Elections candidates
“owe” their elections to this more diverse group, many people believe they are more likely to feel free
to pursue policies while in office that benefit the general public rather than a small set of big money

donors.

Indeed on Gov. Napolitano’s first day in office as governor, she signed an executive order allowing the
state to buy prescription drugs in bulk to lower prices. “If I had not run Clean, I would surely have
been paid visits by numerous campaign contributors representing pharmaceutical interests and the
like, urging me either to shelve that idea or to create it in their image,” she said in a 2003 speech. “All
the while, they would be wielding the implied threat to yank their support and shop for an opponent

in four years.”



The movement toward Clean Elections is not limited to Arizona. Seven states and two cities nation-
wide have Clean Elections in place for some or all statewide races. The programs in Arizona and
Maine are the oldest and among the most comprehensive, both in operation since 2000. This year,
Connecticut will implement a Clean Elections system for all statewide and legislative races. Activists

in more than 20 states are working for Clean Elections.

CLEAN ELECTIONS/FULL PUBLIC FINANCING OF ELECTIONS STATES

State/Locality Office Where Public Funding Available How Approved Year Approved
Arizona Statewide and legislative Initiative 1998
Connecticut Statewide and legislative Legislation 2005
Maine Statewide and legislative Initiative 1996
New Jersey Legislative pilot project Legislation 2004
New Mexico Public regulation commission Legislation 2003
Statewide judicial elections Legislation 2007
North Carolina Supreme court and court of appeals Legislation 2002
State auditor, commissioner of insurance, Legislation
and superintendent of public instruction 2007
Vermont Governor and lieutenant governor Legislation 1997
Albuquerque, City council districts and mayor Initiative 2005
New Mexico
Portland, Oregon City auditor and the five members of the city Legislation 2005
coundil (four city commissioners and mayor)

At the federal level, Assistant Senate Majority Leader Dick Durbin (D-IL) and Sen. Arlen Specter
(R-PA) have introduced the Fair Elections Now Act, legislation that would bring a Clean Elections-
modeled system to the U.S. Senate. A companion bill is expected to be introduced soon in the House
of Representatives. Proposals are also in the works to strengthen the Watergate-era presidential partial

public financing law.

As we gain more experience with Clean Elections, there will be more opportunities to explore how
they are changing the nature of political participation. A number of studies are planned to track the
Connecticut program as it is implemented. Meanwhile, this analysis of Arizona’s Clean Elections law
shows that when candidates rely on small donor qualifying contributions they engage in political
participation—by a multitude of demographic measures—a far more diverse group of people than

do candidates who choose private financing for their races.



METHODOLOGY

CLeaN ELections SmaLL ($5) DonoRs

Public Campaign collected data on Arizona’s $5 donors from a number of sources. Candidates have

the option of filing this information with the Arizona Secretary of State’s office through either paper

reports or electronically.

*  Janet Napolitano 2002, Betsey Bayless (R) 2002, Alfredo Gutierrez (D) 2002,
Richard Mahoney (I) 2002, Mark Osterloh (D) 2002, Carol Springer (R) 2002. The
Arizona Clean Elections Institute provided us with these data, which it had previ-
ously collected for its 2004 report, “Reclaiming Democracy in Arizona: How Clean

Elections has expanded the universe of campaign contributors.”

*  Don Goldwater 2006. We obtained Goldwater’s electronic filing of $5 donors from
the Arizona Secretary of State’s office.

*  Janet Napolitano 2006 and Len Munsil 2006. Napolitano and Munsil filed paper
reports of their $5 donors. We obtained these records from the Arizona Secretary of
State’s office. We then contracted with the Institute on Money in State Politics (www.

followthemoney.org) to enter these records into a database.

DonoRs 10 PRIVATELY FUNDED CAMPAIGNS

+ Matt Salmon 2002. We obtained these records from the Institute on Money in State
Politics (www.followthemoney.org), which tracks state-level campaign contributions
in all 50 states. We included contributions from individuals to his campaigns. In
Arizona, privately funded candidates who raise more than $500 for their campaigns
must itemize contributions of $25 and above.

+ U.S. Senate 2006. We obtained individual contributions of $200+ to John Kyl and
Jim Pederson for their 2006 Senate campaigns (six year totals) from the Center for
Responsive Politics (www.opensecrets.org). The Center downloads these data from
the FEC (www.fec.gov).

U.S. Census Bureau Data

The social, economic, and geographical information for zip codes used in this analysis was drawn

from Summary File 3 (SF3) of the 2000 U.S. Census of Population and Housing. SF3 contains

economic and housing characteristics compiled from a sample of approximately 19 million housing

units nationwide (about 1 in 6 households) that received the Census 2000 long-form questionnaire.

Though most of the campaign finance data used in this report are from 2006, there is not an existing

data source that directly provides information about zip codes in more recent years than the 2000
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U.S. Census. An alternative to using 2000 Census data would have been to interpolate 2006 zip code
characteristics using Census data from both 1990 and 2000. Since comparable zip codes were not
identifiable in 1990, this would have required using county-level data and assuming that any changes
observed in counties over the 10-year decennial period would be equally applicable to the zip codes
within those counties. It would also assume that changes from 1990 to 2000 would have continued in
a linear fashion until 2006. Rather than make these various assumptions, we chose to use the zip code

characteristics taken directly from Census 2000.

Zip CobeE TABULATION AREAS

ZIP Code Tabulation Areas (ZCTAs) from the U.S. Census were used to link census information
with campaign finance data. ZCTAs are a statistical entity developed by the U.S. Census Bureau for
tabulating summary statistics from Census 2000. This new entity was developed to overcome the
difficulties in precisely defining the land area covered by each zip code. With some exceptions, these
units usually match the zip code for a given area. For more information on ZCTAs, visit www.census.
gov/geo/ZCTA/zcta. html.

Linking 2000 Census data to campaign finance data from 2002 and 2006 using zip codes is compli-
cated by the fact that zip codes can change over time. Thus, some zip codes reported in the campaign
finance data did not exist as ZCTAs in the 2000 Census data. In these instances, Tiger/Line files from
the U.S. Census and the U.S. Geological Survey were used to generate a crosswalk linking units across
the various years. For more information about Tiger/Line files, visit www.census.gov/geo/www/ti-

ger/.

Linking campaign finance data to census data on race/ethnicity has other limitations. Neither the U.S.
Federal Election Commission (FEC) nor the Arizona Secretary of State’s office requires contributors
to list their race/ethnicity or other demographic information along with their campaign contribu-
tions, so it is necessary to consult the census data. We use zip codes as the best, if imperfect, option.
Because we are using zip codes, however, there is some inevitable distortion of the data. For example,
there may be a zip code that contains both a large percentage of households with high and low in-

come areas, or variation in racial/ethnic groups represented.

Privately funded candidates raised a significant proportion of their contributions from out of state.
Because other states often have different demographic characteristics from Arizona, including these
zip codes in our analysis might sometimes give over- or under-emphasis to a particular comparison.
For example, out-of-state zip codes may have a higher proportion of African Americans because there
is a larger African American population in those areas overall. For consistency’s sake, we included in

our analyses all zip codes, whether from in-state or out-of-state, unless otherwise indicated.

When the Census Bureau delineates ZCTAs, they exclude certain zip codes such as those serving spe-
cific organizations or companies, and those that are dedicated only to Post Office (PO) Boxes. Thus,

these are also omitted from our analysis.



In rare cases where there are negative campaign contribution amounts—which are attributable to

refunded contributions—these contributions are added to totals.

Race aNnD ETHNICITY

In Census 2000, respondents were allowed to identify themselves as belonging to as many as four
racial or ethnic groups, in addition to identifying themselves as Hispanic or non-Hispanic. In this
report, persons are considered Hispanic if they identified themselves as such, regardless of what racial
group(s) they may have reported. Whites, African Americans, Asians/Pacific Islanders, and American

Indians/Alaska Natives are identified as non-Hispanics who reported belonging to a single race.

We use the terms “Latino” and “Hispanic” to refer collectively to Central and South Americans, Cu-

bans, Dominicans, Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and others of Spanish and Latin American descent.

BLuE CoLLAR OCCUPATIONS

Many categorizations exist that attempt to classify occupations as either blue collar or white-collar.
This report classifies the following Census occupation categories as blue collar: farming, fishing, and
forestry; construction, extraction, and maintenance; production, transportation, and material mov-

ing.
RuralL

Charts showing the percentage of a zip code that is rural are based on the U.S. Census definition

of rural and urban. The U.S. Census defines a population as urban if it is located within a block or
block group with a density of at least 1,000 persons per square mile, and surrounding blocks or block
groups with a density of at least 500 persons per square mile. The remainder of the population is

considered rural.

POVERTY

Charts showing the percentage of persons in a zip code living below poverty are based on the U.S.
Census definition of poverty. For more information, visit www.census.gov/hhes/www/poverty/pov-
def.html.
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