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'_he or she represents the most, the most pessimistic finding yet, while 83% think representatives

68% Think Elect1on Rules R1gged for -
Incumbents o
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;More voters than ever now say U:S. elections are rigged to favor incumbents and are unfair to voters. -
A new Rasmussen Reports nation;al telephona survey finds that 48% of Likely U-.S. Voters now say _
American elections are not fair to voters, up from 46% in Apriland_the highest finding in surveys since '
2004. Thirty-nine percent (39%) think elections are fair, but 14% are not sure. (To see survey

question wording, click here.)

That could be in part because 68% think members of Congress nearly aIways get reelected not
‘because they do a good job, but because elecllons are rigged to benefit incumbents. That, too, is up:
‘from April and a new all-time hlgh Just nine percent (9%) think Congress members are reelected
'because they do a good job representlng their. constituents. Twenty -three percent (23%) are not sure

‘The Declaration of Independence 'says that governments derive their authorlty from the consent of the
‘governed, but just 19% of voters. thlnk the feaeral government today actually has that consent Slxty- 5
‘two percent (62%) do not think the federal government has the consent of the governed, wh|le 19%
are undecided. This is consistent wnth surveying for the past four years.

'Only seven percent (7%) of voters think the average r_épresentative in Congress listens to the voters

listen to'party leaders i‘n Congress the most.

Fifty-two percent (52%) believe a random group of pebple selected from the phone book-could do a

‘better job of running the country than the current Congress. This marks the:first time that number has_
surpassed the 50% mark. One-jn-thrée voters (30%) disagree, but 18% are undecided. :

‘(Want a free daily e-mail update? If'it's in the news, it's in our-polls). Rasmussen Reports updates are
also available on Twitter or Facebook

The survey of 1,000 Likely Voters ‘was conducted on July 9- 10 2014 by Rasmussen Reports The

margin of sampling error is +/- 3 percentage pomts with a 95% level of confidence. Field work for all -

Rasmussen Reports surveys is conduc_te_d by Pulse Opinion Research, LLC. See methodology, f :



‘Men are slightly more | kely than women to believe that U.S. elections are fair to voters. But they're - :

also more hkely to bnlleve'Congress members are reelected because the rules are rigged to benefit

them and that a randomlv selected group would co a better JOb

-Forty-seven percent-_(4=7%n_9f Repub’lic‘ans and 44-_% of Dem-_acrats balieve U.S. elections are fair, a .
'view shared by only 26% of voters not affiliated viith either major party.

:Republicans are slightly:more likely than Democrets and unzffiliateds to believe Congress members - _
'ar_e reelected because t_ney:do a good’job, thougih a majority still thiak it's because election rules are .

rigged.

‘Demaocrats, on the o'the_!“h'and, are nearw three times as likely as Republicans and unaffiliated votere

to think-the federal gouemment has the consent of the govem_ed.

Not surprisingly, most voters who believe elections are rigged to benefit congressional incumbents
‘think elections are unfair. ' ' )

Just eight percent (8%) of all voters rate Congres_s’s overall -Qe'rform'_ance as good or exceltent, and
'only 25% think their local -epresentative deserves to be reelected.

‘Fifty-four percent (54%) of voters expect the GOP to take cdntrol of the Senate this Ndvember, but no-

-matter which party wins control of Congress, mora than half of voters believe it will lead to a

Inoticeable change in the Iis}e_s of most Americans. )

'Addltlonal information from thls survey and a fui I demograghlc breal-:down are: avallable to Platlnum
-Members only.

Please sign ub for the Raer_riussen Reporté daily e-mail update (it's free) or follow'_ us

on Twitter or Facebook: Le: us keep you up to date with the 'Ia:test public opinion news.

in Polltlcs .
The survey of 1,000 ukely Vbﬁers was conducted on July 9-10, ‘_014 by Rasmussen Rnports The margin of :

.samplmg erroris +/- 3 percentage points with a 9‘~°f: Ievel of ccnfldence Field work for all Rasmussen

‘Reports surveys is conducted by Pulse Opinion Research, LLC See methogglogx
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Overview

Douglas E. Schoen, LLC conducted a survey with a
random sample of 1,000 likely voters across the
country from July 14 - 28, 2014,

The purpose of this survey was to test voter opinion
on reforming presidential debates to include
independent candidates.

The margin of sampling error for this poll is +/-3%.



Overview

» There is overwhelming support for making chonges
to the Presidential debate system.

o Sixty-six percent of voters think the debates could do a’
better job informing the public

o A maqjority of voters want Independent candidates to be
included in Presidential debates

o Nearly three quarters of voters agree that the debate
system actually “sabotages the electoral process,” as
Walter Cronkite put it

3



Overview

« Our survey found that there is deep dissatisfaction
with the two-party system in America.

o Two-thirds of voters feel the political process has gotten |
worse in the last few years

o Over 80 percent (83%) say that we need substantial
political reforms in America

o A maijority of voters (53%) report to be unsatisfied with the
two-party system

e
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- Qverview: Voter Dissatisfaction with the

Two-Party System

* A plurdiity of voters (24%) say they are dissatisfied with the
two party system because they feel the two parties only

serve the extremes.
Percent unsatisfied

24%
19%
3l 15% 15% 15% |
M Percent
l l o
Two parties Two-party  Two parties are Two partiesare  Two party
serve the system makes  beholden to corrupt system is not
extremes government  special interests responsive to

ineffective

issues facing the
country
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Overview

« Voters give negative ratings to both Republicans
and Democrats.

o The Democratic Party’'s negative ratings have steadily
increased over the past two years, going from 40% in Sept.
2012 to 45% in June 2013 to 48% today.

o The Republican Party's negative ratings have followed a
" similar pattern, going from 50% in Sept. 2012 to §5% in June
2013 to a record high 64% today.




Overview

o Disapproval of Congress is at record highs:

o 83% of Americans disapprove of the job
Congress is doing, up from 69% in March 2014.

o Close to 60% disapprove of the job Congressional
Democrats are doing, up from 57% at this time
last year.

o And 68% of Americans disapprove of the job
Congressional Republicans are doing, up from
62% in 2012.



Overview

» Dissatisfaction is rooted in out-of-touch political
parties that are perceived to only fight and not
compromise.

o Americans feel that the two-party system is broken
because it serves the extremes of their parties and not the
middle. Ninety-one percent of Americans are frustrated
that elected officials fight as opposed to addressing our
major problems. And 89% wish that politicians would work
together and compromise.

e ——
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System is Broken

. » Token together, an overwhelming majority (86%) see our
political system as broken and no longer serving the interests
of ordinary people.

0,
100% 6%
80%
60%
40°% W Agree.
W Disagrée

20%

0%

The political system is broken and doesn't serve-
the interests of ordinary people
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- Overview: Voters are Frustrated '_

M

with Elected Officials

89%

B Agree

99, B Disagree

Politicians should
work together and
compromise SO we
can move forward

* And 89% wish that
politicians would work -
together and
compromise so that we -
can move forward.
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Overview o

Almost all of those surveyed (93%) are familiar with
presidential debates.

However, there is an overwhelming feeling that the
debates don’'t do enough to inform the general
public and could be improved. -

66% of respondents said that the debates could do
a better job in informing the electorate while only
27% said they have done as good a job as possible.

.11 |




~ Overview: Presidential
| Debates '

- = Virtually all respondents (93%) are familiar with
Presidential debates.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%
* . Are you familiar with Presidential debates?

W Yes B No

5%

T el2



Overview: Presidential

Debates

« And while almost all of those surveyed are familiar with
presidential debates, close to two-thirds (66%) feel the
debates could do a better job informing the public.

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

LtaOf

VU0

W Coulddo a
better job

B Do as good a job
as possible

Presidential debates e13



~ Overview: Improving

Presidential Debates

~+ We asked voters what innovations they thought

would improve the debates. The top five
innovations were:

1. If the candidates’ responses didn't feel pre-planned (52%)

2. If a candidate from outside the two parties was included in the
debates (50%)

3. If the candidates went into more depth on the issues (50%)
4. If the moderator asked more hard-hitting questions (49%)
5. If awider range of issues were discussed (48%)
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‘Overview: Improving
Presidential Debates

» A majority of voters (52%) say they would like it if the candidates' answers
weren't pre-planned. And 50% of voters said they'd like to see a
candidate from outside the two main parties and if the condldcﬂes went
more in-depth on the issues.

53%
O,
529% 52% B Not pre-planned
answers
oy
S1% 50%  50% B Candidate from a
50% third party included
49% - ] More_in.-depth- on
issues _
: 48% 1 W Moderator asking
i . 47% - tougher questions

Ways to Improve Presidential Debates
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Overview:

We tested two arguments for reformin? the presidential
debate system to include candidates from outside the
two parties. Both were convincing to a majority of voters.

Seventy-two percent found Walter Cronkite's argument
that the debates actually “sabotage the electoral
process” and "defy meaningful discourse” a convincing
reason to.reform the presidential debate system.

Fifty-five percent found the fact thot the current Co-
Chair of the Commission on Presidential Debates has
said that the goal of the debates is to build up the main
two parties to be a convincing reason to reform the
presidential debate system.

016
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Overview: Reforming Presidential Debates N

« Cronkite's argument for reforming the Presidential debate system
gefts strong support from 72% of voters.

72%

B Convincing reason to
reform the presidential
debate system

B Not convincing reason
to reform the
presideritial debate
system

Thie Debates “Sabotage the Electoral Process”
.and “Defy Meaningful Discourse”

o17




Overview: Reforming Presidential Debates

And the fact that current Co-Chair of the Commission on Presidential

debates has said that the goal in running the Presidential debates is to
exclude independent candidates was a convincing argument to reform the
Presidential debate system for 55% of voters.

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

55%

The Debates Exclude Independent
Candidates

B Convincing reason to
reform the presidential
debate system -

B Not convincing reason
to reform the
presidential debate
system

.].8.



Overview

» To alarge degree, voters hold the media

responsible for poor coverage of the
candidates and issues.

« A solid majority (60%) do not have
confidence that the media will provide
good coverage of all relevant candidates
and issues during the next presidential

election.

019.
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Overview: Support for
Independent candidates

« There is a great deal of support for independent
candidates to participate more in the political
process.

o Eighty-one percent say it's important to have
independent candidates run for office.

o Sixty-five percent often feel that the Democrat
candidate is too far left and the Republican
candidate is too far to the right and would like the
option to vote for an independent candidate.

o And over three quarters (76%) say it is important to
elect independents to break the partisan gridlock in
Washington.

20
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Overview: Voters Want Independent
Candidates to Run for Office

90%

80% A
70% -
60% -

50%

40% A

30%
20%

10% -
0% -

81%

B Important

op—— B Not

important

Is it important to
have independent
candidates run for

office?

e |t is important to a

strong majority (81%) of

the American people
to have independent
candidates run for
office.

- e2]




Overv1ew Independeﬁfffﬂ;

Candidates

« Moreover, 62% say that they are likely to vote for an
independent candidate in the 2016 presidential
election.

« But at the same time, 64% of voters worry that if they
vote for an independent candidate they will be
wasting their vote and end up with the candidate

- or party they least prefer.

° _ 022
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~ Overview: Arguments fo

Independents

o e

r

* There are a number of persuasive arguments as to

why voters feel we need to elect Independent
candidates:

v 91% of Americans believe we need to elect someone who
can produce real change and who isn't a career politician.

v 86% feel that the parties control who gets elected to office,

not the voters.

v 86% believe that the main two parties are too beholden to

special and corporate interests to create any meaningful

change.

v 7% think that the Democrats and Republicans have both

failed to solve the country’'s problems




Overview: Independents;" |

» A plurality of voters (42%) feel that having an
Independent president would improve the situation
in Washington. |

« And nearly two thirds (63%) think that an
independent president could be more effective or
just as effective as a president from the two major
parties.

e _ _ . e2d
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Overview:
Key Conclusions

« The messages that will work best in favor of
independent candidates are:

1. That they will produce real change

2. That they aren’t career politicians

3. That they aren't beholden to special or corporate interests .
4

. That the voters are in charge of the electoral process, not
the Democrats or Republicans

5. That Democrats and Republicans haven't solved
" American’s problems

. ' : .. e



Overview:
Key Conclusions

« There is strong interest in reforming the presidential
debate process in America so that it better informs
the public.

« A maijority of Americans support integrating

Independent candidates into presidential debates
and feel it would improve the debates for a maijority
of voters, making it a worthwhile endeavor.

¢ - egs |



— -

[T®

"ADAINS By}
LUOJ) sBuUlpul} uiow 8y} jusasald sapl|s BUIMO|O) Byl

MIIAIIAQ



. 8ee.

.mmEﬁE T Ut j0 ATPWIWING

3
!
5
g
;

LR ..-.-.\«l.ﬂ.}l_-?

1




80%:

70%

- Voters Unsatisfied with
- the Political System

67%.

60% +—

50% A
40% -
30% A
20% -

10%

0% -

Political Process in
America

-l Improved

W Gotten worse

« Voters feel strongly that
the political process in
America has gotten
worse in the last few
years.

629



Voters Unsatisfied with ‘

the Political System

A majority (53%) of voters report to be unsatisfied with
the political system.

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

O Satisfied
Unsatisfied

Are you satisfied or unsatisfied with the two-
party system?



M_é’in Reasons Americans are Unsatisfied with the Two- . |

30%
25%
20%
15%

. 10%

5%

0%

Party System

« A plurality of voters (24%) say they are unsatisfied with the
two party system because they feel the two parties only
serve the extremes.

Percent unsatisfied

24%
Z 19%
15% 15% 15%
] W Percent
l I E N tlSﬁed

Two parties Two-party  Two parties are Two partiesare  Two party
servethe systerh makes  beholden to corrupt system is not
extremes government  special interests responsive to !
ineffective issues facing the i
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President Obama’s Negative Ratings are Increasing

Unfavorable rating increased from 40% to 56%.

Between January and July of 2014, President Obama's

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

ObamaF avorability

56%

CBS News Jan. 2014

DES July 2014

W Favorable
B Unfavorable
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| N  _ Democrat Party’s Negative Ratings are

Increasing

The percentage of voters who rate the Democrat Party unfavorably
has grown from 40% in 2012 to 48% today. What used to be a clear
favorable rating for the Democrats has disappeared.

60%
50%

-40%

30%
20%
10%

0%

Democrat Party Favorability

53% 51%

49% 48%,

m Favorable
B Unfavorable

Pew Sept. 2012 Pew June 2013 DES July 2014

€33
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‘Republican Party’s Negative Ratings is ata
Record High

« The Republican Party’s negative ratings have increased
even more than the Democrats’, currently at record high
64%.

o Republican Party Favorability
70% 64%

60%
50% -
40%
30%
20%
10%.

0%

A Favorable
Unfavorable

Pew Sept. 2012 Pew June2013  DES July 2014
. 034



Disapproval of Congress at Alll.'

Time High

« Today, more than 80% of American disapprove of the
job Congress is doing. This is a 14 point increase from

earlier this year. '
Congressional Approval

100%
83%
80%
60%
40% W Approve
W Disapprove

20%

0%

Economist/YouGov Gallup Aug. 2014
Mar. 2014
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~ Job Approval Republicans and Democrats .

* A maqjority of Americans disapprove 6f the job both
Congressional Democrats and Republicans are doing.
Congressional Job Approval

70% 80%
60% 59% 70% 68%
[¢)
50% W Approve 60%
40% 50% u Approve
40%
30% - M Disapprove _ °
30% .
20% A : 3
% 20% - W Disapprove :
- 10% - 10% -
0% A 0% -
Congressional Congressional :
:, Democrats Republicans x|
[} [ ] !




~ Frustration with Elect.édw'_m

1
5 | 1 1
g Officials
4
ES ~.» Ninety-one percent of Americans are frustrated that
E’ elected officials only seem to fight instead of addressing
:; . major problems.
3
100%
80% A
60% A
40% - B Agree
_ B Disagree
20% A 77
0% -

Elected officials fight rather than address
problems

° ) 37



~ Frustration with Elected |
~ Officials !

100% 8%  And 89% wish that

zgé" politicians would work

70% together qnd .
- 60% compromise so that we

50% can move forward.

40% B Agree

30%

20% B Disagree

10%

0%

Politicians should
work together and
compromise so we
can move forward
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~ The Broken Political |

System

« Taken together, an overwhelming majority (86%) see our
political system as broken and no longer serving the interests
of ordinary people.

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

86%

The political system is broken and doesn't serve
the interests of ordinary people

W Agree
M Disagree
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The Broken Political System |
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. Over three-quarters of voters (77%) are angry at elected
~ officials and want them out of office.

I am angry and want to throw them all out

O Agree
O Disagree.
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The Broken Political
System

. Moreover, 83% believe that we need substantial
political reforms as opposed to only 10% who think
the system is working well.

100%
83%

80% -
60% - M Yes, we need reform
40% - B The system is
0% working well
20% -

0% -

Political Reforms
e4i



" Presidential Debates

* While almost all of those surveyed are familiar with
presidential debates, close to two-thirds (66%) feel the
debates could do a better job informing the public.

70%
60%

- 50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

F44VA

U0

m Coulddoa
better job

B Do as good a job
as possible

Presidential debates
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A majority of voters (52%) say they would like it if the candidates' answers

Debates

Improving Presidential

weren't pre-planned. And 50% of voters said they'd like to see a

candidate from outside the two main parties and if the candidates went

more in-depth on the issues.

53%
52%
51%
50%
49%
48%
47%

52%

50% 50%

Ways to Improve Presidential Debates

@ Not pre-planned
answers

B Candidate from a
third party included

0O More in-depth on
issues

B Moderator asking
tougher questions

- 043
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Debates

We tested two arguments for reforming the presidential debate
system to include candidates from outside the two parties. Both were
convincing to a majority of voters.

Seventy-two percent found Walter Cronkite's argument that the
debates actually "sabotage the electoral process” and "defy
meaningful discourse” a convincing reason to reform the presidential
debate system.

Fifty-five percent found the fact that the current Co-Chair of the
Commission on Presidential Debates has said that the goal of the
debates is to build up the main two parties to be a convincing
reason to reform the presidential debate system:.
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80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%

20% -

10%
0%

Debates

72%

The Debates “Sabotage the Electoral Process”
and “Defy Meaningful Discourse”

- Reforming P;residential_

B Corivincing reason to

reform the presidential

debate system

B Not convincing-reason

to reform the
presidential debate
system
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60%

50%

© 40%

30%

- 20%
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0%

Debates

207

The Debates Exclude Independent
Candidates

m Convincing reason to

Reforming Presidential

reform the presidential

debate system

B Not convincing reason -

to reform the
presidential debate
system
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- Reforming Presidential

- Campaigns and Elections

« Debates aren't the only problem: voters feel that
the campaigns and elections themselves need to
be reformed.

» A majority of voters (53%) do not believe that there
Is appropriate regulatory oversight of presidential
campaigns or think that they are conducted with
an eye towards fairness.

- And 52% of voters do not have confidence in the
FEC to competently and fairly regulate presidential
elections.

047




Reforming Presidential

- Campaigns and Elections

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

53%

B Agree

—— B Disagree

There is Appropriate
Regulatory Oversight
Over Presidential
Campaigns

60%

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

The FEC can
Competently and
Fairly Regulate
Presidential Elections
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- Low Confidence in the'-"'_fm.“-

Media

* We asked respondents if they have confidence that the

" media will provide good coverage of all relevant candidates

and issues during the next presidential election and found
that 60% did nof.

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

60%

O Agree

Disagree

Confidence in the Media to Cover all Relevant
Candidates and Issues ,
" 049




t | Americans Want Change

4
.
% « The vast majority of voters do not think candidates from the two major
] parties effectively represent the American people. Sixty-six percent of
EE voters say we need a broaderrange of candidates while only 23%
E; believe the main two parties represent the American people, up from
6 57%in 2011. ' '
70% 66%
60% 37% W Need a broader
50% - range of
candidates/third
40% -
party

30% A
20% A
10% -

: 0%. -
) '; 2011 2014 ' |

‘ i Effectiveness of Candidates : 50

3% M The two major
parties effectively
represent the
American people




, - Voters Want Independent Candidates

90%

80% A
70% A
60% -

50%
40%
30%
20%

10% -

0%

to Run for Office

81%

B Important

o B Not.

important

Is it important to
have independent
- candidates run for
office?

» |tisimportant to a

strong majority (81%) of
the American people
to have independent
candidates run for
office.
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~ Independents Can Break

Partisan Gridlock

» QOver three quarters of voters (76%) believe it is
important to elect independents to break partisan
gridlock in Washington.

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%

20%.
10%

0%

76%

M Important

B Not important

Electing independents to break partisan
gridlock.
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Americans feel that Democrat candidates are too far left

the Middle

and.Republican candidates too far to the right in

presidential elections. They want the option to vote for an

independent in the middie.

70%
60%
50%
40%

30% -

20%
10%
0%

f 4~

A=A

Would like the option to vote for an independent
candidate in the middle of the political spectrum

M Agree
B Disagree

Independents Will Cover
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the Middle

""Independents Will Cover

« The same is frue in local and statewide office
elections.

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

61%

Would like the option to vote for an independent
candidate in the middle of the political spectrum

M Agree
W Disagree
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Why Voters Want
~ Independent Candidates

« Voters want to elect independents to produce change (91%)
so that voters will have control over who gets into office
instead of the parties (86%); and to getf around special and
corporate interests (86%).

100% 91% .
. 86% 86%
80% A a7 b—————aPreduce change
Con 67%

60% - e control. instead of

political parties

o | O Take out special/corporate
40% interests:
B Democrats and Republicans
20% - have failed
0%: -

Reasons to.vote for an independent 55
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| Voting for an Independent Candidate for President

» Sixty-two percent of Vote for an Independent

voters are likely to vote " Candidate for President
for an independent

candidate for
president.

O Likely
O Unlikely _
O N._ot_ sure
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But Voters are Worried About Wasting Their Vote

70%

60% -
50% -
40% -
130% A

20%
10%

0% -

- on an Independent Candidate

64%

W Agree

W Disagree

Worried voting for an
independent
candidate will be a
waste

« A maijority of voters
(64%) reported that
they worry that voting
for an independent
candidate will be
wasting their vote and
they will get the party
they like the least.
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~ Strong Support for an
Independent President

Nevertheless, a plurality of voters (42%) think that
having an independent president would improve
the situation in Washington.

Nearly two thirds (63%) think an independent
president would be more or just as effective as a

-Democrat or Republican president.

. -
i
e —————ee e
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40%
35%
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Strong Support for
Independent Candidates
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B Help

W Hurt

An Independent
President Would Help
the Legislative Process

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

63%

B More or just

as effective
asa

Democrat or

Republican
B Less

effective

Effectiveness of an
Independent
President
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EXHINIT B

News from the... L
- DEMOCRATIC ANO REPUBLJICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEES .

Relrase: Wednesday, Fedbruary 18, 1987 E

Contact: Recdert P, Schmermund, ANC Terry Michael ONC .
2G2/7361-8580 2G2/863-8020

RND ANG QN StTAS] S ::

N O\ PRESTZENTIA: =IEa~f o

WASHINGTON, 0.C.~-Repudlican Natfon! Committee Chairman Frank J.
Fahrenkcof, Jr. and Oemocritic Nitional Commiteee Chairman Payl G.
Kirk, Jr. announced tne creition of the Commission on Presidential

( Debates at a Joint press conference today at the Capitol.

' The 1G-renber cormission 1y & bigartfsin, non-grofit, tax exeapt
organizazior~ formed o fmolement Joint sponsarship of generel election

prestdential ynd vice prestdenttal dedszes. starting {n 1988, by the

l ratfonst Rezstileda anc Jeasirgtic cawTiitees Deteen” thR!r raspective

nAdminees,

Ve teumzniag Ants ree (aiifgtive. the two D%y chafrmen s3id,
“A palcr ceydr-s’pility ¢f totn the JeTocratic 202 epudiicen parties
ts te fafore the American electorate on thatr phiicsophies and policies
ay vell a3 thcae of thei~ respective candidates. Oere of the mast .
effective ways of iccomplishing this Is through dezates between thetr .
ncetinges., B8y Jofialy spansoring these debaves, we will better fuIfil}
our party responsidflittes ty Inform and ecucate the wlgctorate,
sirencthen tae roie of politizal partfes {n the elesteral process ang,
post fmperiaat of all, we can fnstitutionallze the dadates, ssking znam *
an integ=al a<3 parmanent pirt of the presidentisl progess.®

'n ercrasiziag the Digartisan natu=e of the Someigsisa, doth . :
chateren r2tec the Contridutions to the dadate grocess oy the Leazue :
9f Wame~ Voiers: “We gpoitud the Lesgue for layfng a feurZatiza froe ’
which we can assume our ovn respongib{litefes. While 2ng two parey ]
cormiteens wtll be sponsc-s o= ali fusure presidervial genera!
eigction debates Detween 3.7 Darty 2ot i~eQ), we weLiZ exsest 3%3 .
e~courage the League’s za-sicipatios~ ir sponsa-ing cinn~ dadateg,
particuta-ly a che presicectiai p-img=y orocess.”

Kirx and Fahrenkopf, 12 stressing the need to institutionalize wt
the CeZazas, safd v will de 1m0 Comxrcgsiar's goal 23 recommend the - .
fumder cf presidential anc vice p-eifde~sfal desates, ay well a3 tne R
dates and locationgof thzse dedates, defore the 1933 noeinating . -
cznvenslons., Datential candidates Tor the parties' respsctive -
nosirazieny have comnflied t0-14270ry party~spoasare? debates. The ;
{orwigsion's recommencdatiicny wiv' be fo-warded 22 a1} pozential ~ -
Cand-zates {27 concu~rence o3 j00~ 4) they are completed. : ’

Nare:



“This degree of certainty about the debates gofng fnta the geners:
election,” the chatrmen satd, "ts an historic breakthrough fn
fastitutionalizing them. [t means that we won't spend most of the
general election campaign debating about debates, a3 wa have too often

The American people have an expectatton that debates wij'

fn the pase.
this process (s Qesigned to assure that that

occyr every four yeasrs,
e dectation wiil be realized.™ -

Fahrenkecf and Kirk w!l) serve a$ cc-chairs of the new Commission.
They eppointed as vice chairs:
Richard Moe, Washtagtan lewyer 4nd partner in the firs ef
Davis, Polk & Wardwell:

David Norcross, Washington lawyer and partner in the firm of
Nyers, Msttoo, Rabtl, Pluese & Norcrass.

Others aamed to the Commission gre:
U.5. Rep. Barbari Vucancvich (R-NY);

former U.5. Senator Johr {ulver (3-1A), now a sariner 1n t.g
“ashingion law firm of Arent, Fox, Kiatner, Plotxin & Kahn:

Reputlican Gov. Kay Qr» 2 Nezraska:

Yeranoa Jordan, a Oemocrat, for~mer president of the Urban
League, now 2 partner fa the iaw firm ¢f AKin, Guamp,

Strauss, Hauer § Feld;

.

Pavela Marriman, chatrman cf Temocrats for the '83's;

U.S. Senazar Pete Wilsan (R-CA).

The twe chairmen safd the Comrissicr will hire 32277 and open &
I Washiagton o”fize shortly. They said arzfcles of inzc-pcration for
| the Commiss*on have been f1led fn the District of Columdia a3 well as
an applicaticn for tiz exemption witn the lntarnal Revenua Service.

Xi-k and Fahrenkos? concluded Dy say’ng, "We have no douds that
with the help of the Comission we can f3-9¢ i permarest framevars c-
whizn 2t] futu~e prestces2ial dedatas bLeieaor the Acminges cf ihe
twve pelftfcal parvies will be Desed. Iz fg gur respors!iitty as
Party chafrmen to have an informattye 8~3 fatr presidentfai process.
The establishmen: cf the Commissinn on Fresfdentia} Dedaces will go o

lasg wiy toward achieving thi2 goal

Today's annoui€iment stems from s recommendation of the Commissior
on Katfonal Elections. which during 1985 studied the gresidentia)

elezttor gyssem. On Mov. 26, 198%, Kire 3n¢ Fahremdopf signed a jofrs
mamcrandum agreeing 10 principle to pursue the party spontorsAip

canTepe,
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9/7/12014 CPD: Our Mission

Home About CPD Debate History News Voter Education International 2016 Media
Enter Search... '

B, print-friendly page
In This Section

Our Mission

Commission Leadership
Research and Symposia
National Debate Sponsors

Our Mission

The Commission on Presidential Debates (CPD) was established in 1987 to ensure that debates, as a
permanent part of every general election, provide the best possible information to viewers and listeners.
Its primary purpose is to sponsor and produce debates for the United States presidential and vice
presidential candidates and to undertake research and educational activities relating to the debates. The
organization, which is a nonprofit, nonpartisan, 501(c)(3) corporation, sponsored all the presidential

To meet its ongoing goal of educating voters, the CPD is engaged in various activities beyond producing
and sponsoring the presidential debates. Its staff prepares educational materials and conducts research to
improve the quality of debates.

Further, the CPD provides technical assistance to emerging democracies and others interested in
establishing debate traditions in their countries. In recent years, the staff worked with groups from
Bosnia, Burundi, Colombia, Céte d'Ivoire, Ghana, Haiti, Jamaica, Lebanon, Niger, Nigeria, Peru,
Romania, Trinidad and Tobago, Uganda, and the Ukraine, among others. Finally, the CPD coordinates
post-debate symposia and research after many of its presidential forums (1996 Post-Debate Symposium,

1992 Post-Debate Research, 1988 Post-Debate Symposium).

© COPYRIGHT 2012 THE COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES. ALL RIGHTS
RESERVED.

http:/AMww . debates.org/index.php?page=about-cpd

n
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9/7/12014 CPD: 2012 Debates

{Enter Search..._

B, print-friendly page
In This Section

1858 Debates
1948 Debate

1956 Debate

1960 Debates
1976 Debates
1980 Debates
1984 Debates
1988 Debates
1992 Debates
1996 Debates
2000 Debates
2004 Debates
2008 Debates
2012 Debates

2012 Debates

There were three presidential debates and one vice presidential debate during the 2012 general election.

ourtesy Mark Abraham |

GO TO:
October 3

October 11
(Vice Presidential)

October 16
October 22

General Election Presidential Debate

Barack Obama (D), President and
http:/ivww.debates.org/index.php?page=2012-debates 1/4



9/7/2014 CPD: 2012 Debates
Mitt Romney (R), Former Massachusetts Governor

Date: October 3, 2012

Location: University of Denver

City: Denver, Colorado

Time: 9:00 - 10:30pm Eastern

Sponsor. Commission on Presidential Debates

Moderator: Jim Lehrer, PBS

Topic: Domestic Policy

Viewership: 67.2 million (Data provided by Nielsen Media Research)

Format: 90-minute debate with candidates standing at podiums. Divided into six time segments of
approximately 15 minutes, with topics selected and announced beforehand by the moderator. Each
segment opened with a question, after which each candidate had two minutes to respond. The moderator
used the balance of the time in the segment for a discussion of the topic.

Pool coverage provided by: ABC

Transcript

Video

~BACK TO TOP

Vice Presidential Debate

Joe Biden (D), Vice President and

Paul Ryan (R), Member, United States House of Representatives (W1)
Date: October 11, 2012

Location: Centre College

City: Danville, Kentucky

Time: 9:00 - 10:30 Eastern

Sponsor: Commission on Presidential Debates

Moderator: Martha Raddatz, ABC

Topic: All Topics

hitp://mwww.debates.org/index.php?page=2012-debates

2/4



97712014 CPD: 2012 Debates
Viewership: 51.4 million (Data provided by Nielsen Media Research)
Format: 90-minute debate with candidates seated at table with moderator. Divided into nine segments of

approximately 10 minutes each. Each segment opened with a question, after which each candidate had
two minutes to respond. The moderator used the balance of the time in the segment for a discussion of

the topic.

Pool coverage provided by: CNN
Transcript |

Video

~*BACK TO TOP

General Election Presidential Debate

Barack Obama (D), President and
Mitt Romney (R), Former Massachusetts Governor

Date: October 16, 2012

Location: Hofstra University

City: Hempstead, NY

Time: 9:00 - 10:30pm Eastern

Sponsor: Commission on Presidential Debates

Moderator: Candy Crowley, CNN

Topic: All Topics

Viewership: 65.6 million (Data provided by Nielsen Media Research)

Format: 90-minute town hall meeting debate. Candidates questioned by uncommitted voters from Nassau
County, NY identified by the Gallup Organization. Candidates each had two minutes to respond, and an
additional two minutes for the moderator to facilitate a discussion.

Pool coverage provided by: FOX

Transcript

Video

2BACK TO TOP

http:/iww.debates.orgfindex.php?page=2012-debates ' 3/4



9/7/12014 CPD: 2012 Debates

General Election Presidential Debate

Barack Obama (D), President and
Mitt Romney (R), Former Massachusetts Governor

Date: October 22, 2012

Location: Lynn University

City: Boca Raton, FL.

Time: 9:00 - 10:30pm Eastern

Sponsor: Commission on Presidential Debates

Moderator: Bob Schieffer, CBS

Topic: Foreign Policy

Viewership: 59.2 million (Data provided by Nielsen Media Research)

Format: 90-minute debate with candidates seated at table with moderator. Divided into six time segments

of approximately 15 minutes, with topics selected and announced beforehand by the moderator. Each

segment opened with a question, after which each candidate had two minutes to respond. The moderator
. used the balance of the time in the segment for a discussion of the topic.

Pool coverage provided by: ABC

Transcript

Video

~BACK TO TOP

© COPYRIGHT 2012 THE COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES. ALL RIGHTS
RESERVED.

http:/imww.debates.org/index.php?page=2012-debates 4/4
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For:n 990

(except black lung benefit trust or private
Department aof the Treasury
Internal Revenue Service

Return of Organization Exempt From Income Tax
' Under section 501(c), 527, or 4947(a)1) of the Internal Revenue Code

foundation)

> The organizalion may have to use a copy of this return to satisfy state reporting requirements

OMB No 1545-0047

2012

N

‘T open to Public "
Inspectlon *

A For the 2012 calendar year, or tax year beginning , 2012, a

nd ending

B Check if applicable C

Adaress change  |COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES
Namechange  |1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, NW #445
i veturn WASHINGTON, DC 20036-6802

Terminated

Amended return

1]
D Employer Identification Number

52-1500977

Telephone number

202-872-1020

G Gross receipts $

2,711,803,

F Name and address of principal officer

SAME AS C ABOVE

Application pending

Tax-exempt status  [X[501(c)(3) [ [501c) ( ) (nsertno) | [4947(a)(1) or

| {527

11 "No,

H(a) Is this a group return for affiliates?

H(®) Are all atfiliates included?
,' attach a list (see instructions)

Hee e

M(c) Group exemption number >

|
J __ Website: ~ DEBATES.ORG
K Form of orgamization lXICorporahon l__lTvust U Associalion LLOlher'

l L vear of Formaton 1987

M State of legal domicle DC

Part-Iin”] Summary

1 Briefly describe the organization's mission or most significant activities. ORGANIZE GENERAI, ELECTION___ _ ____ __
@ PRESIDENTIAL AND VICE_PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES _ _ _ _ _ o e
‘é _______________________________________________________________
2| 2 Check this box » [ ] f the organization discontinued its operations or disposed of more than 25% of its net assets
¢S] 3 Number of voting members of the governing body (Part VI, line 1a) 3 11
: 4 Number of independent voting members of the governing body (Part VI, line 1b) 4 11
‘-‘E’ 5 Total number of individuals employed in calendar year 2012 (Part V, ine 2a) 5 9
2| 6 Total number of volunteers (estimate if necessary) [} 0
E 7 a Total unrelated business revenue from Part VIII, column (C), hne 12 7a 0.
b Net unrelated business taxable income from Form 990-T, line 34 7b 0.
Prior Year Current Year
o | 8 Contributions and grants (Part VIII, line 1h) 5,041, 750. 2,706,000.
,i_’; 9 Program service revenue (Part VI, hne 2g)
> | 10 Investment income (Part VIIl, column (A), lines 3, 4, and 7d) 7,822. -1,139.
& 11 Other revenue (Part VIII, column (A), lines 5, 6d, 8c, 9¢, 10c, and 11e) 1,797.
112 Total revenue — add lines 8 through 11 (must equal Part VIII, column (A),_Line 12)evn 5,051, 369. 2,704,861.
13 Grants and similar amounts paid (Part IX, column (A) Ylines ]R)ECE‘VED
14 Benefits paid to or for members (Part I1X, column (A), line 4) 8
15 Salanes, other compensation, employee benefits (Part}iXlcolumn (A), Iines. 5-10) 1O 394, 329. 621,928,
g 16a Professional fundraising fees (Part IX, column (A), in é ) NOV é f slﬁ‘lg (b
‘% b Total fundraising expenses (Part X, column (D), hine 2 ) D_ﬁ R R
& | |17 Other expenses (Part IX, column (A), lines 11a-11d, 11}-24e) OG[jEN 0 ! 400 33 3,534, 519
(@] 18 Total expenses Add lines 13-17 (must equal Part IX, ¢ ne 794, 668 4,156,447.
a 19 Revenue less expenses Subtract ine 18 from line 12 4,256,701. -1,451,586.
52 Beginning of Current Year End of Year
(20 ié 20 Total assets (Part X, line 16) 6,628,996. 5,277,704.
o =3 21 Total kabiities (Part X, line 26) 216,120, 372,000,
Dz 2 Net assets or fund balances Subtract line 21 from line 20 6,352,876. 4, 905_, 695.

_aunder penaltes of perury, | declare that | have examined this return,

d and , and to the best of my knowledge and belef, it 1s true, correct, and
complete Declaration ot p:e‘am (other than ofticg 1S based on all \nformation of which preparer has any knowledge

asl.

/Z
s [ _:{:’a WiA2/12
=Sign 33‘!
SSHere HNZT —H. . PRowN )
ype or print name and ulle -
Print/Type preparer's name Prep; signatur Date Check U., PTIN
Paid NIEL B. JEFFERSON, CPA / ;J é'g/ ’0/90/3 sell-employed | P00067024
Preparer |Fumsname ™ DENBURG & LOW, PA, CPAS /
Use Only |fumsacwess ® 1350 CONNECTICUT AVE, NW, #850 Fum's EN > 52-1468002
WASHINGTON, DC 20036 Phoneno  202-785-5600

May the IRS discuss this return with the preparer shown above? (see instructions)
BAA For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the separate instructions.

|1X| Yes T | No

Form 990 (2012)

GV b

TEEADII3L 1271812




)
Form 990 (2012) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 2
[PardiiF] Statement of Program Service Accomplishments -

« Check If Schedule O contains a response to any question in this Part Il D

1 Briefly describe the organization's mission
ORGANIZE GENERAL ELECTION PRESIDENTIAL AND VICE PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

—— i — T D R - e = - e e e e S S e = e - RS S e = e e = e e ———

2 Did the organization undertake any significant program services dunng the year which were not listed on the prior

Form 990 or 990-E2? [] ves [ WNo
If 'Yes,' describe these new services on Schedule O
3 Did the organization cease conducting, or make significant changes in how it conducts, any program services? D Yes E No

If 'Yes,' descnbe these changes on Schedule O

4 Describe the orgamzation's Erogram service accomplishments for each of its three largest program services, as measured by expenses
Section 501(c)(3) and 501(c)(4) organizations and section 4947(a)(1) trusts are required to report the amount ‘of grants and allocations to
others, the total expenses, and revenue, if any, for each program service reported.

42 (Code )} (Expenses $ 3,748, 084. including grants of $ ) (Revenue $ )
ORGANIZE, PRODUCE, FINANCE AND PUBLICIZE THE GENERAL ELECTION DEBATES FOR CANDIDATES

- e R e e R S e TR WR R WR e et e A S e T e e e e W e e e A e e W TR e e S Ve R W e mm e S S e me e

_________________________________________________________________
—— e . e . e e e S G i e S S S e D S e T T S G e = e N S S S R G e e R M S = T MR R me T S W S e W S
_________________________________________________________________
—————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
_________________________________________________________________
—————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
_________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________
—————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

4d Other program services (Describe in Schedule Q)
(Expenses $ wncluding grants of  $ ) (Revenue $ )

4 e Total program service expenses » 3,748,084,

BAA TEEAOIO2L 08/03/2 Form 990 (2012)




]
Form 990 (2012) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

L 52-1500977 Page 3
[Part IV-*TCRecklist of Required Schedules
¢ Yes | No
1 s the organization described in section 501(c)(3) or 4947(a)(1) (other than a private foundation)? If 'Yes,’ complete
Schedule A ! X
Is the organization required to complete Schedule B, Schedule of Contributors (see instructions)? 2 X
Did the organization engage in direct or indirect political campaign activiies on behalf of or 1n opposition to candidates
for public office? /f 'Yes,' complete Schedule C, Part | . 3 X
4 Section 501(cX3) organizations  Did the organization engage in Iobbymg activiies, or have a section 501(h) election
in effect during the tax year? If ‘'Yes,’' complete Schedule C, Part li 4q X
5 Is the orgamzation a section 501(c)(4), 501 éc)(S&. or 501(c)(6) organization that receives membership dues,
assessments, or ssimilar amounts as defined in Revenue Procedure 98-197? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule C, Part il 5 X
6 Did the organization maintain any donor advised funds or any similar funds or accounts for which donors have the nght
}g p;olvnde advice on the distribution or investment of amounts in such funds or accounts? If 'Yes,’ complete Schedule D, . X
ar
7 Dud the organization recetve or hold a conservation easement, including easements to preserve open space, the
environment, histonc land areas or historic structures? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule D, Part 1 7 X
8 Did the organization maintain collections of works of art, historical treasures, or other similar assets? /f ‘Yes,'
complete Schedule D, Part Il . 8 X
9 Dud the organization report an amount 1n Part X, line 21, for escrow or custodial account liability, serve as a custodian
for amounts not listed in Part X, or provide credit counseling, debt management credit repawr, or debt negotiation
services? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule D, Part IV 9 X
10 Did the organization, directly or through a related organization, hold assets in temporarily restncted endowments,
permanent endowments, or quasi-endowments? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule D, Part V 10 X
11 If the orgamization's answer lo any of the following questions is 'Yes', then complete Schedule D, Parts VI, VII, VIIi, 1X, .
or X as apphicable
a Did the o‘rﬁanlzatlon report an amount for land, buildings and equipment in Part X, line 10? /f 'Yes, ' complete Schedule
, Part Nal X
b Did the organization report an amount for investments — other securities in Part X, line 12 that 1s 5% or more of its total
assets reported in Part X, ine 16” /f 'Yes,' complete Schedule D, Part Vii 1b X
¢ Did the organization report an amount for investments — program related in Part X, line 13 thal 1s 5% or more of its total
assets reported in Part X, line 167 If 'Yes,' complete Schedule D, Part Vil LAKA X
d Did the organization report an amount for other assets in Part X, line 15 that 1s 5% or more of its total assets reported
in Part X, line 16? If 'Yes,' complele Schedule D, Part IX 11d X
e Did the organization report an amount for other habilities in Part X, hne 257 If 'Yes,’ complete Schedule D, Part X 1e|] X
f Did the organization's separate or consolidated financial statements for the tax year include a footnote that addresses
the organization's hability for uncertain tax positions under FIN 48 (ASC 740)? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule D, Part X 11| X
12a Did the organization obtain separate, independent audited financial statements for the tax year? Iif ‘Yes,' complete
Schedule D, Parts XI, and Xli 12a|l X
b Was the orgamization included in consolidated, independent audited financial statements for the lax year? If 'Yes,' and
if the organizalion answered ‘No’ to Iine 12a, then completing Schedule D, Parts Xl and Xl is optional 12b X
13 Is the organization a school described in section 170(b)(1)(A)(n)? /f 'Yes,' complete Schedule E 13 X
14a Did the organization maintain an office, employees, or agents outside of the United States? 14a X
b Did the organization have aggregate revenues or expenses of more than $10,000 from grantmalking, fundransm?,
business, iInvestment, and &rogram service activities outside the United States, or aggregate foreign investments valued
at $100,000 or more? If ‘Yes,' complete Schedule F, Parts | and IV 14b X
15 Did the orgamization report on Part IX, column (A), hne 3, more than $5,000 of grants or assisiance to any organization
or entity located outside the United States? /f ‘Yes,' complete Schedule F, Parts Il and IV 15 X
16 Did the organization report on Part IX, column (A), ine 3, more than $5,000 of aggregate ?ranls or assistance to
individuals located outside the United States? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule F, Parts Ill and IV 16 X
17 Did the organization report a total of more than $15,000 of expenses for professional fundraising services on Part I1X,
column (A), lines 6 and 11e? If ‘Yes,' complete Schedule G, Part | (see instructions) 17 X
18 Did the organization report more than $15,000 total of fundraising event gross income and contributions on Part VIit,
hnes 1c and 8a? If ‘Yes,' complete Schedule G, Part Il 18 X
19 Did the organization rzport more than $15,000 of gross income from gaming activibes on Part VIll, ine 9a? If 'Yes,'
complete Schedule G, Part lil 19 X
20 a Did the organization operale one or more hospital facilities? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule H 20 X
b If 'Yes' to hne 20a, did the organization attach a copy of its audited financial statements to this return? 20b

BAA TEEAOIO3L 1213112

Form 990 (2012)
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Form 990 (2012) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 4

[RartiV s Checkiist of Required Schedules (continued)

4]

2

23

24

5

26

27

29
30

3
32

33

34
35

36

37

Did the organization report more than $5,000 of grants and other assistance to ?overnments and organizations in the
United States on Part IX, column (A), hne 17 /f 'Yes,' complete Schedule 1, Parts | and Il

Did the organization report more than $5,000 of grants and other assistance to individuals in the United States on Part
IX, column (A), ine 2? If ‘Yes,' complete Schedule I, Parts | and Ill

Did the organization answer ‘Yes' to Part VII, Section A, line 3, 4, or 5 about compensation of the organization's current
asn% k:,m;erJoﬂlcers, directors, trustees, key employees, and highest compensated employees? /f 'Yes,' complete
chedule .

a Oid the orgarvzation have a tax-exempt bond issue with an outstandm%srmcmal amount of more than $100,000 as of
the last day of the year, and that was issued after December 31, 20027 If 'Yes,’ answer lines 24b through 24d and
complete Schedule K If 'No,'go to hne 25

b Did the orgamization invest any proceeds of tax-exempl bonds beyond a temporary period exception?

¢ Did the organization maintain an escrow account other than a refunding escrow at any time during the year to defease
any tax-exempt bonds? .

d Did the organization act as an ‘on behalf of' 1ssuer for bonds outstanding at any time during the year?

a Section 501(cX3) and 501(c)X4) organizations. Did the organization engage In an excess benefit transaction with a
disquahfied person during the year? If ‘Yes,' complete Schedule L, Part |

b Is the orgamzation aware that it engaged in an excess benefit {ransaction with a disqualified person in a prior year, and
tga't' the Ilra{\s%chc;r} has not been reported on any of the organization's prior Forms 990 or 990-E2? If 'Yes,' complete
chedule L, Par,

Was a loan to or by a current or former officer, director, trustee, key employee, highest compensated employee, or
disqualified person outstanding as of the end of the organization's tax year? /f 'Yes,’ complete Schedule L, Part !l

Did the organization provide a grant or other assistance o an officer, director, trustee, key employee, substantial
contributor or employee thereof, a grant selection committee member, or to a 35% controlled entity or family member
of any of these persons? If ‘Yes,’ complele Schedule L, Part Il .

Was the organization a party to a business transaction with one of the following parties (see Schedule L, Part IV
instructions for applicable filing thresholds, conditions, and exceptions)*
a A current or former officer, director, trustee, or key employee? /f 'Yes,' complete Schedule L, Part IV

b A family member of a current or former officer, director, trustee, or key employee? If 'Yes,' complete
Schedule L, Part IV

¢ An entity of which a current or former officer, director, trustee, or key employee (or a family member thereof) was an
officer, director, trustee, or direct or indirect owner? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule L, Part IV
Did the organization receive more than $25,000 in non-cash contributions? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule M
Did the organization receive contributions of art, historical treasures, or other simitar assets, or qualified conservation
contnibutions? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule M
Did the organization hquidate, terminate, or dissolve and cease operations? If ‘Yes,' complete Schedule N, Part |

Did the organization sell, exchange, dispose of, or transfer more than 25% of its net assets? /f ‘Yes,' complete
Schedule N, Part Il

Did the organization own 100% of an entity disregarded as separate from the organization under Regulations sections
301 7701-2 and 301 7701-3? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule R, Part |

Wa; \t/hi org?mzatlon related to any tax-exempt or taxable entity? If ‘Yes,' complete Schedule R, Parts I, Ili, IV,
and V, iine
a Did the organization have a controlled entity within the meaning of section 512(b)(13)?

bIf 'Yes' to ine 35a, did the organization receive any payment from or engage in any transaction with a controlled
entity within the meaning of section 512(b)(13)? /f ‘Yes,' complete Schedule R, Part V, line 2

Section 501(;: 3) organizations, Did the oraamzatlon make any transfers to an exempt non-charitable related
organization? /f 'Yes,' complete Schedule R, Part V, line 2

Did the organization conduct more than 5% of its activities lhrou?h an entity that 1s not a related organization and that 1s
treated as a partnership for federal income tax purposes? If 'Yes,’ complete Schedule R, Part VI

Did the organization complete Schedule O and provide explanations in Schedule O for Part VI, lines 11b and 19?
Note. All Form 990 filers are required to complete Schedule O

Yes | No
X
22 X
23 X
242 X
24b
24c
24d
25a X
25b X
26 X
i_z _ X
Pl
28a X
28b X
28¢c X
29 X
30 X
31 X
X
X
X
35a X
35b
35 X
37 X
33| X

BAA

TEEA0104L 08/08/12

Form 990 (2012)



Form 990 (2012) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977

Page 5

[Part V ] Statements Regarding Other IRS Filings and Tax Compliance

v Check 1f Schedule O contains a response to any question in this Part V

{1

Yes | No
1a Enter the number reported in Box 3 of Form 1096 Enter -0- if not apphicable 1a 20 !
b Enter the number of Forms W-2G included in ine 1a Enter -0- if not apphcable 1b 0 )
¢ Dud the organization comply with backup withholding rules for reportable payments to vendors and reportable gaming e o] —
(gambhing) winnings to prize winners? : 1¢] X
2 a Enter the number of employeés reported on Form W-3, Transmittal of Wage and Tax State- IE
ments, filed for the calendar year ending with or within the year covered by thus return 2a 5] P R
b If at least one Is reported on line 2a, did the organization file all required federal employment tax returns? 2b] X
Note. It the sum of lines 1a and 2a is greater than 250, you may be required to e-file (see instructions) . o
3a Did the organization have unrelated business gross income of $1,000 or more during the year? 3a X
b if ‘Yes' has it filed a Form 990-T for this year? If ‘No,' provide an explanation in Schedule O 3b
4 a At any time during the calendar year, did the organization have an interest in, or a signalure or other authority over'. a
financial account in a foreign country (such as a bank account, securities account, or other financial account)? 4a X
b If 'Yes,' enter the name of the foreign country * ' '
See instructions for filing requirements for Form TD F 90-22 1, Report of Foreign Bank and Financial Accounts I S IR
5 a Was the organization a party to a prohibited tax shelter transaction at any time during the tax year? 5a X
b Did any taxable party nolify the organization that it was or i1s a party to a prohibited tax shelter transaction? 5b X
c If 'Yes,’ to ine 5a or 5b, did the orgamzation file Form 8886-T7 5¢
6 a Does the organization have annual gross receipts that are normally greater than $100,000, and did the organization
solicit any contributions that were not tax deductible as charitable contributions? 6a X
b If ‘Yes,' did the organization include with every solicitation an express slatement that such contributions or gifts were
not tax deductible? 6b
7 Organizations that may receive deductible contributions under section 170(c).
a Did the organization receive a ;)ayment in excess of $75 made partly as a contnbution and partly for goods and - -G
services provided to the payor? 7a X
b if *Yes,' did the organization notify the donor of the value of the goods or services provided? 7b|
¢ Did the oa%amzahon sell, exchange, or otherwise dispose of tangible personal property for which it was required to file
Form 8282? 7¢ X
dIf 'Yes,' indicate the number of Forms 8282 filed during the year | 7d] N R
e Did the organization receive any funds, directly or indirectly, to pay premiums on a personal benefit contract? 7e X
f Did the organization, during the year, pay premiums, directly or indirectly, on a personal benefit contract? 71 X
g If the organization received a contribution of quatified intellectual property, did the organization file Form 8899
as required? 79
h If the organization received a contribution of cars, boats, awrplanes, or other vehicles, did the orgamzation file a
Form 1098-C? 7h
8 Sponsoring organizations maintaining donor advised funds and section 509(a)3) supporting organizations. Did the
supporting organization, or a donor advised fund maintained by a sponsoring organization, have excess business - -
holdings at any time during the year? 8
9 Sponsoring organizations maintaining donor advised funds. i
a Dd the organization make any taxable disinbutions under section 49667 9a
b Did the organization make a distribution to a donor, donor adwisor, or related person? 9b
10 Section 501(c)7) organizations. Enter: :
a Inthiation fees and capital contributions included on Part VIII, ine 12 10a !
b Gross receipts, included on Form 990, Part Vill, ine 12, for public use of club facilies 10b i
11 Section 501(c)12) organizations. Enter- " i
a Gross income from members or shareholders . 11a R |
b Gross income from other sources (Do not net amounts due or paid to other sources i
against amounts due or received from them ) 11b )
12a Section 4947(a)(1) non - exempt charitable trusts. |s the organization filing Form 990 in lieu of Form 10417 12a
b If 'Yes,' enter the amount of tax-exempt interest receved or accrued during the year l 12bl
13 Section 501(c)X29) qualified nonprofit health insurance issuers.
a Is the orgamization licensed to issue quahfied health plans in more than one state? 13a
Note. See the instructions for additional information the organization must report on Schedule O
b Enter the amount of reserves the organization I1s required to maintain by the states in ;
which the organization 1s licensed to 1ssue qualified heaith plans 13b .
¢ Enter the amount of reserves on hand 13¢ )
14a Did the organization receive any payments for indoor tanning services dunng the tax year? 14a X
b If 'Yes,’ has it filed a Form 720 to report these payments? If ‘No, provide an explanation in Schedule O 14b

BAA TEEADIOSL 08/08/12

Form 990 (2012)



Form 990 (2012) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 6
[Part Vi Iquemanoe, Management and Disclosure For each 'Yes' response to lines 2 through 7b below, and for
+ a 'No'response to line 8a, 8b, or 10b below, describe the circumstances, processes, or changes in
Schedule O. See instructions.
Check if Schedule O contains a response to any question in this Part VI @

Section A. Governing Body and Management

Yes | No
1 a Enter the number of voting members of the governing body at the end of the tax year 1a 11 1"
If there are material differences in voting rights among members
of the governing body, or if the governing body delegated broad
authority to an executive committee or similar committee, explain in Schedule O '
b Enter the number of voting members included in ine 1a, above, who are independent 1b 11
2 Dd any officer, director, trustee, or keY employee have a family relationship or a business relationship with any other RV R S
officer, director, trustee or key employee? 2 X
3 0Did the orgamzation delegate control over management duties customarily performed by or under the direct supervision
of officers, directors or trustees, or key employees to a management company or other person? 3 X
4 Did the organmization make any significant changes to its governing documents
since the prior Form 990 was filed? 4 X
5 Dud the organization become aware during the year of a significant diversion of the organization's assets? 5 X
6 Did the organization have members or stockholders? SEE SCHEDULE Q 6 | X
7 a Did the organization have members, stockholders, or other persons who had the power to elect or appoint one or more
members of the governing body? 7a X
b Are any governance decisions of the orgarnization reserved to (or subject to approval by) members,
stockholders, or other persons other than the governing body? . 7b X
8 chud ;h?l organization contemporaneously document the meetings held or written actions undertaken during the year by
e following . .
a The governing body? 8a] X
b Each committee with authority to act on behalf of the governing body? 8b X
9 Is there any officer, director or trustee, or key employee listed in Part VI, Section A, who canno! be reached at the
organization's mailing address? If ‘Yes, ' provide the names and addresses in Schedule O 9 X
Section B. Policies (This Section B requests information about policies not required by the internal Revenue Code.
Yes | No
10a Did the organization have local chapters, branches, or affiliates? 10a X
b If ‘Yes,' did the organization have written policies and procedures ?overmng the activities of such chapters, affihates, and branches to ensure ther
operations are consistent with the orgamization's exempt purposes 10b
11 a Has the orgamization provided a complete copy of this Form 930 to all members of its governing body before filing the form? 1Mal X
b Describe in Schedule O the process, if any, used by the organization to review this Form 990  SEE SCHEDULE O
12a Did the organization have a written conflict of interest policy? If ‘No,' go to hne 13 12a] X
b Were officers, directors or trustees, and key employees required to disclose annually interests thal could give rise :
to conflicts? 12b] X
¢ Oid the organization regularly and congistently moniar. and epforce compliance with the policy? /f *Yes,' descnbe in
Schedule O how this 1s done §EE §€'§Eﬁ°uif 8 12¢| X
13 Did the organization have a written whistleblower policy? 13 X
14 Did the orgamization have a wntten document retention and destruction policy? 14 X
15 Did the process for determining compensation of the following persons include a review and approval by independent -_'_ I~ ;
persons, comparabihty data, and contemporaneous substantiation of the deliberation and decision? I
a The organization's CEO, Executive Director, or top management official  SEE SCHEDULE O 15a
b Other officers of key employees of the organization . 15b X
If ‘Yes' to ine 15a or 15b, descnbe the process in Schedule O. (See instructions ) - IF , N
16a Did the organization invest in, contribute assets to, or participate in a joint venture or similar arrangement with a . I I
taxable entity during the year? 16a X
b If 'Yes,' did the orgamization follow a wniten policy or procedure requinng the orgamization to evaluate its
participation In joint venture arrangements under applicable federal tax law, and taken steps to safeguard the R N
organmization’s exempt status with respect to such arrangements? 16b
Section C. Disclosure _
17 List the states with which a copy of this Form 990 s required to be filed » NONE

——— T — ——— e ———— = = —— o ———

18 Section 6104 requires an organization to make its Forms 1023 (or 1024 if applicable), 990, and 990-T (501(c)(3)s only) available for public
inspection Indicate how you make these avallable Check all that apply.

I:] Own website D Another's website [__)Z] Upon request E] Other (explatn in Schedule O)
19 Descnbe in Schedule O whether (and if so, how) the organization makes its govermng documents, conflict of interest policy, and financial statements available to
the public during the tax year. SEE SCHEDULE 0O

20 State the name, physical address, and telephone number of the person who possesses the books and records of the organization
> JANET BROWN 1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE., NW WASHINGTON DC 20036-6802 202-872-1020

BAA TEEAOI06L 08/08/12 Form 990 (2012)




Form 990 (2012) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 7

[Part VIl TCompensation of Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, Highest (-:anpensated Employees, and
+_ Independent Contractors

Check if Schedule O contains a response to any question in this Part VI D

Section A. Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, and Highest Compensated Employees

1.a Complete this table for all persons required to be hsted Report compensation for the calendar year ending with or within the
organization’s tax year

® List all of the organization's current officers, directors, trustees (whether individuals or organizations), regardless of amount of
compensation Enter % in columns (D), (E), and (F) if no compensahgn was paid 9 ). reg

® List all of the organization's current key employees, iIf any See instructions for definition of ‘key employee *

® List the organization’s five current highest compensated employees (other than an officer, director, trustee, or key employee)
who received reportable compensation (Box 5 of Form W-2 and/or Box 7 of Form 1099-MISC) of more than $100,000 from the
organization and any related organizations

® | st all of the or?amzatlon's former officers, key emplgyees, and highest compensated employees who received more than $100,000
of reportable compensation from the organization and any related orgamzations

® List all of the or%amzauon's former directors or trustees that receved, in the capacity as a former direclor or trustee of the
organization, more than $10,000 of reportable compensation from the organization and any related orgamizations

List persons in the following order. individual trustees or directors, institutional trustees, officers, key employees, highest compensated
employees; and former such persons

D Check this box if nerther the organization nor any related organization compensated any current officer, director, or trustee

©
(A) (B) Posmo;l. (:o not d'l’er.k r:mre 'I,D:ar'\‘ (D) (E) (3]
LA FHREINH §, gl otmmso O 2H103-05C) cpemoaton
organiza- g g_ a8 ~§ 21 @ ;a:nrlilaa':::s
ons 8 g o a
dofted 2 12
hne) E g ] §
i
-()_ERANK J._ FAHRENKOPF, JR|__1 _ :
CO-CHATRMAN 0o [ x] |x 0. 0 0
-2 RICHARD D. PARSONS _ __1_1 _
DIRECTOR 0 | x 0 0. 0
_(3)_ NEWTON N. MINOW _ __ __ .
VICE-CHATRMAN T o [ x| ix 0. 0 0
-@_JOHN _C. DANFORTH _ ___ J4-1_
VICE-CHATRMAN 0o x| [x 0 0 0
_G)_ANTONIA HERNANDEZ _ __ f_ 1 _
SECRETARY T I x! Ix 0. 0 0
_©_ JOHN GRIFFEN___ ______ -1 _
DIRECTOR 0o | x 0 0. 0
_@_MICHAEL D. MCCURRY __ _ _i__1 _
CO-CHAIRMAN 0o Ix] |x 0 0 0
_@®_REV. JOHN I. JENKINS_ _ |__1 _
DIRECTOR 0| x 0. 0 0
-©)_HOWARD G. BUFFET _ ___ | .
DIRECTOR 0o | x 0 0. 0
09 DOROTHY RIDINGS _ __ __ -1
DIRECTOR 1T 1 x 0 0 0
On_SEN. ALAN K. SIMPSON_ _ }_ 1 _
DIRECTOR 0 [ x 0 0. 0
02) JANET H. BROWN __ _ _ _ _ | -40 _
EXEC. DIRECTOR 0 X 240, 000. 0. 50,000,
03 ] ————
0 N [

BAA TEEAOIO7L 121712 Form 990 (2012)




‘Form 990 (2012) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

52-1500977

Page 8

[Part Vil [Section A. Officers, Directors, Truste

es, Key Employees, and Highest Compensated Employees (cont)

6) ©)
(A) A;:raga l’(’go not ':2:&3 :'n'%'r'e lh:gl :ne ©) ® (D)
Name and tite - | oficerand & Greriainsion | compeiomimniom | compsiontnion | amssere Sher
wiay @ T ZS(TE S| wothne | o | e
'urrs e S £l s = g arganization
reloted 18 §ig 13 2 Alg and related
organiza § g_ 8a organizations
- tions =
below §
5 BE |7 ¢
g
QS o] _—
ae R
an ] —_—
08 ] _——
a9 ] -
e ] _——
&y _
@ -
i
& e ___ i
@ ] _——
> _—
1b Sub-total > 240,000, 0. 50,000.
c Total from continuation sheets to Part VIl, Section A > 0. 0. 0.
d Total (add lines 1b and 1¢) > 240, 000. 0. 50,000.
2 Total number of individuals (including but not imited to those histed above) who received more than $100,000 of reportable compensation
from the organization ™ 1
Yes | No
3 Dd the orgamzahon st any former officer, director or trustee, key employee, or highest compensated employee
on line 1a? If 'Yes,*' complete Schedule J for such individual 3 X
4 For any individual histed on line 1a, 1s the sum of reportable compensation and other compensation from ¢
the organization and related organizations greater than $150,000? /f 'Yes' complete Schedule J for X
such individual 4 X
5 Did any person listed on line 1a receive or accrue compensation from any unrelated organization or individual -]
for services rendered to the organization? /f ‘Yes,' complete Schedule J for such person 5 X
Section B. Independent Contractors
1 Complete this table for your five h|ahesl compensated independent contractors that received more than $100,000 of
compensation from the organization Report compensation for the calendar year ending with or within the organization's tax year
A) (B) ©)
Name and business address Description of services Compensation
MARTIN SLUTSKY 3136 HUNTERS HILL RD. NASHVILLE, TN 37214 EXECUTIVE PRODUCER 185, 000.

2 Total number of independent contractors (including but not hmited to those listed above) who received more than

$100,000 in compensation from the organization ™

1

+

v

BAA
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Form 990 (2012) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 9
- Statement of Revenue

+  Check if Schedule O contains a response to any question in this Part Vill D

(A) (8) ©) ()]
Total revenue Related or Unrelated Revenue
exempt business excluded from tax
function revenue under sections
revenue 512, 513, or 514

1a Federated campaigns 1a
b Membership dues 1b
¢ Fundraising events 1c
d Related organizations 1d
e Government grants (contributions) e

f All other contributions, gifts, grants, and
simifar amounts not included above 1] 2,706,000.

g Noncash contributions included n Ins 1a-1f  § o
h Total. Add Imes 1a-1t *| 2,706,000.

Business Code

anoo

e
f All other program service revenue
g Total. Add lines 2a-2f >
3 Investment income (including dividends, interest and
other similar amounts) S, 803. 5,803.
4 Income from investment of tax-exempt bond proceeds
5 Royalties >
(1) Real (n) Personal

PROGRAM SERVICE REVENUE ot hitar st

vy v

6a Gross rents
b Less' rental expenses
c Rental income or (loss) i
d Net rental income or (loss) L4
() Securities {u) Other '

7 a Gross amount from sales of
assels other than inventory

b Less cost or other basis
and sales expenses 6,942. 1

¢ Gawn or (loss) -6,942. e e
d Net gain or (loss) > -6,942.

-6,942.
8a Gross income from fundraising events H
(not including $§
of contributions reported on line Ic)

See Part IV, line 18 a
b Less direct expenses b
¢ Net income or (loss) from fundraising events >

QTHER REVENUE

9a Gross income from gaming activities. :
See Part IV, line 19 a

b Less direct expenses b
¢ Net income or (loss) from gaming activities >

10a Gross sales of inventory, less returns
and allowances a

b Less" cost of goods sold b

¢ Net income or (loss) from sales of inventory >
Miscellaneous Revenue Business Code

d All other revenue
e Total. Add lines 11a-11d > - '

12 Total revenue. See instructions > 2,704,861, -6,942. 0. 5,803,
BAA TEEADI08L 12/17/12 Form 990 (2012)




Form 990 (2012) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

—D 52-1500977 Page 10
|Part IX_ | Statement of Functional Expenses
Sectionr501(c)(3) and 501(c)(4) orgamzations must complele all columns All other organizations must complete column (A)
Check sf Schedule O contains a response to any question in this Part X T
A) )
Do not include amounts reported on lines 6b, Total gxpenses Program service Management and . Fundraising

7b, 8b, 9b, and 10b of Part Vil

expenses

general expenses

overnments
tates See

1 Grants and other assistance to
and organizations in the United
Part IV, line 21

2 Grants and other assistance to individuals in
the Uniled States. See Part IV, hne 22

3 Grants and other assistance to governments,
organizations, and individuals outside the
United States See Part IV, lines 15 and 16

4 Benefits paid to or for members

§ Compensation of current officers, directors,
trustees, and key employees

6 Compensation not included above, to
disqualified persons (as defined under
section 495 g&(l;) and persons described

in section 4958(c)(3)(B)

7 Other salaries and wages

Pension plan accruals and contributions
(include section 401(k) and section 403(b)
employer contributions)

9 Other employee benefits

10 Payroll taxes

11 Fees for services (non-employees)*
a Management
b Legal
¢ Accounting
d Lobbying
@ Professional fundraising services See Part 1Y, line 17
f Investment management fees

g Other (If line 11g amt exceeds 10% of line 25, col-
umn (A) amt, hst ine 11g expenses on Sch 0)
12 Advertising and promotion
13

Office expenses
14 Information technology
15 Royalties
16 Occupancy
17 Travel
18

Payments of travel or entertainment
exgenses for any federal, state, or local
pubhc officials

Conferences, conventions, and meetings
Interest

Payments to affiiates

Depreciation, depletion, and amortization

Insurance

Other expenses itemize expenses not
covered above (List miscellaneous expenses
in line 24e If line 24e amount exceeds 10%
of line 25, column éA? amount, hst ine 24e
expenses on Schedule O )

8 PRODUCTION STAFF- CONTRACTED

19

SBRNB

e All other expenses
25 Total functional expenses. Add lines 1 through 24e

26 Joint costs, Complete this ine only if
the organization reported 1n column (B)
joint costs from a combined educational
campaign and fundraising sohcitation
Check here » if following
SOP 98-2 (ASC 958-720)

expenses

240,000.

180, 000.

48,000.

12,000.

0

0.

274,947,

228,616.

31,330,

5,001.

75,005.

55,504.

18,001.

1,500.

31,976.

24,941.

5,756.

1,279.

113,634.

97,851,

15,783.

49,854,

49,854.

13,783,

13,783.

87,439,

87,439,

218,311,

218,311.

10,864.

10,864.

53,252,

53,252,

1,680,104.

1,680,104,

690,753,

690,753.

368,500,

368,500,

112,653.

112,653.

135,372.

90,851.

44,521.

| 4,156,447,

3,748,084,

388,583.

19,780.

TEEAQI10L 1218712
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Form 990 (2012) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

52-1500977 Page 11
{Part X [Balance Sheet
*  Check if Schedule O contains a response to any question 1n this Part X ]j
Begmm(nAg) of year End (c?f) year
1 Cash - non-interest-bearing 948,416.] 1 373,751,
2 Savings and temporary cash investments 5,551,899.| 2 4,815,971,
3 Pledges and grants recevable, net 3
4 Accounts receivable, net 4 1,290.
5 Loans and other recewvables from current and former officers, directors,
trustees, key employees, and highest compensated employees Complete SR R N
Part Il of Schedule E . 5
6 Loans and other recevables from other disqualified persons (as defined under i
section 4958(f)(1)), persons described in section 4958(c)(3)(B), and contnbuting o
employers and sponsoring organizations of section 501(c)(9) voluntary empioyees’ SRR S A |
beneficiary organizations (see instructions) Complete Part Il of Schedufe L 6
Q 7 Notes and loans receivable, net 7
2| 8 Inventories for sale or use 8
il o Prepaid expenses and deferred charges 90,750.] 9 55,832,
10a Land, buildings, and equipment cost or other basis
Complete Part V| of Schedule D 10a 44,592.]
b Less accumulated depreciation 10b 20,432. 31,230.] 10¢c 24,160,
11 Investments — publicly traded securities LAl
12 Investments ~ other securities See Part IV, line 11 12
13 Investments — program-related See Part IV, line 11 13
14 Intangible assets 14
15 Other assets See Part IV, line 11 6,701.]15 6,700.
16 _Total assets. Add hnes 1 through 15 (must equal line 34) 6,628,996.]16 5,277,704.
17 Accounts payable and accrued expenses 48,486.|17 285,704.
18 Grants payable 18
19 Deferred revenye 19
L| 20 Tax-exempt bond habilities 20
a| 21 Escrow or custodial account hability Complete Part IV of Schedule D 21
F 22 Loans and other payables to current and former officers, directors, trustees,
Y key employees, highest compensated employees, and disqualified persons R, e |— \
T Complete Part || of Schedule L 22
'E 23 Secured mortgages and notes payable to unrelated third parties 23
$| 24 Unsecured notes and loans payable to unrelated third parties 24
25 Other habilities (including federal income tax, fayables to related third parties,
and other habilities not included on lines 17-24) Complete Part X of Schedule D 227,634.|25 86,305.
26 Total liabilities, Add ines 17 through 25 276,120.126 372,009.
N Organizations that follow SFAS 117 (ASC 958), check here » E(] and complete :
§ lines 27 through 29, and lines 33 and 34. R .
27 Unresinicied net assets 6,352,876.] 27 4,905,695,
E 28 Temporarily restricted net assets 28
29 Permanently restricted net assels 29
R Organizations that do not follow SFAS 117 (ASC 958), check here » [ ]
s and complete lines 30 through 34. I A P
8| 30 Capial stock or trust principal, or current funds 30
H 31 Paid-in or capital surplus, or land, building, or equipment fund 3
Lt | 32 Retained earnings, endowment, accumulated income, or other funds 32
@ 33 Total net assets or fund balances 6,352,876.]33 4,905,695,
§| 34 Total habilities and net assets/fund balances 6,628,996.| 4 5,277,704.
BAA Form 990 (2012)
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* Form 990 (2012) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

52-1500977 Page 12
[Part XI_TReconciliation of Net Assets
. Check if Schedule O contains a response to any question in this Part XI @
1 Total revenue (must equal Part VIil, column (A), hne 12) 1 2,704,861.
2 Total expenses (must equal Part IX, column (A), line 25) 2 4,156, 447.
3 Revenue less expenses Subtract line 2 from line 1 3 -1,451,586.
4 Net assets or fund balances at beginning of year (must equal Part X, line 33, column (A)) 4 6,352,876.
5 Net unrealized gains (losses) on investments 5 -1,629.
6 Donated services and use of facilities 6
7 Investment expenses 7
8 Prior period adjustments 8
9 Other changes in net assets or fund balances (explain in Schedule 0) SEE SCHEDULE O 9 6,034,
10 Net assets or fund balances at end of year. Combine lines 3 through 9 (must equal Part X, hne 33,
column (B)) 10 4,905,695,

[Part XI [Financial Statements and Reporting

Check if Schedule O contains a response to any question in this Part Xl

[

1 Accounting method used to prepare the Form 990- |_—_|Cash @Accrual DOther

If the organization changed its method of accounting from a prior year or checked 'Other,’ explain
in Schedule O

2 a Were the organization's financial statements compiled or reviewed by an independent accountant?
If ‘Yes,' check a box below to indicate whether the financial statements for the year were compiled or reviewed on a
separate basis, consolidated basis, or both
D Separate basis DConsolldated basis DBolh consolidated and separate basis

b Were the organmization's financial statements audited by an independent accountant?
If ‘“Yes,' check a box below to indicate whether the financial statements for the year were audited on a separate
basis, consolidated basis, or both:
E(] Separate basts [:]Consolldated basis DBolh consolidated and separate basis

¢ If 'Yes' to line 2a or 2b, does the organization have a commitlee that assumes responsibility for oversight of the audt,
review, or compilation of its financial statements and selection of an independent accountant?

If the organization changed either its oversight process or selection process during the tax year, explain
in Schedule O

3a As a result of a federal award, was the organization required to undergo an audit or audits as set forth in the Single
Audit Act and OMB Circular A-133?

b If 'Yes,' did the organization undergo the required audit or audits? If the organization did not undergo the required audit
or audits, explain why in Schedule O and describe any steps taken to undergo such audits

Yes | No
Tk - s
£
2a X
P "__- ;"
2bl X
2¢| X
. .1 v "'- 1
i "
3a X
3b

BAA
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OMB No 1545-0047

2012

Open to Public |
Inspection

o L e Public Charity Status and Public Support

. Complete if the organization is a section 501 (c)(!{ organization or a section
4947(a)(1) nonexempt charitable trust.

> Attach to Form 930 or Form 990-E2Z. » See separate Instructions.
‘Namo of the organization Employer identif
COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977

[PartT [Reason for Public Charity Status (All organizations must complete this part.) See instructions.
The orgamization is not a private foundation because it 1s (For lines 1 through 11, check only one box )

1 A church, convention of churches or assoctation of churches described in section 170(b)(1 XAXi).

Department of the Treasury
Internal Revenue Service

2 A school described in section 170(b)1)XAXii). (Attach Schedule E )

3 A hospital or a cooperative hospital service organization described in section 170(b)( XAXiii)-

4 A medical research organization operated in conjunction with a hospital described In section 170(b)1)AXiii) Enter the hospital's
name, cty, andstate

5 An organization operated for the benefit of a coilege or university owned or operated by a overnmental unit described in section i

D 170(:3(1 XAXiv). (Complete Part Il ) Y pe byag

6 A federal, state, or local government or governmental unit described in section 170(b)(1 XAXV).

7 An organizalion that normally receives a substantial part of its support from a governmental unit or from the general public described
in section 170(b)(1XAXvi). (Complete Part Il )

8 A community trust described in section 170(b)1)XAXvi). (Complete Part 1l )

9 D An aorganization that nonmally receives (1) more than 33-1/3% of its support from contributions, membership fees, and gross receipts from activities
related to its exempt functions — subject to certain exceptions, and (2) no more than 33-1/3% of ifs s%port from gross investment income and
unrelated business taxable income (less section 511 tax) from businesses acquired by the organization after June 30, 1975 See section 503(aX2).

(Complete Part IIl ) )
10 An organization organized and operated exclusively to test for public safety See section 509%(a)4).
A A

<0

An organization orgamzed and operaled exclusively for the benelt o‘ij, {0 perform the functions of, or carry out the purposes of one or more publicly

supported organizalions described 1n section 509(a)(1) or section 509(a)(2) See section 509(a)X3). Check the box that describes the type of

supporting organization and complete lines 11e through 11h

a E] Type |

b DType 1}

c D Type Ill — Functionally integrated

d D Type Il — Non-functionally integrated

By checking this box, | certify that the orgamization 1s not controlled directly or indirectly by one or more disquahified persons
other than foundation managers and other than one or more publicly supported orgamizations described n section 509(a)(1) or

section 509(a)(2)

f If the orﬁamzatlon received a wnitten determination from the IRS that 1s a Type |, Type 1l or Type lll supporting orgamization, D
check this box

9 Since August 17, 2006, has the organization accepted any gift or contribution from any of the following persons?

Yes | No

() A person who directly or indirectly controls, either alone or together with persons described in (1) and (1)
below. the governing body of the supported organization?

(i) A family member of a person described in (1) above?

(iii) A 35% controlled entity of a person described in (1) or (1) above?
h Provide the following information about the supported organization(s)

Mg
19 Gi)
11 g Gii)

(1) Name of supported ) EIN (i) Type of organization () Is the (v) Did you notity (vi) Is the (vu) Amount of monetary
organization {described an lines 1-9 organszation in  |lhe organizalion In organization in support
above or IRC section column (1) histed in | column (1) of your calumn (1))
(see instructions)) your governing support? organzed in the
document? Us?
Yes No Yes No | Yes No
A)
B
©
(D)
(E)
Total

BAA For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the Instructions for Form 990 or 990-EZ.

TEEAO4DIL 08/09/12
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Schedule A (Form 990 or 990-E2) 2012 COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 2

|Part Hl_|Support Schedule for Organizations Described in Sections 170(b)X1 ¥AXiv) and 170(b)(1XAXVi)
» (Complete only if you checked the box on line 5, 7, or 8 of Part | or if the organization failed to quahify under Part lll. If the
organmization fails to quahfy under the tests listed below, please complete Part Il )

Section A. Public Support

Bt ar for fiscal year (2) 2008 (b) 2009 (€) 2010 @201 (€) 2012 (® Total

1 Gifts, grants, contributions, and
membership fees received (Do not

inciude any ‘unusual grants”) 1,085,000. 20, 900. 50,000.]5,266,750./2,706,000.| 9,128,650.

2 Tax revenues levied for the
organization's benefit and
either paid to or expended
on its behalf 0.

3 The value of services or
tacilities turnished by a
governmental unit to the
organization without charge 0.

F -3

Total. Add lines 1 through 3 1,085,000. 20, 900. 50,000.]5,266,750.|2,706,000.] 9,128, 650.

5 The portion of total
contnbutions by each person
(other than a governmental
unit or publicly supported
organization) included on line 1
that exceeds 2% of the amount

shown on line 11, column (f) 814, 086.
6 Public support. Subtract hne 5
from line 4 8,314, 564.
Section B. Total Support
Sogimar Y gar (or fiscal year (a) 2008 (b) 2009 (c) 2010 (d) 201 () 2012 (M Total
7 Amounts from line 4 1,085,000. 20,900. 50,000.]5,266,750.12,706,000.] 9,128,650.

8 Gross income from interest,
dividends, payments received
on securities loans, rents,
royalttes and income from

similar sources 125,711. 10,172. 16,070. 1,822. 5,803. 165,578,

9 Net ncome from unrelated
business activities, whether or
not the business i1s regularly

carnied on 0.
10 Other income Do not include
gamto|r loss lro(m the sale of . J .
capital as: 1
PafllV)fﬁEém‘? rtv 2,598. 1,800. 2,227. 1,797. -6,942, 1,480.
11 Total support. Add lines 7
through lI:'B 9,295, 708.
12 Gross receipts from related activities, etc (see instructions) [ 12 0.
13 First five years. If the Form 990 is for the orgamzation's first, second, thurd, fourth, or fifth tax year as a section 501(c)(3)
organizafion, check this box and stop here > [:]
Section C. Computation of Public Support Percentage
14 Public support percentage for 2012 (line 6, column (f) divided by Iine 11, column (f)) 14 89.45%
15 Public support percentage from 2011 Schedule A, Part Il, ine 14 15 98.45%

16 a 33-1/3% suppont test — 2012, If the organization did not check the box on line 13, and the line 14 1s 33-1/3% or more, check this box
and stop here. The organization qualifies as a publicly supported organization > |ZI

b 33-1/3% support test — 2011, If the organization did not check a box on line 13 or 16a, and line 15 1s 33-1/3% or more, check this box
and stop here. The organization quahfies as a publicly supported organization > D

17 a 10%-facts-and-circumstances test — 2012. If the orgamization did not check a box on line 13, 162, or 16b, and hne 14 1s 10%
or more, and if the organizalion meets the ‘facts-and-circumstances’ test, check this box and stop here. Explain in Part IV how
the organization meets the ‘facts-and-circumstances’ {est. The organization quahfies as a publicly supported organization Ld D

b 10%-facts-and-circumstances test — 2011. If the organization did not check a box on line 13, 16a, 16b, or 17a, and line 151s 10%
or more, and if the organization meets the 'facts-and-circumstances’ test, check this box and stop here. Explan in Part [V how the
orgamzation meets the ‘facts-and-circumstances’ test The organization qualifies as a publicly supported orgamzation d B
»

18 Private foundation. If the organization did not check a box on line 13, 16a, 16b, 17a, or 17b, check this box and see instructions

BAA Schedule A (Form 990 or 990-EZ) 2012
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Schedule A (Form 990 or 990-EZ) 2012

COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

52-1500977

Page 3

IPart 1] ]Support Schedule for Organizations Described in Section 509(a)2)
. (Complete only if you checked the box on line 9 of Part 1 or if the orgamzation failed to qualify under Part |1 If the organization fails

to qualify under the tests listed below, please complete Part Il )

Section A, Public Support

Cale
1

6
7

ndar year (or fiscal yr beginning in) >
Gifts, grants, contributions
and membership fees
received (Do not include
any ‘unusual grants.")
Gross receipts from admis-
stons, merchandise sold or
services performed, or facilites
furnished in any activity that i1s
related to the organization's
tax-exempt purpose
Gross receipts from activities
that are not an unrelated trade
or business under section 513

Tax revenues levied for the
organization's benefit and
either paid to or expended on
its behalf

The value of services or
facihities furnished by a
governmental unit to the
organization without charge

Total. Add lines 1 through 5
a Amounts included on lines 1,

2, and 3 received from

disqualified persons

b Amounts included on hnes 2
and 3 received from other than
disqualified persons that
exceed the greater of $5,000 or
1% of the amount on fine 13
for the year

¢ Add lines 7a and 7b

Public support (Subtract line
7¢c from line 6)

(a) 2008

(b) 2009

(c) 2010

(d) 2011

(e) 2012

(f) Total

Section B, Total Support

Calendar year (or fiscal yr beginning 1n) >

9
10

n

12

13
14

Amounts from hne 6

a Gross income from interest,
dividends, payments received
on secunties loans, rents,
royalties and income from
similar sources

b Unrelated business taxable
income (less section 511
taxes) from businesses
acquired after June 30, 1975

c Add hnes 10a and 10b
Net income from unrelated business
activities not included in line 10b,
whether or not the business 1s
regularly carried on
Other income Do not include

gamn or loss from the sale of
capital assets (Explain in
Part iV)

Total support. (Add Ins 9, 10c. 11, and 12)

First five years. If the Form 990 1s for the organization's first, second, third, fourth, or fifth tax year as a section 501(c)(3)

(a) 2008

(b) 2009

(c) 2010

(d) 2011

(e) 2012

(f) Total

organization, check this box and stop here

Section C. Computation of Public Support Percentage

~ {1

15 Public support percentage for 2012 (line 8, column (f) divided by line 13, column (f)) 15 %
‘16 Pubhﬂpport percentage from 2011 Schedule A, Part_ 1, line 15 16 %
Section D. Computation of Investment Income Percentage

17 Investment income percentage for 2012 (hine 10c, column (f) divided by line 13, column (f)) 17 %

18 Investment income percentage from 2011 Schedule A, Part lii, ine 17 18 %

19a 33-1/3% support tests — 2012. If the organization did not check the box on line 14, and line 15 1s more than 33-1/3%, and line 17

20 Private foundation. If the orgamzation did not check a box on hne 14, 192, or 19b, check this box and see instructions.

1s not more than 33-1/3%, check this box and stop here. The organization qualifies as a publicly supported organization

b 33-1/3% supron tests — 2011. If the orgamization did not check a box on hine 14 or line 193, and line 16 1s more than 33-1/3%, and
0

line 18.1s n

BAA

TEEAO403L 08/0912

more than 33-1/3%, check this box and stop here. The organization qualifies as a publicly supported organization 4

»
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Schedule A (Form 990 or 990-E2) 2012 COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 4

|P‘a"'ff£]V'.",[ Supplemental Information. Complete this part to provide the explanations required by Part Il, line 10;
~ Part ll, ine 17a or 17b; and Part 1ll, line 12. Also complete this part for any additional information.
(See instructions). .
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SCHEDULE D . . OMB No_1545.047
(Form 990) Supplemental Financial Statements

) » Complete if the organization answered 'Yes,' to Form 990, —
Department of the Treasury Part IV, lines 6, 7, 8, 9, 0, 118, 11b, 116, 11d, 11e, 11', 123, or 12b. - "',
internal Revenue Service *> Attach to Form 990. > See separate instructions. AW

‘Name of the organzation

COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

52-1500977

Organizations Maintaining Donor Advised Funds or Other Similar Funds or Accounts. Complete it

the organization answered 'Yes' to Form 990, Part IV, line 6.

(a) Donor advised funds

(b) Funds and other accounts

Total number at end of year

Aggregate contnibutions to (during year)

Aggregate grants from (during year)

Aggregate value at end of year

m bwNn -~

are the organization's property, subject to the organization's exclusive legal control?

Did the orgamization inform all donors and donor advisors in writing that the assets held in donor advised funds

[)yes [Jwno

6 Did the organization inform all grantees, donors, and donor advisors in writing that grant funds can be used only

for chantable purposes and not for the benefit of the donor or donor advisor, or for any other purpose conferring

impermissible private benefit?

[JYes [[]No

]Pa'rtfl'l"' ]E?nservation Easements. Complete if the organization answered 'Yes’ to Form 990, Part IV, line 7.

1 Purpose(s) of conservation easements held by the organization (check all that apply).

Protection of natural habitat

Preservation of a certified historic structure

Preservation of land for public use (e g , recreation or education) HPreservallon of an historically important land area

Preservation of open space

2 Complete lines 2a through 2d if the organization held a qualified conservation contribution tn the form of a conservation easement on the

last day of the tax year

a Total number of conservation easements

@; v I Held at the End of the Tax Year
2a

b Total acreage restricted by conservation easements 2b

¢ Number of conservation easements on a certified hustonc structure included in (a) 2¢c

d Number of conservation easements included in (c) acquired after 8/17/06, and not on a historic
structure hsted in the National Register 2d|

3 Number of conservation easements modified, transferred, released, extinguished, or terminated by the orgamization during the

tax year »
4 Number of states where property subject to conservation easement is located »

5 Does the organization have a written policy regarding the periodic monitoring, inspection, handling of violations,

and enforcement of the conservation easements 1t holds?

[]yes [(No

6 Staff and volunteer hours devoted to monitoring, inspecting, and enforcing conservation easements dunng the year

7 Amount of expenses incurred in monitoning, inspecting, and enforcing conservation easements during the year
»

8 Does each conservation easement reported on line 2(d) above satisfy the requirements of section 170(h)(4)(B)(1)

and section 170(h)(8)(B)(n)?

[yes [JNo

9 In Part XIll, describe how the organization reports conservation easements in its revenue and expense statement, and balance sheet, and

include, if applicable, the text of the footnote to the organization's financial statements that describes the organization's accounting for

conservation easements

[Part1ir]Organizations Maintaining Collections of Art, Historical Treasures, or Other Similar Assets.

Complete if the orgamization answered 'Yes' to Form 990, Part IV, line 8.

1 a if the orgamzation elected, as permitted under SFAS 116 (ASC 958), not to report in its revenue statement and balance sheet works of
art, hustorical treasures, or other similar assets held for public exhibition, education, or research in furtherance of public service, provide,

in Part Xlll, the text of the footnote to its financial statements that describes these items

b If the or?amzatlon elected, as permitted under SFAS 116 (ASC 958), to report in its revenue statement and balance sheet works of art,

historical
following amounts relating to these items

(i) Revenues included in Form 990, Part VIIl, line 1
(ii) Assets included in Form 990, Part X

treasures, or other similar assets held for public exhibition, education, or research in furtherance of public service, provide the

>3

>$

2 It the organization received or held works of art, histonical treasures, or other similar assets for financial gain, provide the following

amounts required to be reported under SFAS 116 (ASC 958) relating to these items.
a Revenues included in Form 990, Part Vill, ine 1
b Assets included in Form 990, Part X

>$

>$

BAA For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the Instructions for Form 990. TEEA330IL 09/18/12
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Schedule D (Form 990) 2012 COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977

Part il rgramzatlons aintaining Collections of Art, Historical Treasures, or Other Similar Assets (continue

Page 2

3 Using the orgamization's acquisition, accession, and other records, check any of the following that are a significant use of its collection

lems (check all that apply)
a Public exhibition d Loan or exchange programs
b Scholarly research e Other

c Preservation for future generations

4 |l;rowlm)ﬂ(e a descniption of the organization's collections and explain how they further the organization's exempt purpose in
ar

5 Dunng the year, did the orgamzation solicit or receive donations of art, historical treasures, or other similar assets

to be sold to raise funds rather than to be maintained as part of the organization's collection?

D Ye-s D No

|Pan v lEscrow and Custodial Arrangements. Complete if the orgarization answered "Yes' to Form 990, Part IV, line 9, or

reported an amount on Form 990, Part X, line 21.

1a |s the organization an agent, trustee, custodian, or other intermediary for contributions or other assets not included

on Form 990, Part X?
b If ‘Yes,' explain the arrangement in Part Xlll and complete the following table

[]Yes WL

Amount

c Beginning balance 1¢
d Additions during the year 1d
e Distnibutions during the year le
f Ending balance 11

2 a Did the organization include an amount on Form 990, Part X, line 21?
b If "Yes,' explain the arrangement in Part Xlil Check here if the explantion has been provided in Part Xii|

O "

[Part V_[Endowment Funds. Complete if the organization answered 'Yes' to Form 990, Part IV, line 10.

(a) Current (b) Prior year {c) Two years (d) Three years

(e) Four years

1 a Beginning of year balance

b Contributions

¢ Net investment earnings, gains,
and losses

d Grants or scholarships

e Other expenditures for facihties
and programs

f Administrative expenses

g End of year balance

2 Provide the estimated percentage of the current year end balance (line 1g, column (a)) heid as
a Board designated or quasi-endowment * %
b Permanent endowment > %
c Temporanly restricted endowment *» %
The percentages in lines 2a, 2b, and 2c should equal 100%
3 a Are there endowment funds not in the possession of the orgamization that are held and administered for the
organization by
(i) unrelated organizations
(ify related orgamizations .
b If ‘Yes' to 3a(u), are the related organizations listed as required on Schedule R?
4 Describe in Part Xlll the intended uses of the organization's endowment funds.

Yes No

3a(i)

3a(ii)

3b

[Part VI [Land, Buildings, and Equipment. See Form 990, Part X, line 10.

Description of property (a) Cost or other basig  (b) Cost or other (c) Accumulated (d) Book value
(investment) basis (other) depreciation
1aland

b Buildings

¢ Leasehold improvements

d Equipment 33,936. 12,803. 21,133.

e Other 10,656. 7,629, 3,027.
Total. Add lines 1a through le (Column (d) must equal Form 990, Part X, column (B), Ine 10(c).) > 24,160.
BAA Schedule D (Form 990) 2012
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Schedule D (Form 990) 2012 COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 3
|Part Vil {Investments — Other Securities. See Form 990, Part X, line 12. N/A

(a) Description of secunty or category (b) Book value (c) Method of valuation. Cost or
(including name of security) end-of-year market value
(1) Financial derivatives
(2) Closely-held equity interests

(3) Other

Total. (Column (b) must equal Form 990, Part X, column (B) me 12) ™ _ |
[Part Vil {Investments — Program Related. See Form 990, Part X, ine 13. N/A

() Description of investment type (b) Book value (c) Method of valuation Cost or
end-of-year market value

(4))
2)
3)
@
(5)
6)
@
®
(9
(10)
Total. (Column (b) must equal Form 990, Part X, column (B) line 13.) ™} !

|Part IX |Other Assets. See Form 990, Part X, line 15, N/A

(a) Description (b) Book value
(1)

2
(©)]
4)
(5)
©)
O]
[¢:))
()
(10)
Total. (Column (b) must equal Form 990, Part X, column (B), hine 15 ) >
[Part X __|Other Liabilities. See Form 990, Part X, line 25. _
(a) Description of habiity (b) Book value :
(1) Federal income taxes )
(2) ACCRUED SALARIES 40,000.
(3) PAYROLL TAXES PAYABLE 5,800.
(4) SEP RETIREMENT PAYABLE 40, 505.
(5)
(6)
@ !
1¢))
(9)
(10)
an
Total (Column (b) must equal Form 990, Part X, column (B) hne 25 ) > 86, 305.

2. FIN 48 (ASC 740) Footnote In Part XIHl, provide the text of the footnote to the organization’s financial statements that reports the organization's liability for uncertan tax posttions
under FIN 48 (ASC 740) Check here if the text of the footnote has been provided in Part XIlt E PART XIII

BAR TEEA3303L 127232 Schedule D (Form 990) 2012




Schedule D (Form 990) 2012 COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 4
lParRXI +| Reconciliation of Revenue per Audited Financial Statements With Revenue per Return

1 Tetal revenue, gains, and other 5uppor| per audited financial statements 1 2,704,861,
2 Amounts included on line 1 but not on Form 990, Part VIIi, line 12:
a Net unrealized gains on investments 2a
b Donated services and use of facilities 2b R
¢ Recoveries of prior year grants 2c t&-‘ﬁ"“:'
d Other (Describe in Part Xiil ) 2d :Sf i
e Add lines 2a through 2d 2e
3 Subtract line 2e from line 1 3 2,704,861.
4 Amounts included on Form 990, Part VIll, ine 12, but not on hne 1 3. i
a Investment expenses not included on Form 990, Part VIII, ine 7b 4a :;
b Other (Describe n Part XIIl ) 4b At
¢ Add hnes 4a and 4b c
5 Tolal revenue Add lines 3 and 4c. (This must equal Form 990, Part |, line 12.) 5 2,704,861.
[PartXil*] Reconciliation of Expenses per Audited Financial al Statements With Expenses per
][ 1 Total expenses and losses per audited financial statements 4,156, 447.
5 2 Amounts included on line 1 but not on Form 990, Part IX, ine 25
c] a Donated services and use of facilities 2a
41 b Prior year adjustments 2b
i c Other losses 2c
55 d Other (Describe in Part XIll } 2d
8 e Add lines 2a through 2d
ig 3 Subtract line 2e from hne 1 _ 4,156, 447.
E; 4 Amounts included on Form 990, Part IX, hne 25, but not on line 1: "‘;r;
31 a Investment expenses not included on Form 990, Part VI, line 7b 4a c_.,—-
. b Other (Describe in Part Xill ) 4b aé_s
EJ ¢ Add lines 4a and 4b 4c
5 Total expenses Add hnes 3 and 4c. (This must equal Form 990, Part I, ne 18.) 5 4,156, 447.

[PareXiii] Supplemental information

Complete this part to Browde the descriptions required for Part 1, lines 3, 5, and 9, Part lll, lines 1a and 4, Part IV, ines 1b and 2b, Part V,
Iine 4, Part X, line 2; Part Xl, ines 2d and 4b; and Part XlI, lines 2d and 4b, Also complete this part to prowde any additional information,

PART X - FIN 48 FOOTNOTE

—_.DECEMBER 31, 2012, AND DETERMINED THAT THERE WERE NO MATTERS THAT WOULD REQUIRE _ _ ___
—_ _TAX-EXEMPT STATUS. THE INFORMATION RETURNS (FORM 930) FOR THE YEARS 2010 THROUGH ____

BAA Schedule D (Form 990) 2012
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SC

(Form 990) For certain Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, and Highest

2.?3#.’!’?52&2!,&2";15?:: v > Attach to Form 990. ™ See separate instructions.

HEI;ULE J Compensation Information

Compensated Employees

OMB No  1545-0047

2012

» Complete if the organization answered "Yes' to Form 990, Part IV, line 23.

Open to Public - I
Inspection .

Name of the organization

Employer identification number

COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977
Parti| Questions Regarding Compensation

1

3

7

9

a Check the apprornaie box(es) if the organization provided any of the following to or for a person listed in Form 990, Part
VI, Section A, line 1a Complete Part lll to provide any relevant information regarding these items

D First-class or charter travel

[:I Travel for companions

D Tax indemnification and gross-up payments
D Discretionary spending account

E] Housing allowance or residence for personal use
E] Payments for business use of personal residence
D Health or social club dues or initiation fees
DPersonaI services (e g , maid, chauffeur, chef)

b if any of the boxes on line 1a are checked, did the organization follow a wntten policy regarding payment or
reimbursement or provision of all of the expenses described above? If ‘No,' complete Part lll to explain

Did the -orgamzahon require substantiation prior to reimbursing or allowing expenses incurred by all officers, directors,
trustees, and the CEO/Executive Director, regarding the items checked in line 1a?

Indicate which, if any, of the following the filing organization used to establish the compensation of the organization's
CEO/Executive Director Check all that apply Do not check any boxes for methods used by a related organization to
estabhsh compensation of the CEO/Executive Director, but explain in Part i -

D Written employment contract
[[] compensation survey or study
El Approval by the board or compensation committee

D Compensation committee
D Independent compensation consultant
D Form 990 of other organizations

During the Jlear, did any person listed in Form 990, Part VIil, Section A, line 1a with respect to the filing organization
or a related orgamization

a Receive a severance payment or change-of-control payment?
b Participate in, or receive payment from, a supplemental nonqualified retirement plan?
¢ Participate n, or receive payment from, an equity-based compensation arrangement?
If 'Yes' to any of lines 4a-c, list the persons and provide the applicable amounts for each item in Part llI

Only section 501(cX3) and 501(c)X4) organizations must complete lines 5-9.
For persons listed in Form 990, Part VII, Section A, line 1a, did the organization pay or accrue any compensation
contingent on the revenues of .
a The organization?
b Any related organization?
If *Yes' to hne 5a or 5b, describe in Part Il
For persons histed in Form 990, Part Vi, Section A, line 1a, did the orgamization pay or accrue any compensation
contingent on the net earnings of
a The organization?
b Any related orgamization?
If 'Yes' to line 6a or 6b, describe in Part 111

For persons listed in Form 990, Part VII, Section A, line 1a, did the organization provide any non-fixed
payments not described in ines 5 and 6? If 'Yes,' describe in Part IiL

Were any amounts reported in Form 990, Part VII, paid or accrued pursuant to a contract that was subject
to the imtial contract exception described 1in Regulations section 53 4958-4(2)(3)?
If 'Yes," describe in Part Iil

It 'Yes' to ine 8, did the organizalion also follow the rebuttable presumption procedure descnbed in Regulations
section 53 4958-6(c)?

Yes | No
1b
_ i
2
|
4a X
4b X
4c X
|
}
“sal X_
5b X
6a X
6b X
7 X
8 X
9

BAA For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the Instructions for Form 990.
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|¥1_Et}!l:-| Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, and Highest Compensated Employees. Use duplicate copies If addittonal space I1s needed.

For each individual whose compensation musi be reported in Schedule J, report compensation from the orgamization on row (1) and from related organizations, descnbed in the instruchons on
row (n) Do nol hist any individuzis thal are nol isted on Form 990, Part VII

Note. The sum of columns (B)(1)-(m) for each hsled individual must equal the total amounti of Form 990, Part VI, Section A, line 1a, applicable columns (D) and (E) amounts for that individual.

(B) Breakdown of W-2 and/or 1099-MISC compensation (C) Retrement | (D) Nontaxable (E) Total of  |(F) Compensation
(A) Name and Title e Base h Bonus ana ,(;iggg;,; %"e‘ie?i'e‘ﬁ' benehts columns@)-0) uééﬁ‘é’é‘.ﬂ a?lor
P orm
JANET H. BROWN O _200,000.1__ 40,000.} _____ Q0.1 __50.000.1 _____.( 0.1 _ - 290,000 ______( 0.
1 EXEC. DIRECTOR (i) 0.4 0. 0. 0. 0 0.
O e e N SR N I,
2 (D]
ot ______{ -l
3 (i)
w -1 e e
4 ()]
of _______] N PN NS, i O U [
5 a
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6 )
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7 a
Ol e e e e
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o ______ -l
9 (ii)
o _ 1 l_______ S I
10 i)
o _ _____1_ ... _..db.eedebs e
1 (i)
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12 (i)
o 1l A
13 (i)
ol el 1
14 i)
o ______{ b
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’ o ______ .-~ e
16 i) ]
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Supplemental Information

Complete this part to provide the information, explanation, or descriptions required for Part |, lines 1a, 1b, 3, 4a, .4b. 4c, 53, 5b, 6a, 6b, 7, and 8, for
Part Il. Also complete this part for any additional information.
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e S ~ Attach to Form 990 o 990-EZ. e
e o7 B sroamion e :
COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977
_ - _FORM 990, PART VI, LINE 6 - EXPLANATION OF CLASSES OF MEMBERS OR SHAREHOLDER _ _ __ ________
__BY DEFINITION FOR FORM 990, THE DIRECTORS ARE MEMBERS. . __ __ ___________________
___FORM 990, PART VI, LINE 11B - FORM 990 REVIEW PROCESS _ _ __ ___ ____ _________________
__.THE FORM 930 IS PREPARED BY THE COMMISSION'S INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTING FIRM AND THEN _ ___
_ - REVIEWED BY THE COMMISSION'S EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AUDIT COMMITTEE AND GENERAL __ ___ ___
- COUNSEL. IT IS_THEN DISTRIBUTED TO ALL MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS PRIOR TO __ __
o EILING . e
_ _FORM 990, PART VI, LINE 12C - EXPLANATION OF MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT OF CONFLICTS _ __ __ __
___THE COMMISSION ENSURES_COMPLIANCE WITH ITS CONFLICT OF INTEREST POLICY IN MULTIPLE__ __
___WAYS. THE COMMISSION'S TRANSACTIONS ARE FEW ENOUGH IN NUMBER THAT THE EXECUTIVE ___ __
__ . DIRECTOR IS ABLE TO MONITOR FOR ANY TRANSACTION THAT MIGHT IMPLICATE THE POLICY. 1IN __
__ADDITION, THE POLICY IS REVIEWED PERIODICALLY WITH _THOSE SUBJECT TO _IT, INCLUDING AT __
___THE COMMISSION'S ANNUAL MEETING OF ITS_BOARD OF DIRECTORS. _ ___________________._
___FORM 990, PART VI, LINE 15A - COMPENSATION REVIEW & APPROVAL PROCESS - CEO, TOP MANAGEMENT _ _
___THE _BOARD OF DIRECTORS ENGAGED A PROFESSIONAL AND INDEPENDENT COMPENSATION ____ _____
__ _CONSULTANT TO REVIEW AND ADVISE AND THEN BASED ON THAT, THE BOARD DETERMINED THE _ _ __
__.COMPENSATION FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR. _ ___ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ _ ____ _ ____ ___________
___FORM 990, PART VI, LINE 19 - OTHER ORGANIZATION DOCUMENTS PUBLICLY AVAILABLE  _ ___________
. DOCUMENTS ARE AVAILABLE UPON REQUEST. _ __ _ _ __ ____ _ ___ ____ . ____
BAA For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the Instructions for form 990 or 990-EZ TEEA4901L 12/8112 Schedule O (Form 990 or 990-EZ) 2012



2012 ' SCHEDULE A, PART IV - SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION PAGE 5

COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977

PART Ii, LINE 10 - OTHER INCOME

NAT(JRE AND_SQURCE 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008
OTHER INCOME $ 1,797. § 427. $ 198.
RENT INCOME 1,800. $ 1,800. 2,400.
NET INCOME (LOSS) -NONINVENTOR% gi\%ES .
S -6, .
TOTAL $ -6,942. § 1,797. § 2,227. § 1,800. § 2,598.
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2012 SCHEDULE O - SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION PAGE 2
COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977|

FORM 990, PART XI, LINE 9
OTHER CHANGES IN NET ASSETS OR FUND BALANCES

TO CORRECT FUND BALANCE 3 6,034,

TOTAL & 6,034
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Home About CPD Debate History News Voter Education International 2016 Media
!Enter Search... :
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In This Section

Our Mission

Commission Leadership

Research and Symposia
National Debate Sponsors

National Debate Sponsors

2012 National Sponsors

Anheuser-Busch Companies

The Howard G. Buffett Foundation

Sheldon S. Cohen, Esq.

Crowell & Moring LLP

International Bottled Water Association (IBWA)
The Kovler Fund

Southwest Airlines

2008 National Sponsors

Anheuser-Busch Companies

BBH New York

The Howard G. Buffett Foundation
Sheldon S. Cohen, Esq.

EDS, an HP Company

International Bottled Water Association
The Kovler Fund :

YWCA USA

* Communications Support provided by The Kaiser Family Foundation

2004 National Sponsors

AARP

American Airlines

America's Charities
Anheuser-Busch Companies

The Howard G. Buffett Foundation
Sheldon S. Cohen - Morgan, Lewis & Bockius, LLP
Continental Airlines

Discovery Channel

EDS

JetBlue Airways

The Kovler Fund

hitp:/iww.debates.org/index.php?page=national-debate-sponsors

12



9/7/12014 CPD: National Debate Sponsors
2000 National Sponsors

Internet Sponsors General Debate Sponsors
AT&T AARP, formerly American Association of Retired Persons
Harris Interactive Anheuser-Busch
Alteon WebSystems The Century Foundation
ZoneOfTrust The Ford Foundation
Speche Ford Motor Company
Communications The Knight Foundation
Webtrends The Marjorie Kovler Fund
Tellme Networks US Airways
3Com 3Com

1996 National Sponsors

Anheuser-Busch

Sheldon S. Cohen - Morgan, Lewis & Bockius, LLP
Dun & Bradstreet

Joyce Foundation

Lucent Technologies

The Marjorie Kovler Fund

Philip Morris Companies Inc.

Sara Lee Corporation

Sprint

Twentieth Century Fund

1992 National Sponsors

AT&T

Atlantic Richfield

Sheldon S. Cohen -- Morgan, Lewis & Bockius, LLP
Dun & Bradstreet

Ford Motor Company
Hallmark

IBM

The Marjorie Kovler Fund
J.P. Morgan & Co.

Philip Morris Companies Inc.
Prudential

© COPYRIGHT 2012 THE COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES. ALL RIGHTS
RESERVED.
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97712014 CPD: 2012 Candidate Selection Criteria

Home About CPD Debate History News Voter Education International 2016 Media
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In This Section

2012 Candidate Selection Criteria

2012 Format
2012 Dates and Locations

2012 Moderators

2012 Candidate Selection Criteria

Commission on Presidential Debates' Nonpartisan Candidate Selection Criteria For 2012 General Election Debate Participation

A. INTRODUCTION

The mission of the nonpartisan Commission on Presidential Debates (the "CPD") is to ensure, for the
benefit of the American electorate, that general election debates are held every four years between the
leading candidates for the offices of President and Vice President of the United States. The CPD
sponsored a series of such debates in each of the past six general elections, and has begun the planning,
preparation, and organization of a series of nonpartisan debates among leading candidates for the
Presidency and Vice Presidency in the 2012 general election. As in prior years, the CPD's voter
educational activities will be conducted in accordance with all applicable legal requirements, including
regulations of the Federal Election Commission that require that debate sponsors extend invitations to
debate based on the application of "pre-established, objective" criteria.

The goal of the CPD's debates is to afford the members of the public an opportunity to sharpen their
views, in a focused debate format, of those candidates from among whom the next President and Vice
President will be selected. In each of the last six elections, there were scores of declared candidates for
the Presidency, excluding those seeking the nomination of one of the major parties. During the course of
the campaign, the candidates are afforded many opportunities in a great variety of forums to advance
their candidacies. In order most fully and fairly to achieve the educational purposes of its debates, the
CPD has developed nonpartisan, objective criteria upon which it will base its decisions regarding
selection of the candidates to participate in its 2012 debates. The purpose of the criteria is to identify
those candidates who have achieved a level of electoral support such that they realistically are considered
to be among the principal rivals for the Presidency.

In connection with the 2012 general election, the CPD will apply three criteria to each declared candidate
to determine whether that candidate qualifies for inclusion in one or more of the CPD's debates. The
criteria are (1) constitutional eligibility, (2) ballot access, and (3) electoral support. All three criteria
shall be satisfied before a candidate will be invited to debate.

B. 2012 NONPARTISAN SELECTION CRITERIA

The CPD's nonpartisan criteria for selecting candidates to participate in the 2012 general election
presidential debates are:

1. EVIDENCE OF CONSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY

13
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The CPD's first criterion requires satisfaction of the eligibility requirements of Article II,
Section 1 of the Constitution. The requirements are satisfied if the candidate:

a. is at least 35 years of age;

b. is a Natural Born Citizen of the United States and a resident of the United States
for fourteen years; and

c. is otherwise eligible under the Constitution.

2. EVIDENCE OF BALLOT ACCESS

The CPD's second criterion requires that the candidate qualify to have his/her name appear on
enough state ballots to have at least a mathematical chance of securing an Electoral College
majority in the 2012 general election. Under the Constitution, the candidate who receives a
majority of votes in the Electoral College, at least 270 votes, is elected President regardless of
the popular vote.

3. INDICATORS OF ELECTORAL SUPPORT

The CPD's third criterion requires that the candidate have a level of support of at least 15%
(fifteen percent) of the national electorate as determined by five selected national public opinion
polling organizations, using the average of those organizations' most recent publicly-reported
results at the time of the determination.

C. APPLICATION OF CRITERIA

The CPD's determination with respect to participation in the CPD's first-scheduled debate will be made
after Labor Day 2012, but sufficiently in advance of the first-scheduled debate to allow for orderly
planning. Invitations to participate in the vice-presidential debate will be extended to the running mates
of each of the presidential candidates qualifying for participation in the CPD's first presidential debate.
Invitations to participate in the second and third of the CPD's scheduled presidential debates will be
based upon satisfaction of the same multiple criteria prior to each debate.

Adopted: October 20, 2011

http:/Amww.debates.orgfindex.php?page=candidate-selection-process 2/3



9/7/12014 CPD: 2012 Candidate Selection Criteria

© COPYRIGHT 2012 THE COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES. ALL RIGHTS
RESERVED.

hitp://iwww.debates.org/index.php?page=candidate-selection-process

33



Exhibit 9



Enter Saarch...

&, print-friendly page

2012 Application of Criteria

Sep 21,2012

President Obama and Governor Romney,

Vice President Biden and Rep. Paul Ryan invited to CPD's debates

Washington, D.C. (September 21, 2012) - The non-partisan, non-profit Commission on Presidential Debates ("CPD") announced today that it has applied its Nonpartisan Candidate
Selection Criteria for 2012 General Election Debate panticipation 1o determine eligibility to participate in the presidential debate to take place at the University of Denver in Denver,
Colorado on October 3 and the vice-presidential debate to take place on October 11 at Centre College in Danville, Kentucky.

Pursuant 1o the criteria, which were publicly announced on October 31, 2011, those candidates qualify for debate participation who (1) are constitutionally eligible to hold the office
of President of the United States; (2) have achieved ballot access in a sufficient number of states to win a theoretical Electoral College majority in the general election; and (3) have
demonstrated a level of support of at least 15 percent of the national electorate, as determined by five selected national public opinion polling organizations, using the average of
those organizations' most recent publicly-reported results.

The Board of Directors of the CPD convened today to apply the criteria with the assistance of the Editor-In-Chief of the Gallup Polling Organization, Dr. Frank Newport. Of the
declared candidates, President Barack Obama and Governor Romney were found to have satisfied all three criteria. Accordingly, President Obama and his running mate, Vice
President Joe Biden, and Governor Mitt Romney and his running mate, Representative Paul Ryan, qualify to participate in the October 3 presidential debatc and the Oct. 11
vice-presidential debate, respectively. No other candidates satisfied the criteria for inclusion in the October 3 and October 11 debates.

The CPD has successfully sponsored the presidential and vice presidential general election debates since 1988. The CPD's planning for the 2012 debates has extended over a period
of years and has drawn upon the CPD's now-cxtensive experience in sponsoring general election debates. On October 31, 2011, the CPD announced the four dates and locations for
this year's debates, and on August 13, 2012, the CPD announced the four journalists who will moderate those debates: Jim Lehrer, Martha Raddatz, Candy Crowley and Bob
Schieffer. The CPD is firmly committed to providing, in a professional and nonpartisan manner, debates in 2012 that will allow the American public to view the leading presidential
and vice presidential candidates discuss the issues facing the country.

The candidates who have qualified to participate today previously have committed to participate in the debates sponsored by the CPD.

Return

© COPYRIGHT 2012 THE COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED,
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Senator Obama and Senator McCain, Senator
Biden and Governor Palin invited to CPD's
debates

Sep 17, 2008

WASHINGTON, D.C. - The non-partisan, non-proft Commission on Presidential Debates ("CPD")
announced today that it has applied its Nonpartisan Candidate Selection Criteria for 2008 General Election
Debate participation to determine eligibility to participate in the presidential debate to take place at the University
of Mississippi in Oxford, Mississippi on September 26 and the vice-presidential debate to take place on
October 2 at Washmgton University in St. Louis, Missouri

Pursuant to the criteria, which were publicly announced on November 19, 2007, those candidates qualify for
debate participation who (1) are constitutionally eligible to hold the office of President of the United States; (2)
have achieved ballot access in a sufficient number of states to win a theoretical Electoral College majority in the
general election; and (3) have demonstrated a level of support of at least 15 percent of the national electorate, as
determined by five selected national public opinion polling organizations, using the average of those organizations'
most recent publicly-reported results.

The Board of Directors of the CPD convened today to apply the criteria with the assistance of the Editor-In-
Chief of the Gallup Polling Organization, Dr. Frank Newport. Of the declared candidates, Senators Barack
Obama and John McCain were found to have satisfied all three criteria Accordingly, Senator Obama and his
running mate, Senator Joe Biden, and Senator John McCain and his running mate, Governor Sarah Palin, qualify
to participate in the September 26 presidential debate and the Oct. 2 vice-presidential debate, respectively. No
other candidates satisfied the criteria for inclusion in the September 26 and Oct. 2 debates.

The CPD has successfully sponsored the presidential and vice presidential general election debates since 1988.
The CPD's planning for the 2008 debates has extended over a period of years and has drawn upon the CPD's
now-extensive experience in sponsormg general election debates. On November 19, 2007, the CPD announced
the four dates and locations for this year's debates, and on August 5, 2008, the CPD announced the four
Jjournalists who will moderate those debates: Jim Lehrer, Gwen Ifill Tom Brokaw and Bob Schieffer. The CPD
is firmly committed to providing, in a professional and nonpartisan manner, debates in 2008 that will allow the
American public to view the leading presidential and vice presidential candidates discuss the issues facing the
country.

The candidates who have qualified to participate today previously have committed to participate in the debates
sponsored by the CPD.

Return

© COPYRIGHT 2012 THE COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.
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2012 Application of Criteria - Second Presidential Debate

Oct 12, 2012

President Obama and Governor Romney

invited to CPD's debates

Washington, D.C. (October 12, 2012) - The non-partisan, non-profit Commission on Presidential Debates ("CPD") announced today that it has applied its Nonpartisan Candidate
Selection Criteria for 2?6l2 General Election Debate participation to determine eligibility to participate in the presidential debate to take place at Hofstra University in Hempstead,
New York on October 16.

Pursuant to the criteria, which were publicly announced on October 31, 2011, those candidates qualify for debate participation who (1) are constitutionally eligible to hold the office
of President of the United States; (2) have achieved ballot access in a sufficient number of states 10 win a theoretical Electoral College majority in the general election; and (3) have
demonstrated a level of support of at least 15 percent of the national electorate, as determined by five selected national public opinion polling organizations, using the average of
those organizations' most recent publicly-reported results.

The Board of Directors of the CPD convened today to apply the criteria with the assistance of the Editor-In-Chief of the Gallup Polling Organization, Dr. Frank Newport. Of the
declared candidates, President Barack Obama and Governor Romney were found to have satisfied all three criteria. No other candidates satisfied the criteria for inclusion in the
October 16 debate.

The CPD has successfully sponsored the presidential and vice presidential general election debates since 1988. The CPD's planning for the 2012 debates has extended over a period
of years and has drawn upon the CPD's now-extensive experience in sponsoring general election debates. On October 31, 2011, the CPD announced the four dates and locations for
this year's debates, and on August 13, 2012, the CPD announced the four journalists who will moderate those debates: Jim Lehrer, Martha Raddatz, Candy Crowley and Bob
Schieffer. The CPD is firmly committed to providing, in a professional and nonpartisan manner, debates in 2012 that will allow the American public to view the leading presidential
and vice presidential candidates discuss the issues facing the country.

The candidates who have qualified to participate today previously have committed to participate in the debates sponsored by the CPD.

Return

© COPYRIGHT 2012 THE COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.




Exhibit 12



Enler Search...

&, print-friendly page

2012 Application of Criteria - Third Presidential Debate

Oct 19, 2012

President Obama and Governor Romney
invited to CPD's debates

Washington, D.C. (October 19, 2012) - The non-partisan, non-profit Commission on Presidential Debates ("CPD") announced today that it has applied its Nonpartisan Candidate
lS:elec(;ion Céileria for 2012 General Election Debate participation to determine eligibility to participate in the presidential debate to take place at Lynn University in Boca Raton,
lorida on October 22.

Pursuant to the criteria, which were publicly announced on October 31, 2011, those candidates qualify for debate participation who (1) are constitutionally eligible to hold the office
of President of the United States; (2) have achieved ballot access in a sufficient number of states to win a theoretical Electoral College majority in the general election; and (3) have
demonstrated a level of support of at least 15 percent of the national clectorate, as determined by five selected national public opinion polling ort,amzauons using the average of
those organizations' most recent publicly-reported results.

The Board of Directors of the CPD convened today to apply the criteria with the assistance of the Editor-In-Chief of the Gallup Polling Organization, Dr. Frank Newport. Of the
declared candidates, President Barack Obama and Governor Romney were found to have satisfied all threc criteria. No other candidates satisfied the criteria for inclusion in the
October 22 debate.

The CPD has successfully sponsored the presidential and vice presidential general election debates since 1988. The CPD's planning for the 2012 debates has extended over a period
of years and has drawn upon the CPD's now-extensive experience in sponsoring general election debates. On October 31, 2011, the CPD announced the four dates and locations for
this year's debates, and on August 13, 2012, the CPD announced the four journalists who will moderate those debates: Jim Lehrer, Martha Raddatz, Candy Crowley and Bob
Schieffer. The CPD is firmly committed to providing, in a professional and nonpartisan manner, debates in 2012 that will allow the American public to view the leading presidential
and vice presidential candidates discuss the issues facing the country.

The candidates who have qualified to participate today previously have committed to participate in the debates sponsored by the CPD.

Return
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Commission on Presidential Debates Announces Application Of Non-Partisan
Candidate Selection Criteria

Sep 24, 2004

The non-partisan, non-profit Commission on Presidential Debates ("CPD") announced today that it has applied its Non-Partisan Candidate Selection Criteria for 2004 General
Election Debate participation to determine eligibility to participate in the presidential debate to take place at the University of Miami in Coral Gables, Florida on September 30 and
the vice-presidential debate to take place on October 5 at Case Western Reserve University in Cleveland, Ohio.

Pursuant to the criteria, which were publicly announced on September 24, 2003, those candidates qualify for debate participation who (1) are constitutionally eligible to hold the
office of President of the United States; (2) have achieved ballot access in a sufficient number of states to win a theoretical Electoral College majority in the general election; and (3)
have demonstrated a level of support of at least 15 percent of the national electorate, as determined by five selected national public opinion polling organizations, using the average
of those organizations' most recent publicly-reported results.

The Board of Directors of the CPD convened today to apply the criteria with the assistance of the Editor-In-Chief of the Gallup Polling Organization, Dr. Frank Newport. Of the
declared candidates, President George W. Bush and Senator John F. Kerry were found to have satisfied all three criteria. Accordingly, President George W. Bush and his running
mate, Vice-President Dick Cheney, and Senator John Kerry and his running mate, Senator John Edwards, qualify to participate in the September 30 presidential debate and the
October 5 vice-presidential debate, respectively. No other candidates satisfied the criteria for inclusion in the September 30 and October S debates.

The CPD has successfully sponsored fourteen consecutive presidential and vice presidential general clection debates, commencing in 1988. The CPD's planning for the 2004 debates
has extended over a period of years and has drawn upon the CPD's now-extensive experience in sponsoring general election debates. On November 6, 2003, the CPD announced the
four dates and locations for this year's debates, and on August 17, 2004, the CPD announced the four journalists who will moderate those debates: Jim Lehrer, Gwen Ifill, Charles
Gibson and Bob Schicffer. The CPD is firmly committed to providing, ina professional and non-partisan manner, debates in 2004 that will allow the American public to view the
leading presidential and vice presidential candidates discuss the issues facing the country.

The candidates who have qualified to participate today previously have committed to participate in the debates sponsored by the CPD.

Return
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THE INEVITABILITY OF
GERRYMANDERING:
WINNERS AND LOSERS UNDER
ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES TO
REDISTRICTING

JUSTIN BUCHLER’

Apolitical redistricting is an impossibility. To refer to a process
or institution as “political” is merely to use an empty epithet. A
redistricting process can be criticized as “political” on one of two
bases—the individuals to whom authority is delegated, or the
geographical algorithms used by those who have redistricting
authority. Given that elections in the United States are based around
the winner-take-all principle, any redistricting plan will create
winners and losers. Therefore, the choice between any set of
redistricting algorithms is a choice about who will be winners and
who will be losers. Furthermore, because the delegation of
responsibility for redistricting is only relevant inasmuch as it affects
the choice of redistricting algorithms, the choice of delegation is also
a determination of who will win and who will lose. By definition,
that choice cannot be apolitical. Moreover, any attempt to evaluate
redistricting processes independently of such outcomes devolves the
process into a trivial exercise in Nomic.

APOLITICAL REDISTRICTING: ALLOCATION OF RESPONSIBILITY VS.
ALGORITHMIC APPROACHES

Complaints about the “political” nature of the redistricting
process generally fall into two categories: complaints about who has
the authority to redraw lines, and complaints about the geographic

" Assistant Professor, Department of Political Science, Case Western Reserve University.
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algorithms used to redraw district lines. With respect to the first
complaint, the United States is unique among countries with single-
member districts because of the frequency with which partisan
officials are granted the authority to redraw district lines. The most
common allocation of responsibility is to delegate redistricting
authority to the state legislature, where redistricting plans are treated
like any other piece of legislation. Although partisan officials have a
vested interest in the placement of district lines, that does not mean
that they necessarily face a conflict of interest. In fact, they face a
confluence of interest—they have political incentives to draw lines in
a way that actually benefits voters.' Nevertheless, it is possible to
delegate authority to those without a stake in the process, be they
judges, “special masters,” or mechanical scoring systems for
independently submitted plans.

However, an apolitical algorithm is another matter altogether.
More than any other aspect of electoral rulemaking, the placement of
district lines determines election results because party identification is
the strongest determinant of vote choice. Because any election can
only have a single winner, every redistricting plan creates a set of
winners and losers. Therefore, the choice between any two
redistricting algorithms is a choice between two sets of winners and
losers. Further, not only do all redistricting plans create winners and
losers, they all do so based on politically relevant criteria. Thus, all
redistricting plans can be considered “gerrymanders” and an apolitical
redistricting algorithm is impossible. Moreover, because the
delegation of redistricting authority affects the algorithm that will be
used, it follows that the choice of who should have redistricting
authority is indistinguishable from the choice of which algorithms to
use. Thus, the choice of delegation is itself a choice between winners
and losers, and apolitical redistricting is fundamentally impossible.

This essay will examine the three broad categories of redistricting
algorithms: the partisan gerrymander, the bipartisan gerrymander, and
the competitive gerrymander. The essay will examine who wins and
who loses under each approach, and demonstrate that the choice of
algorithms is indistinguishable from the question of who should win

1. Justin Buchler, The Redistricting Process Should Be Nonpartisan: Con, in DEBATING
REFORM 161 (Richard Ellis & Michael Nelson eds., 2010) [hereinafter Buchler, The
Redistricting Process).
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and who should lose. Then, because the delegation of authority affects
the choice of algorithms, it follows that the delegation decision is also
a choice about who should win and who should lose. Thus, there can
be no apolitical redistricting in any meaningful sense of the term
because the choice of delegation is as “political” as the choice of
algorithm.

THE MANY FACES OF GERRYMANDERING

The term “gerrymander” has been used so often and in so many
disparate contexts that it no longer has a specific meaning. In modern
political discourse, it is little more than an epithet attached to any
redistricting plan by which someone feels aggrieved. Because all
redistricting plans create some aggrieved group, all redistricting plans
can be considered gerrymanders.

The origin of the term “gerrymandering” does not need to be
recounted here. Historically, the redistricting algorithm to which the
label is most commonly attached is the partisan gerrymander. A
partisan gerrymander uses a “pack and crack” strategy, so labeled
because of how it groups a disadvantaged party’s voters. For example,
if Republicans were to attempt a partisan gerrymander, they would do
so by packing one set of districts with inefficiently large Democratic
supermajorities. In the remaining districts, they would combine
relatively thin Republican majorities with relatively large Democratic
minorities, thereby “cracking” the minority. Doing so maximizes the
efficiency with which Republican voters are allocated to districts, and
minimizes the efficiency with which Democratic voters are allocated
to districts. In doing so, the “pack and crack” plan allows Republicans
to win a greater share of the seats than their proportion of the vote.

Of course, the partisan gerrymander is not the only type of
gerrymander. “Good government” advocates also deride the
bipartisan gerrymander, otherwise known as an incumbent protection
gerrymander. Under a bipartisan gerrymander, each party’s voters are
packed inefficiently into separate sets of districts. Hence, every district
has either an inefficiently large Democratic supermajority, or an
inefficiently large Republican supermajority. The result is that
incumbents face no threat of loss in the general election, and each
party is guaranteed a number of seats that they cannot go far above
or below.
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of the selected nominees only to the degree that the coalition coheres politically
following what can be difficult intraparty disputes in the primary elections.

B. THE OPPORTUNITY FOR PARTY REFORM FROM THE SUPPLY SIDE

With an understanding of intraparty politics in place, the polarization of
the major parties might be understood as failures of democratic contestation
within the major parties. The major parties have become more ideologically
extreme in part because more extreme leaders and voters have become domi-
nant in the internal contestations over party control. To the extent that rela-
tively extreme and relatively moderate elements of the major parties disagree
over candidates and policy, the extreme elements appear to be successfully
requiring candidates to become extreme as a price of the parties’ nominations.
Dominance by extreme elements of the party is partially political because
they have persuaded other party constituents to become more ideological;
but, critical to the argument here, part of their dominance may also be a
function of state law. By establishing the competitive structures within which
party politics play out, state law sets the balance of power among party rivals. If
major party polarization is a failure of democratic contestation within the
party, we might look to state law regulation of party politics for sources of that
failure.

Of course, the risk of political entrenchment through state law is just as great
a threat to intraparty competition as interparty competition. Many commentators
caution courts to strike down laws that dampen interparty competition by
advantaging one major party’s dominance over the other.”> But the important
insight here is that individual leaders compete constantly to advance their
particular political agendas against other leaders outside and inside their own
party. The proximity of party leaders to the levers of state law makes it equally
tempting to use their control over state law to lock into place legal rules that
advantage their political leverage within their party. Because intraparty competi-
tion mirrors interparty competition, individual leaders may try to impose regula-
tions and procedures on their own party that favor their interests over their
intraparty rivals’.®® The “state” as lawmaker in these cases may merely be one
party element with political interest in tilting the rules of intraparty politics
against other competing elements of the party.®’

When state law locks in the dominance of one party element over others,

95. See, e.g., Michael J. Klarman, Majoritarian Judicial Review: The Entrenchment Problem,
85 Geo. L.J. 491, 551 (1997); Richard H. Pildes, The Theory of Political Competition, 85 Va. L.
REev. 1605, 1610 (1999).

96. See, e.g., Nathaniel Persily, Candidates v. Parties: The Constitutional Constraints on Primary
Ballot Access Laws, 89 Geo. L.J. 2181, 220001 (2001) (describing how the New York Assembly
enacted new ballot access laws providing political parties with a choice between a set of procedures
preferred and proposed by the Democrats and different procedures preferred and proposed by Republi-
cans).

97. See Lowenstein, supra note 56, at 1758 (“[Ulnlike any other private groups, political parties
routinely, pervasively, and legitimately exercise their influence from within the government.”); Persily,
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today. .

Such supply-side reforms might tilt the major parties toward the political
center more effectively than reforms from the demand side. Less restrictive
ballot access might moderate politics from the supply side by offering candi-
dates greater opportunities to bypass the ideological veto of the party base.
Specifically, regulation from the supply side might loosen up ballot access and
allow minority dissenters in the major parties to reach the general election ballot
more easily as independent or minor party candidates. But even short of actual
exit from the major parties, the credible threat of exit by dissenting moderates
would lend those candidates greater political leverage within intraparty politics.
Such supply-side reform might give dissenting moderates better opportunities to
influence party politics from within and free up more robust democratic contesta-
tion, bringing important voices and views to the table in a way that ultimately
enriches party politics.

III. Sore Loser Laws

Sore loser laws are a powefful form of supply-side regulation. They re-
strict the supply of candidates in the general election by effectively dis-
qualifying candidates who have lost a party primary election from running in
the subsequent general election. Sore loser laws existed in roughly half the
states twenty years ago, but now only three states permit a losing pri-
mary election candidate subsequently to file to appear on the ballot in the
general election as the nominee of another party or as an independent can-
didate.

Though commentators focus mainly on the duopolistic effect of sore loser
laws, I explain in this Part that the most significant effect of sore loser laws is
their influence on intraparty politics and democratic contestation in the Demo-
cratic and Republican Parties. Sore loser laws close off exit opportunities for
moderate candidates and thereby remove the strongest threat that rejected
candidates possess in intraparty politics—the option of breaking up the party
coalition and running against the party’s nominee in the general election. For
this reason, sore loser laws give great leverage to the ideologically demanding
party base over politically moderate dissenters. They therefore preempt the
natural incentives for the controlling elements within the party to compromise
with their parties’ more moderate dissenters and move the parties toward the
political center.

A. SORE LOSER LAWS: AN INTRODUCTION

Sore loser laws, in various forms, prohibit losing candidates in one party’s
primary election from subsequently filing to run as the nominee of another party
or as an independent candidate on the general election ballot in the same
electoral cycle. Sore loser laws, in other words, block a sore loser candidate
from continuing to challenge in the general election a party’s nominee who has
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already defeated that sore loser candidate in the preceding party primary. Sore
loser laws restrict the supply of candidates in the general election by disqualify-
ing, as a matter of state law, a large number of serious candidates who have lost
the party primary election.

Sore loser laws are virtually ubiquitous today, but this was not always the
case. As of 2010, sore loser candidacies are effectively barred by law in every
state except Connecticut, Iowa, and New York.''® This near uniformity across
the states, however, is a somewhat recent development in American politics. As
recently as 1984, one source reported that only twenty-seven of fifty states
carried sore loser provisions.'>® My own count for 1984 is higher, at thirty-
seven states, but thirteen of those states had just adopted sore loser laws during
the previous eight years between 1976 and 1984.'?' And then between 1985 and
1994, eight additional states enacted new laws barring sore loser candidacies,'*
which helped bring the number of states that barred sore loser candidacies to a
total of forty-seven.'?> In other words, though almost all states have sore loser
laws today, almost half the country—twenty-one states by my count—adopted
sore loser laws only recently, between 1976 and 1994. The year of enactment as
well as the type of sore loser restriction are listed in Table 1 for each state.'*

The most common form of sore loser law is an express prohibition on a sore
loser candidacy. The majority of states have enacted explicit prohibitions forbid-
ding a candidate that lost a primary election from appearing as a candidate on
the general election ballot. Fifteen states disqualify for the general election
ballot any candidate who has lost the preceding party primary for the same

119. See infra Table 1. See generally Schneider, supra note 2 (discussing the possibility of Senator
Lieberman running in Connecticut’s general election for U.S. Senator, despite losing the primary, and
noting that as of 2006 (and thus, not taking into account Vermont's 2010 sore loser law), only four
states did not have sore loser laws).

120. See PRICE, supra note 1.

121. The thirteen states that adopted sore loser laws or their equivalents between 1976 and 1984 are
Alabama, Alaska, Delaware, Georgia, Idaho, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, New
Hampshire, Rhode Island, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. See infra Table 1. Louisiana bars sore loser
candidacies by virtue of nonpartisan primary elections in which party nominations are not made in the
first place. See infra note 137 and accompanying text.

122. The eight states that adopted sore loser laws or their equivalents between 1985 and 1994 are
Nlinois, Kansas, Michigan, Montana, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Texas, and Utah. See infra Table 1.

123. The two states that adopted sore loser laws or their equivalents between 1995 and 2010 are
Vermont and Washington. See infra Table 1. Washington bars sore loser candidacies by virtue of
nonpartisan primary elections in which party nominations are not made in the first place. See infra note
138 and accompanying text. Connecticut, lowa, and New York still do not have sore loser laws. See
infra Table 1.

124. Sore loser laws generally apply to all federal, state, and local elected offices, but only four
states apply their sore loser provisions to elections for presidential electors—Mississippi, Ohio, South
Dakota, and Texas. See Richard Winger, Sore Loser Laws Don't Generally Apply to Presidential
Candidates, BaLLoT Access NEws (Jan. 12, 2007), http://www.ballot-access.org/2007/01/12/sore-loser-
laws-dont-generally-apply-to-presidential-candidates/.
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Table 1: Type of Sore Loser Law and Year of Original Enactment State by Statejzs
Type of Type of
Sore Loser Year of .Sore Loser Year of
State Restriction | Enactment State Restriction | Enactment
Alabama CF 1977 ~ Montana PCF 1991
Alaska CF 1980 Nebraska SL 1994
Arizona PCF 1970 Nevada CF 1963
Arkansas SL 1955 New Hampshire CF 1981
California CF 1917 New Jersey SL 1915
Colorado SL 1963 New Mexico SL 1939
Connecticut None New York None
Delaware PCF 1978 North Carolina CF 1967
Florida PCF. 1970 North Dakota SL 1975
Georgia CF 1983, Ohio CF 1929
Hawaii CF 1967 Okiahoma CF 1987
Idaho SL 1976 Oregon SL 1939
Ilinois CF 1989  Pennsylvania CE 1937
Indiana SL 1967 .Rhode Island CF 1981
| Towa None ‘South Carolina SL 1950
Kansas CF 1989 South Dakota SL 1977
Kentucky SL 1920 Tennessee CF 1975
Louisiana NP 1978 Texas SL 1985
Maine CF 1973 Utah CF 1994
Maryland SL 1957 "Vermont PCF 2010
Massachusetts CF 1976 Virginia SL 1932
Michigan CF 1988 Washington NP 2004
Minnesota CF 1981 'West Virginia CF 1919
Mississippi CF 1906 Wisconsin CF 1977
Missouri CF 1977 Wyorining’ CF 1973

125. “SL” denotes an express prohibition on sore loser candidacies. “CF” denotes a cross-filing
prohibition or other legal requirement that effectivély prohibits a candidate from losing a party priinary
and -thereafter filing to run as an independent candidate for the same office or to run in another party
primary-at the same time for'the same office. “PCF" denotes a partial cross-filing prohibition or other
legal requirement under which a candidate (i) may run-in a pady. primary and as an independent

candidate at the same time for the same.office, or (ii) may not run in a party primary and as_an

independent candidate at the same -time for the same office, but may run in more.than one primary at
the, same time for the same office; provided in either ‘case -that the candidate-files all his or her

candidacies in advance.of the primary election. “NP" denotes a nonpartisan primary.
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office.'?® Three other states accomplish the same effect by prohibiting indepen-
dent candidacies on the general election ballot by anyone who has lost the
preceding party primary, and then separately prohibiting candidates from run-
ning in more than one primary during a single election cycle.'?” Fourteen more
states prohibit a candidate from running as an independent candidate on the
ballot if she participates in a primary at all, while likewise prohibiting cross-
filing in more than one party primary as well.'*® In short, in these states,
candidates must choose to run either in a single party primary, or as indepen-
dents in the general election, but they cannot do both in the same election cycle.

However, even in the absence of such explicit prohibitions, state law may
similarly bar sore loser candidacies by indirect means. Eight states both bar
candidates from running in more than one party primary at a time and bar
candidates from running in a party primary and being listed as an independent
candidate on the general election ballot at the same time, even if they do not
expressly prohibit each route.'? These states require a candidate, as a condition

126. Arkansas, Colorado, Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, Nebraska, New Jersey, New Mexico,
North Dakota, Oregon, South Carolina, South Dakota, Texas, and Virginia all use this method. Ark.
CopE ANN. 7-7-103(e) (2007); CoLo. Rev. Stat. § 1-4-105 (2008); Ipano Cope ANN. § 34-704 (2008);
INp. CoDE ANN. § 3-8-1-5.5(a) (West 2006); Ky. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 118.345(1) (West 2006); Mp. Cope
ANN., ELec. Law § 5-706(b) (West 2010); Nes. Rev. Stat. § 32-605 (2008); N.J. STat. ANN. § 19:13-8.1
(West 1999); N.M. StaT. AnN. § 1-8-19 (2003); N.D. Cent. Cope § 16.1-13-06 (2009); Or. Rev. StaT.
§ 249.048 (2009); S.C. CobE ANN. § 7-11-210 (Supp. 2009); S.D. CopiFiep Laws § 12-7-5 (2004); Tex.
ELec. Cope ANN. § 162.015 (West 2010); Va. CobeE AnN. § 24.2-520 (2006). Oregon prevents only
“major party” candidates from running with a party’s nomination if they lose another party’s primary
election. Or. Rev. Stat. § 249.031(g) (2009); see also id. § 249.048.

127. California, Illinois, and Kansas fall into this category. CaL. ELec. Cope §§ 8001, 8003 (West
2003); 10 IL. Comp. STaT. 5/10-3, -7 (2008); KaN. STaT. AnN. §§ 25-202(c), -306 (2000).

128. Alabama, Alaska, Georgia, Hawaii, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Nevada,
Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Utah, and Wisconsin. ALa. Cope § 17-9-3(b) (LexisNexis 2007); ALaska
Star. §§ 15.25.030(a)(14), .180(a)(13) (2010); Ga. Cope AnN. § 21-2-137 (2008); Haw. Rev. StaT.
§ 12-3(c) ' (2009); ME. Rev. STAT. ANN. tit. 21-A, §§ 144(3), 351(2) (2008); MicH. Comp. Laws ANN.
§§ 168.590g, .692, .692a, .695 (West 2005 & 2008); MINN. Star. AnN. § 204B.04 (West 2009); Miss.
Cope ANN. § 23-15-359 (Supp. 2010); Mo. ANN. Star. § [15.351 (West 2003); Nev. Rev. Star.
§§ 293.176(1), .177(2)(a), .200(6) (2009); 25 Pa. Cons. Star. ANN. §§ 2911(e)(5), 2936 (West 2007);
TenN. Copk ANN. § 2-5-101(f) (Supp. 2010); Utan Cope AnN. §§ 20A-9-201(2)(a)(ii), -501(2) (LexisNexis
2010); Wis. Star. § 8.15(7) (2007-2008). Mississippi’s law is not as explicit as the other states listed in
this footnote, but the language of Miss. Cobe ANN. § 23-15-359, as it descended from earlier codifica-
tions, has long been interpreted by Mississippi courts to prohibit a candidate from running both as an
independent and in a primary. See Miss. State Bd. of Election Comm’rs v. Meredith, 301 So. 2d 571,
573 (Miss. 1974); Bowen v. Williams, [17 So. 2d 710, 711 (Miss. 1960) (confirming this interpretation
from Ruhr v. Cowan, 112 So. 386 (Miss. 1927)); Ruhr, 112 So. at 389.

129. Massachusetts, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, West Vir-
ginia, and Wyoming. Mass. Gen. Laws ANN. ch. 53, §§ 6, 48 (West 2007); N.H. Rev. Star. Ann.

§§ 655:14, :43(1V) (LexisNexis 2007 & Supp. 2010); N.C. Gen. Stat. § 163-106(a)~(b) (2009); Oxio

Rev. Cope AnN. §§ 3513.04, .07 (LexisNexis Supp. 2010); OkLA. STarT. tit. 26, § 5-105 (1991); R.I. GEeN.
Laws §§ 17-14-1.1, -2.1 (2003); W. Va. CopE AnN. §§ 3-5-7(d)(6), -23(a)-(LexisNexis Supp. 2010);
Wyo. STaT. ANN. §§ 22-5-204(b), -302 (2009). For instance, the West Virginia law requires independent
and third-party candidates to file declaration of candidacy papers at least thirty days before the election
and does not allow the nomination of candidates who are already candidates in a primary election. See
W. Va. Cope ANN. §§ 3-5-7(d)(6), -23(a). Thanks to Bob Bastress for his advice on West Virginia law.
Oklahoma'’s law, however, is less clear. From 1987 to 2004, the state barred sore loser candidacies by
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After a 16 year period in which there were no public presidential debates, the League of Women Voters
Education Fund (LWVEF) sponsored three presidential debates in 1976. These debates between Jamy Carter
(D), former govemor of Georgia and Gerald Ford (R), President of the United States, were the first to be held
smce 1960. In 1976 the League also sponsored one vice presidential debate between Senator Walter Mondale
(D-MN) and Senator Bob Dole (R-KS).

The League contmued to sponsor the presidential and vice presidential debates every fowr years through the
1984 elections: Following that election cycle, the Democratic and Republican national parties came together ina
decision to move sponsorship of the debates under the purview of the parties.

Between 1985.and 1987 the League challenged this move and sparked widespread public debate on the matter.
The LWVEF argued that a.change in sponsorship that put control of the debate format in the hands of the two
dominant parties would deprive voters of one of the only chances they have to see the candidates outside of their
controlled campaign environiment.

In 1987 the parties anmoumced the creation of the Conunission on Presidéntial Debates. The Commission chose
LWVEEF to sponsor the last presidential debate of 1988, but placed so many rules and restrictions on the
possible format of the debate that the LWVEF was finally unable to agree to participate. In a press release at the

time, Nancy Neumay, then I WVUS President, stated that the League had “no mtention of becorning an
accessory to the hoodwinking of the American public.”

The nonprofit Conymission on Presidential Debates sponsored all the presidential debates since 1988 (1988,
1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008 and 2012).

However, the League contmues to directly ask the candidates questions through our online election sowrce

hitp:/Amww Iwv.org/content/league-women-woters- and-candidate-debates-changing -relationship 12
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/672014 The League of Women Voters and Candidate Debates: A Changing Relationship | League of Women Voters
"www. VOTEA]1.0org VOTEAI].org provides mformation on how to watch debates with a critical eye,

information on candidates, contact inforimation for. your election elections officials and much more.
VOTEA11.org not only provides information on the presidential candidates, but ako on all candidates finning for
U.S. Senate, U.S. House, gubernatorial offices, and state legisiative offices in specific commumities across the
country.

State and local Leagues across the counfry contimie to host debates for candidates running at all other levels of
government, from U.S. House of Representatives and Senate. to statewide offices, to city governmerit and.
everything m between. The grassroots nature of the League enables us to engage communities n the process-by
hosting debates and other election activities.

Hosting a debate watching party is one more-way.that the League can continue to be a catalyst for
engaging communities in the election.process. Regardless of who.is hosting d debate, these offer one of
the only opportunities for many voters to see a candidate in action for more time than a sound bite. Use
these appearances to look critically at the candidates and to listen to their opinions, as they themselves
put their thoughts and proposals into words. .

¢ To learn more about your.candidates and the issues, vist www.VOTEA11 .org
* You can also find answers to all your voting and Election Day questions at www.VOTEA11 .org.
e Stay informed about the League’s- activities through the election and beyond by signing up for our emails

4 LWV Debate Party Media Advisory up Postcard »
Template

|_tweet:(s] |81 0] Like

© 2011 League of Women Voters. 1730 M Street NW, Suite 1000, Washmgton, DC 20036-4508
This web site is shared by League of Women Voters of the United States and League of Women Voters
Education Fund.
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Recent Developments
THE PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES ACT OF 1992
Susan E. Spotts
Copyright (c) 1992 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College; Susan E. Spotts

As the candidates prepare for the 1992 presidential election campaign, few voters will have forgotten the campaign of 1988.
Instead of substantive discussion of important issues, voters were informed largely through negative television advertisements

and brief sound bites on the evening news. ! Indeed, while “Willie Horton” 2 became a household name, it is difficult to recall

any in-depth discussion of the candidates' views on crime or any proposals that were offered to address this serious problem.

Televised presidential debates provide the best opportunity for informing and educating the electorate. Televised debates attract
large audiences, force the candidates to address specific concerns, and allow sufficient time for the candidates to present their
views. Current law allows the candidates to decide whether or not to participate in the debates. Consequently, presidential
debates are scheduled only when campaign managers find them beneficial to their candidates' campaign strategies, rather than
when they would be most helpful for the voters.

The debates in 1988 reflected the problems inherent in the current ad hoc system. Since the candidates had the power to decide
whether or not they would debate, they were able to dictate the terms of the debate. As a result, much of the informational
value of the debates was lost. Although the debates could have been an effective medium for educating voters on the issues
and defining the candidates' positions, many commentators agree that this goal was not achieved. Bernard Shaw, of CNN,
stated, “#88 was a charade, these were not debates,” and Walter Cronkite, of CBS, described the debates as “phony, part of

an unconscionable fraud.”

An ideal system of presidential debates would not only provide some assurance that the voters will be able to hear debates, but
would also guarantee that the debates themselves will be *562 both educational and informative. The Presidential Debates

Act of 19924 (“the Bill™) attempts to create such an ideal system. It provides two methods of reforming the current debating
system. First, given that the debate forum has an enormous potential for educating voters, the Bill guarantees that debates will
be held by stipulating that all presidential candidates who receive public funding from the federal matching funds program
must participate in debates. In so doing, the Bill recognizes that the candidates have an obligation to inform and educate the
voters because the voters' tax dollars subsidize the candidates' campaigns. Under the current system, the candidates are able to
use public funds to present their views—and their opponent's views—in any manner they choose. In 1988 the Democratic and
Republican candidates together spent a record fifty million dollars on television ad campaigns which allowed the candidates to

shield themselves from any meaningful discussion of the issues. 5

Second, the Bill attempts to resolve the problem of lack of substance in presidential debates by mandating nonpartisan
sponsorship and allowing independent and third-party candidates who meet certain objective criteria to participate in the debates.
The current debating system is under the authority of the bipartisan Commission on Presidential Debates which has demonstrated

its unwillingness to allow third-party candidates to participate.6 By taking control of the debates from the two major parties
and allowing participation by other candidates, the Bill would open up the debates to a broader spectrum of views and provoke
more meaningful discussion of the issues.

WestlawNext” © 2014 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 1
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Part I of this Recent Development describes the brief history of televised presidential debates and the uncertainty surrounding
them which inspired the Bill. Part II describes the Bill and its purposes. Parts III and IV then examine the constitutionality
of requiring candidates to debate, balancing the federal government's *$63 interest in an informed electorate against the
candidates' right to remain silent. Part V focuses on the potential for including third-party candidates in the debates to strengthen
the government's interest in the constitutional balance. Finally, Part VI provides a brief summary and conclusion.

I. THE HISTORY OF TELEVISED PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

Although televised presidential debates have come to be expected by the American voters, there is no guarantee that the
candidates will agree to participate in them. 7 Indeed, while many believed that the Kennedy-Nixon debates in 1960 were the

sign of a “brave new age in.presidential elections,” sixteen years passed before there was another presidential debate. 8 In
1964,. President Johnson refused to debate; similarly, in 1968 and 1972, President Nixon declined to debate. Both candidates
proceeded to win their elections. :

Not on.ly is it up to the candidates to decide whether or not to debate, but because they have this power, they can virtually dictate
the conditions surrounding the debates. For example, former President Carter refused to participate in the first presidential
debate in the 1980 election because the sponsor had decided to include John Anderson, the Independent Party candidate. The

debate proceeded between Reagan and Anderson; the second debate in that election did not include Anderson. ?

In 1985 the Chairmen of the Democratic and Republican parties declared their determination to make televised debates “a

permanent and integral part of the presidential election process.” 10 n announcing the formation of the bipartisan Commission
on Presidential Debates (“CPD"), Co-chairmen Paul G. Kirk, Jr. and Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr. stated, “It is our bipartisan view that
a primary responsibility of each major political party is to educate and inform the American electorate of its *564 fundamental

philosophy and policies as well as its candidates' positions on critical issues.” I The chairmen acknowledged the efforts of
the League of Women Voters in sponsoring past debates but stated that future debates should be conducted jointly by the
Democratic and Republican National Committees. They further stated that the Democratic and Republican nominees would

be allowed to negotiate the “details” of the debate format with the chairmen and left to each party's nominee the decision of

whether to participate. 12

With a bipartisan commission controlling the debates, there is a greater likelihood that the nominees of the two major parties
will agree to participate. However, under the CPD proposal a candidate who does not believe he or she stands to gain from
participating in a debate may still choose to decline any challenges to debate and simply focus attention on other aspects of the
campaign. A statement by a senior aide to then-Vice President Bush regarding the debates in the 1988 campaign demonstrates
that even CPD-sponsored debates are by no means guaranteed: “We don't want to have Dukakis on the same stage, in effect on
par, with the Vice President. That makes them equal in the public's eye. We believe that tough speeches and a good program of

TV commercials can win us the Presidency and debates just distract you from that task.” 13 Simply put, the decision to debate
is a tactical decision left to the candidates whose main concern is winning the election and not necessarily informing the voters.

Even if having the two major parties organize and control the debates makes it more likely that the candidates of these two
parties will agree to participate, it provides no guarantee that the debates will be worthwhile and informative. In fact, the League
of Women Voters, which had sponsored the debates in the three previous elections, refused to host one of the debates in 1988
because the CPD conditioned the candidates' participation on the League's acceptance of guidelines for the debates described in

a sixteen-page “Memorandum of Understanding.” '4 The Memorandum was the result of private negotiati-ons between *565
Bush and Dukakis representatives and detailed an exhaustive list of conditions under which the candidates of the two parties

WestlawNext” © 2014 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 2
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would agree to debate. 15 These conditions included a procedure by which the candidates would pick the questioners, provided

for a partisan audience, and limited press access. 16

The President of the League, in withdrawing the League's support for the last debate, stated that “[T]he candidates' organizations
aim to add debates to their list of campaign-trail charades devoid of substance, spontaneity and honest answers to tough

questions.” 17 The League further protested that the voters' interests had been ignored by the CPD and stated that the League

would not become “an accessory to the hoodwinking of the American public.” 18 A political commentator later compared
the CPD-controlled debates to a “glorified press conference™ whose format was essentially a “security blanket” for the two

candidates. ¥ Although the CPD stated that its goals were to “educate and inform” the voters, 20 the fact that it is controlled
by the two major parties essentially guarantees that the interests of the candidates will supersede those of the voters. Indeed, it
would be poor campaign strategy for the parties to do anything that would put their own candidates at risk.

The status of the 1992 debates is uncertain. The four major news networks—ABC, NBC, CBS, and CNN—have expressed
concern over allowing the party-controiled CPD to repeat its sponsorship and have announced plans to sponsor the debates

themselves.2! The networks' plan proposes a new format in which the candidates would confront each other head-on,
exchanging views with one another on the issues, with the moderator playing only a limited role. 22 Furthermore, there would

be no studio audience or any complex rules monitoring the *566 candidates' responses. 3 However, while these proposals
may go far to improve the quality of the debates, once again there would be no guarantee that the candidates would agree
to participate. In fact, a more innovative format increases the risk to the candidates, and thus lessens the likelihood that the
candidates will agree to debate.

Thus the problem remains. Allowing the CPD to maintain control of the debates results in the greater likelihood that the
candidates will agree to participate. But, as evidenced in 1988, allowing the two major parties to dictate the terms by which
the candidates will debate provides no guarantee that the debates will be worthwhile or informative. On the other hand, while
an outside, neutral sponsor may provide a better forum for substantive discussion, there is no guarantee that the candidates
will even show up.

H. REFORM PROPOSAL: THE PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES ACT OF 1992

The Presidential Debates Act proposes to solve these dilemmas by requiring the candidates to participate in debates as a
condition to receiving federal matching funds and by opening up the debates to qualified third-party candidates to provoke more
serious discussion of substantive issues. By taking control of the debates away from the major parties and requiring debate
participation, the Bill seeks to provide some guarantee that the taxpayers will receive the informative discussion to which they
are entitled.

The idea of requiring presidential candidates to debate as a condition to receiving federal campaign funds is not new. Former
presidential candidate John Anderson made this very suggestion after the 1980 campaign, 24 and the Markle Foundation recently

published its recommendation for mandatory debates after concluding its research on the 1988 campaign. 25 In addition, several

bills have been introduced in both houses which would condition public campaign funds on participation in the debates. 2%

*567 The Presidential Debate s Act of 1992, however, takes these proposals a step further by addressing not only the problem
of participation but also the substantive quality of the debates.

The Bill implements its proposals by amending the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and establishing additional eligibility

requirements for candidates in order to receive matching funds under § 9037. Presidential candidates 27 must agree in writing
to participate in not fewer than three presidential general election debates, each lasting at least ninety minutes, with at least

thirty minutes devoted to direct questions and answers between the candidates. B

WestlawNext' © 2014 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 3
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The Bill further requires that the debates be sponsored by a nonpartisan organization Y guarantee that the debates are

structured to serve the voters' best interests rather than those of the candidates. The Bill does not name a specific sponsor, nor
does it outline a procedure by which to select one. However, an organization like the League of Women Voters, which has
sponsored several debates in the past, would satisfy the nonpartisan criterion.

The most innovative aspect of the Bill is its requirement that the presidential candidates debate with all other candidates who
meet certain objective criteria for significance. 30 The candidates must demonstrate their significance by qualifying to be on the

election ballot in not fewer than forty states. 3 Further, each candidate must be eligible to receive matching funds under § 9033
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 or raise not less than $500,000 on or after January 1 of the calendar year immediately

preceding the calendar year of the presidential election.32 This final provision was included in recognition of the fact that
certain parties, such as the Libertarian Party, choose not to apply for federal matching funds on ideological grounds.

*568 Introducing the companion bill in the House, Represehtative Timothy Penny (D-Minn.) stressed the importance of
including independent and third-party candidates in the debates:

Historically, such candidates have been fertile sources of new ideas and new programs, and provide
opportunities for the American public to enter into a diverse and open dialog on the critical issues of the day.
These candidates often represent views held by large segments of the disenfranchised of our population,
and their inclusion will surely stimulate discussion of substantive issues. In the interests of fairness and free

and open dialog, all significant candidates . . . must be included in the debates. 33

Senator Paul Wellstone (D-Minn.), sponsor of the Senate Bill, also stated the importance of including third-party candidates in

the debates and urged the Senate to “act now to reclaim the faith and interest of a cynical electorate.” M

IIL. THE CONSTITUTIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE BILL

Because the Bill would require presidential candidates to participate in the debates, it creates the potential for a claim that it

impermissibly infringes on the candidates' First Amendment right to “remain silent.” 35 While the government cannot directly
impose restraints on the candidates' fundamental rights, the Bill attempts to avoid this problem by making the requirement to
debate a condition of receiving federal matching funds—funds for which the candidate may choose not to apply. This implicates
the doctrine of “unconstitutional conditions,” which states that the “government may not grant a benefit on the condition that

the beneficiary surrender a constitutional right, even if the government may withhold that benefit altogether.” 36 While at first
glance this doctrine may appear clearly to forbid granting matching funds on the condition that the candidates forego their
constitutional *569 right to remain silent, upon further examination it is uncertain how this condition would be interpreted
by the courts.

A. Unconstitutional Conditions: Contradictory Supreme Court Precedent

3

The Supreme Court in Perry v. Sinderman 7 stated that a public university “may not deny a benefit to a person on a basis that

infringes his constitutionally protected interests—especially, his interest in freedom of speech.” B 1n Perry, the Court declared
unconstitutional a state college's attempt to condition a professor's continued employment on the professor's promise to refrain
from exercising his First Amendment right to criticize the school's administration. In FCC v. League of Women Voters of

California®? the Supreme Court again invoked the doctrine of unconstitutional conditions by striking down a congressional act
that denied eligibility for federal funding to those broadcasters who chose to editorialize. Because the government could not

WestlawNext” © 2014 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 4
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League Refuses to "Help Perpetrate a Fraud” | League of Women Voters

LEAGUE REFUSES TO "HELP ‘ 4
PERPETRATE A FRAUD"

NEWS RELEASE
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
October 3, 1988

LEAGUE REFUSES TO "HELP PERPETRATE A FRAUD"
WITHDRAWS SUPPORT FROM FINAL PRESIDENTIAL DEBATE

WASHINGTON, DC —"The League of Women Voters is withdrawing its sponsorship of the
presidential debate scheduled for mid-October because the demands of the two campaign
organizations would perpetrate a fraud on the American voter," League President Nancy M. Neuman
said today.

"it has become clear to us that the candidates' arganizations aim to add debates to their list of
campaign-trail charades devoid of substance, spontaneity and honest answers to tough questions,”
Neuman said. "The League has no intention of becoming an accessory to the hoodwinking of the
American public."

Neuman said that the campaigns presented the League with their debate agreement on

September 28, two weeks befare the scheduled debate. The campaigns" agreement was negotiated
"behind closed doors" and vas presented to the League as "a done deal," she said, its 16 pages of
conditions not subject to negotiation.

Most objectionable to the League, Neuman said, were conditions in the agreement that gave the
campaigns unprecedented control over the proceedings. Neuman called "outrageous" the
campaigns' demands that they control the selection of questioners, the composition of the audience,
hall access for the press and oiher issues.

"The campaigns' agreement is a closed-door masterpiece,” Neumar said. "Never in the history of
the League of Women Voters have two candidates' crganizations come Ic us with such stringent,
unyielding and self-serving demands."

Neuman said she and the League regretted thal the American peoplz have had no real
opportunities to judge the presidential nominees outside of campaign-cantrolled environments.

"On the threshold of a new millenium, this country remains the brightest hope for all who cherish
free speech and open debate," Neuman said. "Americans deserve tc ses and hear the men who
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would be president face each other in a debate 01 the hard and complex issues critical to our
progress into the next century.”

Neuman issued a final challenge to both Vice President Bush and Governor Dukakis to "rise above
your handlers and agree to join us in presenting the fair and full discussion the American public
expects of a League of Women Voters debate."
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The New York Times/George Tames

John B, Anderson with his wife, Keke, and daughter Eleanora

Anderson Declares as Independent,

Vowing to Draw

Many New Voters

By WARREN WEAVER Jr.
Special to The New Yark Times

WASHINGTON, April 24 — John B. An-
derson declared his independent can-
didacy today in the 1980 race for the
Presidency; promising to attract millions
of new voters into the political process
and to raise issues that he said the major
parties’ contenders would avoid.

‘“Our nation needs a choice in Novem-
ber,”’ Mr. Anderson said in his announce-
ment. “Not just a choice among candi-
dates. I mean a choice, of course, for the
nation. I want to offer that choice.™

By dropping out of the Republican

competition and proposing a well-fi-
nanced national campaign on his own, the
Illinois Congressman injected a new, un-
predictable ‘element into the expected

contest between President Carter and
Ronald Reagan, the leading candidates of
their parties.

Even if Mr. Anderson doés nat reach
his goal of carrying enough states.to win
the election, he could draw enough votes
from either the Democratic or the Repub-
lican candidate to elect the other. Or he
could carry enough states to deprive any
candidate of an electoral-vote majority
and force the Presidential choice into the
House of Representatives.

Mr. Anderson said that he was aban-

Continued on Page Al8, Column1
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Anderson Declare's as Independent for the Presidency

Continued From Page Al

doning his Republican race because it
was clear he could not win a majority of
the party’s delegates, and he released the
delegates he had acquired — 59, accord-
ing to a count by The New York Times.
Mr. Anderson had competed in six pri-
maries, none of which he won.

Democratic leaders fear that Mr. An-
derson will divert enough liberal and
moderate votes from Mr. Carter to as-
sure victory for Mr. Reagan. At the same
time, Republicans believe that the inde-
pendent may weaken prospects for their
candidates for Congress and state and
local offices if moderate Republicans
who desert the head of the ticket then fail
to vote for the party's other.candidates.

Mr. Anderson promised, if elected, a
“pational unity’’ administration com-
posed of leaders of both parties, one that
could work with a Republican or Demo-
cratic Congress. He said that he would
consider **men and women of both parties
and independents’ when selecting his
running mate later in the campaign.

First, Mr. Anderson said, a committee
headed by David Garth, the New York
City media consultant, would study
whether an independent candidacy was
really practical, whether he could have
his name listed on enough state ballots to
stand-a real chance of winning the elec-

tion and raise enough money to conduct a
national campaign. _

Mr. Anderson himself seemed to have
little doubt that this exploratory commit-
tee would give him a green light in a mat-
ter of a few weeks. Meanwhile, he sched-
uled the first trip of his new campaign, to
New York City this weekend and West
Virginia, Michigan and Massachusetts on
three days next week.

The Congressman denied repeatedly in
a 17-minute formal statement and a brief
news conference that he would be a
“spoiler,” a candidate more dedicated to
defeating others than to winning. He also
maintained that he was not attacking the
two-party system or dividing the pation
politically.

Disclaimer on Divisive Role

“¥ ] thought for one moment I would be
a divisive force,” he said in the question
period, “‘1 would not be on this platform
today."'"

Mr. Anderson estimated that he could
wage a ‘‘credible’’ campaign with $10

million to $12 million, which he said he
had been assured was ‘‘out there in the

country”’ to be raised on his behalf. His
Democratic and Republican opponents
will each have a $29.4 million Federal
subsidy to pay the full cost of their cam-
paigns. )

Campaign aides distributed an ac-
counting summary of the Anderson Re-

EheNew Hork Simes
Published: April 25, 1980
Copyright © The New York Times

publican effort, indicating that he would
return to the Treasury $307,000 of the $2.7
million in matching funds he had re-
ceived, leaving the campaign with
$480,000 after all the bills were paid.

It was not clear whether Mr. Anderson
could legally transfer this income to his
new independent effort under the provi-
sions of the Federal campaign law, and
use it to help finance the petitions that his
supporters must circulate to get on the
ballot in more than 40 states.

George Bush, according to his advis-
ers, immediately responded to Mr. An-
derson's announcement by writing letters
to all the Anderson delegates, seeking
their support.

Campaigning in Texas, Mr. Reagan
professed lack of concern at the Anderson
announcement, predicting that it would
hurt President Carter more than him.




Exhibit 20



Inside the
PreSIdentlal
Debates

THEIR IMPROBABLE PAST
AND PROMISING FUTURE

Newton N. Minow and Craig L. LaMay

The University of Chicago Press ChjCago.and London



NBWTON N. MINOW,aChicago lawyer, served as chairman of the Federal
Communications Commission by appointment of President John F, Kennedy. Minow

has been involved in televised presidential debates since 1960, when he was an aide to

Mlinois governor Adlai Stévenson. Later he cochaired the presidential debates for the.

National League of Women Voters,-and today he is co-vice chair of the Commission'on

Presidential Debates.

CRAIG L. L-AMAY isanassociate professor:at Northwestern University’s Medill
School of Journalism. Miaow and LaMay are coauthors of Abandoned in the Wasteland:
Children, Television, and.the First Amendment, whiich won the 1995 American Bar’
Association’s Silver Gavel Award for distinguished legal writing.

The University of Chicago Press, Chicago 60637 -
The University of Chicago Press, Ltd., London

© 2008 by Newtori N. Minow and Craig L. LaMay
All rights reserved. Published 2008

Printed in the United States of Ainerica
17 16 15 14 13 12 11 10 09 08 12345

1SBN-13: 978-0-226-53041-3  (cloth)
I1SBN-10: 0-226-53041-8 - (cloth)

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data.

Minow, Newton'N,, 1926

Inside the presidential debates : their improbable past and promising future /
Newton N. Minow and Craig L. LaMay.

p-cm.

Includes bibliographical references and index.

1SBN-13: 978-0-226-53041-3  (cloth : alk paper)

ISBN-10: 0-226-53041-8 (cloth : alk paper)

1. Presidents—United Stat.e_:_s—Election.._z.. Campaign debates—United States.
3.. Television in politics—United States. 4. United States— Politics and
government—1945-1989. 5. Unitéd States— Politics and government—1989-

I. LaMay; Craig L. IL. Title.
IXS24.M563.2008
324.7—dc2z2
2007026792

@ The paper used in this publication mieets the minimum requirements of the
American National Standard for Information Sciences— Permanence of Paper for
Printed Library Materials, Ans1 2 39.48-1992.




INTRODUCTION 7

dividually, and often unmercifully, in televised public forums. There is

rauch to.admire in this: everywhere in the democratie world—including'
the United States—the airwaves by law belong to the public, not to the

broadcasters. “Free time” is therefore a misnomer—incorrect asa matter

of law and economics—for candidate time. If the public owns. the air-

waves to begin with, it makes no sense to talk of “free” or “donated™ time.

It is more accurate to call it public-service time or voters"time, and for al-

most fifty years I have advocated the British approach of providing public

service time to candidates."”

On the matter of televised presidential debates, however, the United
States is a model for other countries. American-style debates, where the
candidates face off against each other, have until recently been a rarity else-
where. Many of the world’s emerging democracies—from Latin America,
Africa, and Eastern Europe—have expérimented with electoral debates,
and they frequently come to-the United States to learn from us. Specifi-
cally, they seek advice from the Commission on Presidential Debates.

In every democracy, the desire to hold televised political debates im-
mediately confronts a problem of fairness discussed throughout this book.-
The basic policy dilemma is how to pérmit and encourage radio and tele-
vision coverage of carididate debates while not being unfair to minority-
party candidates who want to participate in them. Democracy points in
the direction of both. But there is a practical problem. If a debate has to
include all minority candidates, it will be reduced to a meaningless cha-
rade. In the United States, for example, more than two hundred people
declare themselves presidential candidates every four years. Where do
policy makers strike the balance between encouraging debates and treat-
ing legitimate minority party candidates fairly?

I have been lucky enough to participate in the American experience with
televised presidential debates from the beginning, 1 served as assistant
counsel and later. as law partner to Illinois governor-Adlai E. Stévenson,
the man who first proposed the idea in 1960. As FCC chairman in 1962, 1
made a decision in a case that resulted in delaying subsequent debates
until 1976 —a huge mistake, I realized later, as I discuss in chapters 2 and
3 of this book. That year and again in 1980, I served as cochair of the pres-
idential debates for the League of Women Voters, And in 1986, while a fel-
low at Harvard’s Kennedy School, I worked with others to create the Com-
mission on Presidential Debates, which I serve today as a vice chairman.
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didate.”®® The League annouinced its new selection criteria dta press-con-
ference in New York City on'August 10 and found, as the Commission on
Presidential Debates would later, that the 15 percent requirement caused
both confusion and controversy. Critics said the figure wis siraply arbi-
trary, with no historical precedent. Neither of those claims was quite true;

after the 1976 debates Congress at one point considered a bill that used the

records of third-party candidates from the 1912 (Theodore Roosevelt),
1924 (Robert LaFolette), 1948 (Henry Wallace and-Strom Thurmond),
and 1968 (George Wallace) presidential elections to set a standard for
debate inclusion.*

On August 19, a week after the Democratic Convention made Carter
the party’s nomineg, the League formally invited both Carter and Reagan
to meet in a seriés of thrée debates. Starting on August 26, the League
found itself negotiating with the campaigns’ representatives on the entire
debate program, including the number of debatés and their formats,
where they would be held and when. Carter wanted earlier debates and
Reagan later ones;.Carter wanted more debates, Reagan fewer. But both
sides were holding out to see what would happer with Anderson, and on
September g the League announced that based on poll results Anderson
would be invited to the first debaté in Baltimore on September 21.3-An-
derson and Reagan both accepted the invitations immediately, but Carter
refused, saying he would participate in a three-way debate only aftera two-
way debate with Reagan. There was speculation in the press, completely
unfounded, that for. the first debate we might put an empty chair on the
stage with Jimmy Carter’s name on it, and the story got enough play that
the White House was extremely upset about it. No one at the League ever
seriously considered putting out an empty chair; rather a Washington Post
reporter had suggested it inan interview with a Leagu‘e_ofﬁ_eiﬂ and then
reported the negative response, making it seem as though the League was
considering the idea. The League held out hope for Carter’s participation
to the last, going so far as to keep a third podium available should he'show
up at the last moment, but he did not. The Reagan-Anderson debate took
place as scheduled, with a moderator and a panel of journalists asking
questions, but without the president of the United States in attendance.

The negotiators for the Republicans and the Democrats that year were
Robert Strauss and Jim Baker, both old political hands, both from Texas.
At one meeting in Washington we were at an impasse on one issue with
the League, and Baker looked at me and said, “Excuse me, I have to go the
men's room.” A couple of minutes later Strauss looked at me and said,
“Excuse me, [ have to goto-the men's room.”
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They were gone about teri minutes. They came back with a little piece
of paper. They: had solved the problem, worked out some kind of com-
promise, and said, “Here is the way it's going to be.” They had reached an
agreement without the League, but the League accepted it.

Against this kind of maneuvering, that first debate between Reagan
and Anderson was both a great success and a disappointing failure for the
League of Women Voters. The League had held firm to its selection crite-
ria, establishing a precedent that is now largely forgotten but that set
the standard for future presidential debates. But in holding fast to its
principles the League also paid a price, failing to give voters an opportu-
nity to see and hear all of the serious presidential contenders at the same
time. And matters only got worse. Carter refused to change his terms, and
with Anderson holding steady in the polls it appeared as though there
would be no further debates in 1980 though the public clamored for
them. Trying to rescue something from the situation, the League made a
new pitch to the candidates, offering a two-way debate between Carter
and Reagan if all three would agree to a three-way debate afterward. This
tie Carter and Anderson accepted, but Reagan did not, and the League
withdrew its offer. .

At the same time, the League invited the three vice-presidential can-
didates— Democrat Walter Mondale, Vice President George H. W. Bush,
and Independent Patrick Lucey—to debate in Louisville, Kentucky.-Mon-
dale and Lucy accepted. Bush did not, leading Mondale to withdraw, with
the result that the entire event was canceled.” Finally, in mid-October, a
debate between Carter and Reagan was arranged after four of the five na-
tional polls taken between September 27 and October 16 showed Ander-
son's level of support had fallen below 15 percent.®®

On October 17 the League invited Carter and Reagan'to debate in Cleve-
land on October 28,and both accepted what bccame, by default, a winner-
take-all meeting between the two major-party ¢andidates. Realizing the
significance of the Cleveland meeting, the League of course wanted to
maximize its benefits to voters, and so it urged the use of a single. moder-
ator rather than a panel of journalists. The League had used a single mod-
erator (ABC's Howard K. Smith) in a February 1980 “presidential nomi-
nees forum” in Chicago with the seven candidates seeking the Republican
nomination, with great success.® The single-moderator format, the League
believed, put the burden of presentation on the candidates and thus en-
couraged a more robust discussion between them. The Chicago forum
had also included questions from the audience.

For all of these reasons, press commentators also urged the single-
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moderator format, but both Carter and Reagan refused, insisting on-a mod-
erator and a panel of journalists to ask the questions—a virtual press con-
ference—and threatening to walk away if they did not get it. Moreover,
the candidates insisted on their right to veto any journalists the League
chose for the panel, from an original roster of one hundred reporters and
editors. We told them how we had done it in 1976, and they said, “That’s
fine, but we want to be able to strike people from the list who we don't
think are fair or would be objective.” The campaigns originally agreed
to use their veto power sparingly, but instead each of them employed it
in a show of gamesmanship intended to unnerve the other side, with the
League and me in the middle.

As a result of the parties’ behavior, some journalists and news organi-
zations refused to participate in the debates. Gerald Boyd and Hedrick
Smith, both of the New York Times, refused invitations when asked, and
the newspaper’s Washington editor, Bill Kovach, eventually announced
that the Times would not allow any-of its people to participate in the 1980
debates: “We cannot encourage a process that has a political saliva test
administered by the candidates. We all know where that leads—to asking
tlie White House who we caniassign to caver it."** CBS News president Ed
Joyce also refused to allow his reporters to participate in the debates.

I remember spending one entire Sunday at home on the phone from 7
in the morming until 10:30 at night, altemately with the Republicans, the
Democrats, and the League, trying to find panelists whom everyone would
find acceptable. The last sticking point was that the League wanted to be
sure we had awoman in the group. Finally, at about 10:30 at night, Strauss-
and Baker agreed on Barbara Walters, a great choice I thought. When [
called to report the decision to thé League, their negctiators said, “Barbara
Walters? We were hoping we would not have a celebrity but a woman who
is not so well known.”

I said, “Well, if that is what you want you can negotiate this by your-
self, because I've had it. Besides, Barbara Walters would do a great job.”

The candidates’ campaign representatives complained about every-
thing, large and small, and never should have been allowed in the process,
but at the time there was no way to avoid dealing with them. In 1980 the
League had no real institutional leverage or historical experience that it
could use to force the candidates to debate. The choice was to let the can-
didates call the shots or nothing—no debates. As a result, the three-way
debate that the Ameritan public said it wanted and that the League had
originally planned never happened. There was only one presidential de-
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bate between the major-party candidates, rather than three; and no vice-
presidential debate.

Again, the experience was both disappointing and exhilarating. The
Cleveland debate between Carter and Reagan was watched by the largest
audience ever to watch a presidential debate, 80.6 million Americans in
nearly 46 million households, at the time the most-watched television
program in U.S. history." After that debate, Reagan jumped ahead in a
Gallup poll, and by Election Day he had won over almost all of those vot-
ers who, before the debate, had identified themselves as undecided. The
Voice of America broadcast the debates in English to a global audience,
and in Spanish to all of Latin America.

The debate in Cleveland was the only one between the major-party
candidates, and it proved very influential. I attended it, and I remember
when President Carter made the mistake of saying he had consulted with
his daughter Amy about nuclear weapons policies. That debate, many

. people felt, decided the election for Reagan when he asked, “Are you bet-

ter off now than you were four years ago?”

The experience of 1980 was also a turning point for me. It taught me
that letting the candidates have anything to say about who was on the
panel was simply wrong and unacceptable. T vowed-we should neverdo it
again. The obvious solution was that in the future the sponsor should per-
mit no participation by the candidates or parties in the selection of the
journalists who participated in the debates.

Given the success of 1976, in which President Carter had played a part,
I'was disappointed that he did not agree to participate with both Reagan
and Anderson in 1980. Anderson was a serious candidate. But the Carter
campaign staff believed Anderson drew from the president’s base even
though he came from the Republican Party perspective, and they were
adamant about not including him. Today, with the 15 percent rule used by
the Commission on Presidential Debates, and having had the experience
of including Ross Perot in 1992, we would not even allow a debate unless
a qualified third-party candidate was included. That is, if a third-party
candidate qualifies under the rules, the major parties cannot exclude him
or her. If they tried to do so, the Commission should say fine, there will be
no debate.

In 1984 the League of Women Voters asked me to remain on its advi-
sory committee but not to continue as cochair. | sensed at the time that
the relationship between the League and the parties was not as good as it
had been in 1976, or even in 1980, when I first began to see it deteriorate.
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Subsequently I beard that thié negotiations:bétween the- parties and the

'League went from tense to hostile, though I did not patticipate in them.

The campaigns wete upset with the League; afid the League wasupset with

‘the campaigns. The candidates woild ‘insist on conditions for their pat-

ticipation, then }ide behind the League when critics came calling. There:
was a basic problem of ‘truth in advertising; of public accountability.



The Commission on
Presidential Debates
and Its Critics

As | participated in the frustrating inside negotiations for the 1980 de-
bates, I began to think that sponsorship.of the. debates needed to be

strengthened if they were to continue: Institutionalizing presidential de-

bates had been the goal of the League of Women Voters, but by 1984 it was
clear to me that despite its valiant efforts the League simply did not have
the clout to succeed. Under its sponsorship, the debates were ad hoc
affairs, often put together at the last minute. The painful negotiations that
produced the 1984 debates showed that they were susceptible to-behind-
thé-scenes manipulation by the campaigns, which would establish the
terms for the debate and complain about or veto the moderators, then
pretend that it was all the League’s doing. In 1976, 1980, and 1984, the'de-
bates occurred only after a-long period of sporadic negotiations followed
by a late flurry of eleventh-hour negotiations between the leading candi-
dites-ahd, in an ever-diminishing role, the League.

I'was very conscious of the experience of 1960, when the debates were
such a huge success and everyone assumed that they would be a perma-
nent feature of American palitics, only to see the'long drought that fol-
lowed. 1976 was an anomaly: not only was President Ford far behind in_
the polls, but he had never been elected president. In 1980 the whole
enterprise almost fell apart. In 1984 the League and the campaigns.went
through a list of 103 journalists before finding four whom all three could
agree on ds-panelists.!

The League had served admirably and thanklessly as a debate:sponsor
but.could not ensure the long-term stability of the debates. The future of
the debates, I believed, would require the political parties themselves to
have a bigger and more public role in convening them. T am an unapole-
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getic believer in strong political parties (though as I wrote in Voter’s Time
in 1969, I do not believe the two-party system necessarily has to be this
two-party system in which Republicans and Democrats are dominant.)?
The best way to have a democracy is with two or maybe three strong po-
litical parties, a tradition that is part of the stability of our nation. Other
countries such as France, Italy, and Israel have multiple parties. 1t is of
course imperative that a two-party system provide opportunities for dis-
senting voices. Some of the most significant chapters of American his-
tory, and some of the country’s most important social and political inno-
vations, can be told in the lives of vibrant third parties, a matter I take up
further in our final chapter. The Republican Party itself began as a third

party. But I believe that once a democracy exceeds a certain number of par-

ties, certainly once the number of parties gets to'ten or more, stability is
almost impossible. And so after 1984 I began to think that one way the
parties could become more important, and more accountable for their
actions, would be to make them responsible for the debates.

In that role the parties could put encugh pressure on their candidates
to compel a. debate, even if the candidate did not want to participate. The
most persistent and difficult impediment to debates, anywhere, is that the
candidate who is ahead in the polls—and particularly an incumbent—
will almost never want to debate, and for good reason. That candidate
knows he or she would have to share the platform and the audience with
an opponent and could likely be hurt by it. The léader's potential for gain
is small, while the potential for the challenger is great. Moreover, because
of the way the press covers debates, there are rarely any clear winners, but
there are always losers. So the incentive for the candidate with a lead not
to participate is énormous. But I thought the voters benefit from debates
and so it was essential to find away to bring pressure 6n the. candidates to
participate. The parties could do that.

After the 1984 campaign, two distinguished national organizations, the
Georgetown Center for Strategic and International Studies and the Harvard
University Institute of Politics, independently conducted detailed studies
of the presidential election process genérally and the presidential de-
bates specifically. I took a leave from my law firm to lead the Harvard study,
which was funded by the Twentieth Century Fund (today known as the
Century Fund). I persuaded a former Harvard Jaw student, Clifford Sloan,
to work with me. Cliff had studied at Harvard under my daughter Martha
and had served as alaw clérk for Suprerne Court Justice John Paul Stevens.® -

The Georgetown and Harvard projects were separate, though as it
turned out each group focused on the same four issues: the impact of the
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debates on the public, the sponsorship of the debates, their format, and the
problem of how to fairly accommodate third-party and independent can-
didates. Both institutionsissued reports that recommended finding some
way to institutionalize thedebates:! The report of the Georgetown group,
led by Republican Mel Laird and Democrat Bob Strauss, advised that the
parties be much more involved in organizing them. Not long after, the re-
§pected political communications scholar Kathleen Hall Jamieson urged
institutionalizing the debates under party sponsorship because doing so
“would minimize the likelihood that the stronger candidate would force
the weaker to debate on his or her terms or give up the advantages gained
by debates.™ '

- Our report followed with much the same conclusion, though we added
operational details by which the parties would have responsibility for the
debates. Cliff and I drafted a proposal for the creation of a new debates
sponsor, and we organized a national conference at Harvard to discuss
the plan. We knew that many.people would disagree with. us-on the role
the parties should play. Certainly not all the conference participants en-
dorsed our proposal; and Harvard’s Institute of Politics remained neutral
on our recommendations.. But most of the participants believed with us
that.in 1988 we had a historic opportunity. It would be the first time since
1960 that no incumbent president would be in thé debates. Several Re-
publicans were seeking the nomination, and it was by no mesns a fore-
gone conclusion that George H. W. Bush was going to be his party’s nom-
inee. No one knew yet who the Democratic nominee might be. So it was
one of those rare moments when the identity of even one of the debaters
was not alrcady known-and when it would be possible to.make significant
changes to the debates without the powerful resistance of a sitting presi-
dent. And, we thought, thére was a final factor on our side. It did not ap-
pear that there would be a significant third-party challenge for the presi-
dency in 1988. John Anderson was behind us, and Ross Perot was not yet
on the horizon. We had no intent to squelch third parties, but we also
knew that in the past their presence had served as a pretext for reluctant
major-party candidates who wanted to avoid dcbates entiréely.

The country thus had a rare opportunity to institutionalize the debates,
and we thought it imperative to take advantage of it. In our report we rec-
ommended the creation of a nonpartisan “Presidential Debates Organi-
zation” to organize and spensor the presidential debates. In response, the
then-chairmen of the Democratic and Republican National Cornmittees,
Paul G. Kirk Jr. and Frank J. Fahrenkopf Jr. respectively, jointly called
for the creation of the independent Commission on Presidential Debates
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(CPD). The Twentieth Century Fund provided seed funding for the idea,
and the Commission was incorporated in Washington, DC, on February1g,
1987, as a private, not-for-profit organization that would “organize, man-
age, produce, publicize-and support debates for the candidates for Prési-
dent of the United States.”

Today the Commission is housed in a small office suite that it shares
with two other organizations near DuPont Circle in Washington, DC. Ex-
cept for the busy several months right before the debates, its staff con-
sists of one person, a talented woman named Janet Brown, whom I rec-
ommended to run the Comimission when it was created and who is still-
there as the institution’s executive director. In election years Brown has
two assistants and a receptionist, but that’s it. Including its two cochairs,
there are currently twelve members of the Commission's board of direc-
tors, of whom I am one.® Early on most of the board members lived or
worked in Washington, but now they are scattcred across the country, so
we usually talk by phone with Janet-and with one another. The full board
meets at least once per year, in April, but rarely do we or can we meet to-

gether in person; the bylaws allow for the board to meet by conference

call. Directors are nominated by a subcommittee of the board and serve
four-year terms. We serve with no compensation.

Since the Commission’s incorporation in 1987, its board membership
has turned over in its entirety at least twice. Kirk and Fahrenkopf, though
their terms as chairs of their respective parties ended in 1989, have sev-
eral times been reelected to the board in the same way as any other board
member would be. They have served as cochairs of the Commission since
the beginning, for recurring two-year terms. When they eventually step
down, they can be'replaced either by an existing board memiber or by some-
one entirely new-to the Commission. The: other members of the board of
directors can succeed themselves, and several have. None is a member of
either the Republican or Democratic national committee, and at least one
board member —Dotothy Ridings, a former Knight Ridder newspaper ex-
ecutive and a former president of the Leagne of Women Voters—is not
identified with any political party. Most of the board members have 6ther
jobs and other board commitments, and frequently they will leave because .
of real or perceived conflicts of time or interest. Former Missouri senator
John Danforth, for example, left the board when he became U.S. ambas-
sador to the United Nations in 2004. After his secvice at the UN, he re-
turned to the Cormmission. I was asked to become a member of the board
in 1992 to take the place of attorney Vernon Jordan, a former executive di-
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rector of the United Negro College Fund and former president of the Na-
tional Urban League. In 2000 I was elected Commission vice chair along
with Senator Danforth, and both of us continue in that role today.

The Commission’s.current board of directors is diverse —six men and
four women of different races and ethnicities. But it is fair to ask, for-ex-
ample, whether there should be limits on how many terms any board
member can fill. The Commission does its job faithfully and well, in my
experience, but it is a self-nominating body with no overseeing public or
private authority. For this reason alone the Commission needs to be more
transparent, a subject I will return to in chapter 6.

In non-presidential election.years, the business of the Commission is
threefold. One is advising other countries on debate formats and sched-
uling. In the last few years Janet Brown has worked: with representatives
from countries that seek to have political debates.” A second activity is-ad-
vising newspapers, radio and television stations, and civic groups around
the United States that wish to, organize state and local debates during
midterm elections and for state and municipal offices.® Budget consider-
ations limit what the Commission can do, but as a source of expertise on
the subject of political debates it is without peer.

The third role of the Commission, of course, is to prepare for the next
presidential campaign season, and this process is never ending. For the
2008 campaign, for example, the Commission published its site selection
guidelines on January 1, 2007, and requested proposals from interested
parties by March 1, 2007. As of spﬁng_ 2004, there were already more
than ten sites competing for the 2008 debates and one already in the run-
ning for 2012. The Commission requires at least five commitments from
any bidder. First, it needs adequate facilities for a debate hall and, sepa-
rately, a press center for media organizations to prepare and submit
stories. Those facilities need to be preexisting and substantial, since the
Commission cannot rely on the promises of any bidder to build new fa-
cilities just for the debates. Second, the Commission has to be. assured
that the locale has an adequate number of hotel rooms to accommodate
the campaigns and their staffs, political reporters and members of other
news media, and observers. Third, there must be adequate air transporta-
tion to the site and adequate ground transportation at the site.? Fourth, the
community must support-'thé idea of hosting the debates, because invari-
ably they interfere with the lives of citizens and the normal activities
of local businesses. ' Fifth, any potential site for the debates must be will-
ing and able to make a sizable financial commitment to them. The Com-
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views known and to respond to or rebut the arguments of their oppo-
nents. In both cases, for example, participants have to make their argu-
ments within strict time limits, Those limits give each side a fair oppor-
tunity to speak, and in political debates featuring incumbents, they give
challengers a meaningful opportunity to question their opponents’ past
performance and to propose alternative policies. That opportunity may
not be enough to legitimize unpopular ideas, but it does allow the public
to hear and judge them, an important activity in a vital democracy.

The requirement that debates be bound by rules ensures that they do
not disintegrate into incoherént:and unproductive shouting matches.
Reasonable people can disagree about how debates should be structured,
and in'a series of debates formats can vary (as they do, for example, with
the popular “town hall” debates in presidential elections, in which ques-
tions come from audience members). But whatever the rules are, they
must be determined in advance, accepted by all the debate participants,
and made public.

In this respect, the televised presidential debates.are actually much less
structured than formal academic debates, where both sides know what to
expect. The candidates may agree to discuss foreign policy, for example,
but they do not know what the moderator or any other questioner will ac-
tually ask on the subject. Journalist Jim Lehrer, who has served as the prin-
cipal moderator for several presidential debates, says that out of respect
toviewers he not only asks thie candidates questions about issues they have
chosen to campaigr on but also pursues topics the candidates have ig-
nored if he believes there is strong publicinterest in them. Neither Lehrer
nor any other moderator or questioner shares his or her questions with the
candidates in advance of the debates. Moreover Lehrer is emphatic that
his job is to moderate—to enforce the rules the campaigns themselves
have established —not to act as a journalist at a press conference.”

Nonetheless, the issue of the debates’ rules, how they are determined
and who enforces them, has consistently been part of the criticism that
the televised presidential debates are not “real.” In 1976, 1980, 1984, 1988,
1992, 1996, and 2000, the candidates did their utmost to haggle about
dates, places, formats, questions, camera placement, audience reaction
shots, even the temperature in the auditorium —seeking advantage for
their own campaigns. They entered into “memoranda of understand-
ing,” one of which (2004)'is included here as an appendix. But in 2004,
the Commission asserted its authority by announcing nonnegotiable
dates, places, formats, and moderator in advance. In response, President
George Bush and Senator John Kerry entered into negotiations with each
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other, produced a memorandum of understanding, and gave the Com-
mission a deadline to accept it. The Commission rejected the memoran-
dum unanimously.

Commentary on these memoranda of understanding sometimes bor-
ders on the hysterical. A recent critic of the Commiission is George Farah,
a 2005 Harvard Law School graduate, the founder of an organization called
Open Debates, and the proponent of an alternative debates sponsor he
calls the “Citizens Debate Commission,” mentioned earlier in this chap-
ter. Farah's argument is summed up in his 2004 book No Debate: How the
Republican and Democratic Parties Secretly Control the Presidential Debates,
in which he claims that the existing Commission is a “fraud,” a bipartisan
rather than a nonpartisan organization whose principal concern is insu-
lating the major parties both from challengers and from serious question-
ing, and which acts in “secret” and “covert” ways to ensure thatoutcome.*
In 2004, Open Debates joined with ten other groups—a significant
number—to issue a report highly critical of the Commission; “Deterring
Democracy: How the Commission on Presidential Debates Undermines
Democracy.™® The report’s executive summary argued that

behind closed-doors, negotiators for the major party norninees jointly draft
debate contracts called Memoranda of Understanding that dictate precisely
how the debates will be run—from decreeing who can participate, to select-
ing who will ask the questions, to ordaining the temperature in the auditori-
ums. Masquerading as a nonpartisan sponsor, the CPD obediéntly imple-
ments and conceals the contracts. . . .

The consequences of such deceptive major party control are distressing.
Candidates that voters want to see are often éxcluded. .. . . Issués the Ameri-
can people want to hear about are often ignored, such as free trade and child
poverty. And the debates have béen reduced to a series of glorified bipartisan-
news conferences, in which the Republican and Democratic candidates ex-
change memorized soundbites,*® '

The Commission on Presidential Debates was indeed conceived as a
bipartisan organization, and some of the Commission’s earliest documents
refer to it as such. But those documents also make clear the Commission’s
conceru, from the beginning, for nonpartisan rules for including signifi-
cant minor-party candidates. The campaigns also negotiate-many impor-
tant details between them, though today they have absolutely no discre-
tion about who is invited to participate in the debates (the subject of
chapter 5) or what specific questions are asked. In their negotiations the
candidates decide a lot of trivial things. The candidates will argue about
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Much of what critics find to fault in the televised presidential debates,
then, has nothing to do with thé Cormission. Rather it is the legacy of.
the many historical, political,-and legal impediments that once-made the
debates impossible. But there is another, more important aspect of this
legacy. The League of Women Voters and later the Commission spent
many years negotiating with the campaigns from a position of weakness.
But their combined success in sponsoring the debates for more than a

quarter-century has riow put the Conimission in a position of relative’

strength vis A vis the campaigns. The campaigns will alwiys want'to nego-
tiate.terms prior to the debates, but those n}gotiation‘s are not as irnpor:
tant as they once were for a simple reason: the candidates can no longer
refusé to debate, so:there dre limits on-the conditions they can place on
their participation, Thé Commiission now has the-opportunity and the
obligation to assert its-authority over the'debates in ways that will most
bencht the public.

The Commission declared its independence in 2004.by announcing
that:the dates, places, formats, and moderators for the debates were non-
negotiable. The Commission refused to sign a memorandum of agree-
ment prepared by the representatives of the Democratic'and Republican
candidates. From now.on, it was saying, the Commission is in charge.
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GENERAL ELECTION PRESIDENTIAL DEBATE

Date

-Location

City

Time
Sponsor
Moderator
Panelists

Viewership
Format

Topic

' Jimmy Carter (D), UsS. P'r_esid_ent', and Ronald Reagan (R), Former California Governor.

Octaber 28, 1980

Public Music'Hall

Cleveland, OH:

9:30~-11:00 p.m. Eastern

League of Women Voters

Howard K. Smith, ABC News )

Marvin Stone, U.S. News & World Report; Harry Ellis, Christian
Science Monitor; William Hilliard, Portland Oregonian; Barbara
Walters, ABC News

80.6 million (data provided by Nielsen Media Research)

First half: same questions posed to both candidates, who had two
minutes to reply; follow-up by panelist permitted; each candidate
allowed one-minute rebuttal. Second half:'same questions pogea
to both candidates; no follow-up;.each candidate given two.
opportunities per question for rebuttil

Domestic, economic, foreign policy, and national security issues

1984

GENERAL BELECTION PRESIDENTIAL DEBATE

Walter Mondale (D), Former U.S. Vice President, and Ronald Reagan (R), U.S. President

Date
Location
City

Time.
Sponsor
Moderator

- Panelists

Viewership
Format

Topics

October 7, 1984

Center for the Performing Arts

Louisville, KY

9:00-10:30 p.m. Eastern

League of Women Voters

Barbara Walters, ABC News

James Wieghart, New York Ddi:l'y Nevis; Diane Sawyer, ABC News;

Fred Barnes, New.Républic-

651 million (data provided by Nielsen Media Research)
Same'questions posed to each candidate, who had two and a-half
minutes to respond; follow-up by parielists permitted; one-
minute rebuttal; four-minute closing statements

Economic and domestic issues

GENERAL ELECTION PRESIDENTIAL DEBATE

Walter Mondale (D), Former U.S. Vice President, and Ronald Reag_an (R), U.S. President

Date
Location
City

Time

October 21, 1984

‘Music Hall,-Municipal Auditorium

Kansas City, KS

8:00~9:30°pm. Eastern
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Sponsor
Moderator
Panelists

Viewership
Format

Topics

APPENDIX P

League of Women Voters

Edwin Newman, Baltimore Sun

Georgie Anne Geyer, Um:ve_rsa_l Press Syndicate; Marvin Kalb;
NBC News; Morton Kondracke, New Republic:

67.3 million (data provided by Nielsen Media Research)

Same questions posed to each candidate, who had two and-one
half minutes to respond; one-minute follow-up; one:minute
rebuttal; four-minute closing statements

Defense and foreign policy issues

VICE-PRESIDENTIAL DEBATE

George Bush (R), USS. Vice President, and Geralding Ferraro (D), U.S. Congress-

woman (NY)

Date
Location
City

Time-
Sponsor
Moderator
Panelists

Viewership
Format

Topics

October11,1984

Pennsylvania Hall Civic Center

Philadelphia

9:00-10:30 p.m. Eastern

League of Women Voters -

Sander Vanocur, ABC News,

John Mashek, U.S. News & World Report; Jack White, Tire; Norma
Quarles, NBC News; Robert Boyd, Knight-Ridder Newspapers
56.7 million (data provided by Nielsen Media Research)

Same questions posed to each candidate, who had two and a half
minutes to respond; follow-up permitted by panelists; one-
minute rebuttal; four-minute closing statements '

First half: domestic affairs. Second half: foreign affairs

1988

GENERAL ELECTION PRESIDENTIAL DEBATE

George Bush (R); U.S. Vice President, and Michael Dukakis (D), Massachusetts Governor

Date

-Location

City
Time
Sponsor

.Moderator

Panelists

Viewership
Format

Topic

Septémber 25,1988

Wait Chapel, Wake Forest University

Winston-Salem, NC

8:00-9:30 p.m. Eastern-

Commission on Presidential Debat_es

Jim Lehrer, PBS

John Mashek, Atlanta Constitution; Peter Jennings, ABC; Ann
Groer, Orlando Sentinel

65.1 million (Data provided by Nielsen Mcdia Research)

No opening statements; each candidate questioned.in turn with
two minutes to respond; one-minute rebuttal; follow-up
questions permitted by panelists; two-minute closing statements
Questions divided between foreign and domestic policy
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Monday, Oct. 22, 1984 .

Press: In Search of Questioners
By William A. Henry III

The League runs into problems putting together a panel

Nearly every candidate for national office complains at some point that the press spends too much time
pursuing its own vision of the issues and not enough allowing the candidate's message to get through to
voters. Yet when offered the opportunity to debate on TV, the campaigners have spurned proposals for
head-to-head confrontation and insisted instead that reporters ask questions, as the Reagan campaign
demanded this year. Participation by journalists turns what could be an unpredictable, even uncontrolled,
exchange into a variation on the safe, familiar format of a press conference.

Despite reporters' growing misgivings about becoming too much a part of the cafnpaign process,
journalists have been a part of every presidential debate since the first Kennedy-Nixon encounter in 1960.
To all outward appearances, there have been only cosmetic changes in the debate structure established
then and adapted in 1976, 1980 and 1984. But behind the scenes, a new factor this year caused major news
organizations to threaten to boycott future debates: for the first time, both campaigns misused their veto
power over the selection of questioners in an effort to secure a friendly panel.

The League of Women Voters has accorded campaigns veto power since it began sponsoring the debates in
1976. Explains President Dorothy Ridings: "If a candidate feels there is some reporter who is totally
opposed to him as a person or to his positions, it will affect his performance.” There was a general
understanding that the veto would be used only in extreme circumstances. In 1976 neither side objected to
any reporter. In 1980 a handful were excluded, but not enough in any debate to force the League to
expand beyond its usual slate of about twelve potential participants. For the exchange between Ronald
Reagan and Walter Mondale, however, 83 journalists were considered and only three were acceptable to
the campaigns and also willing to appear. Each side knocked out about an equal number. Said Ridings:

"There was abuse of the process by both campaigns. The letter of the agreement was lived up to, but the
spirit was not."

http://content time.comtime/subscriber/printout/0,8816,951362,00.htmi 13
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League organizers say that what may have started as gamesmanship to unnerve the other side simply got
out of hand. Says one participant: "A certain dynamism took over. One party became very harsh, and the
other side then said, 'All right, we'll do the same thing." " Of the first dozen names submitted, the
Democrats reportedly agreed to five, the Republicans to just one: James Wieghart, national political
correspondent for the Scripps-Howard newspapers and former editor of the New York Daily News. After
rejecting another group proposed by the League, each campaign countered with suggested names: some
were rejected by the other side and some by the League, which wanted a mix of sex and race of reporters
and in type of news organizations represented. A senior White House official said that the Reagan
campaign had excluded three reporters, on what appeared to be a political basis: William Greider of Rolling
Stone, whose Atlantic Monthly interviews with Budget Director David Stockman raised questions about the
integrity of the Reagan budget-planning process; Nashville Tennessean Editor John Siegen-thaler, who
served in the Kennedy Administration; and Jerrold Schechter of Esquire, a former TIME correspondent
who served in the Carter Administration.

As it turned out, the two members finally added had stronger ideological ties than most potential
questioners: CBS News Correspondent Diane Sawyer worked for Richard Nixon at the White House and
after he resigned, and Baltimore Sun Reporter Fred Barnes writes a column for the conservative monthly
American Spectator. A fourth seat was offered to two New Y ork Times reporters, Gerald Boyd and Hedrick
Smith, who refused because they disapproved of the extensive vetoes. The Times's Washington editor,
William Kovach, announced that the newspaper would boycott further debates this year: "We cannot
encourage a process that has a political saliva test administered by candidates. We all know where that
leads—to asking the White House who we can assign to cover it." CBS News President Edward Joyce also
pulled his reporters out of contention for subsequent debates.

_ The selection process for the vice-presidential forum Thursday was less tortuous. Ridings insisted that the

slate be chosen largely from an original list of twelve, and to complete the process, she presented each
campaign with pairs of potential panelists who had to be accepted in tandem. That approach produced a
balanced group whose questions seemed a bit sharper in tone and follow-up than those posed by the
presidential inquisitors. Its members: Robert Boyd, Washington bureau chief of the Knight-Ridder
newspapers, Norma Quarles of NBC News, John Mashek of U.S. News and World Report and Jack White
of TIME.

Despite the slight improvement in the approval process, Ridings said that she would not deal with
campaign subordinates but would seek to discuss the process and perhaps establish a list during a
conference telephone call with Mondale Campaign Chairman James Johnson and White House Chief of
Staff James Baker. After the campaign is over, the League is considering meeting with reporters and
political figures to work out a new system that will give candidates less leeway in exercising a veto. Says
Ridings: "We do not expect journalists to be political eunuchs. We all have our thoughts and beliefs, but we
can separate that from our duties."

-By William A. Henry I11. Reported by Kathleen Brady/New York and John E. Yang/Washington
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Memornindum of Agrecment un
Presidential Candidate Joint Appeaninces
Noverber 26, 1988

Frark | Fahrerasp! in. Tharoan of the Requblican Nanerna) Cemout-
tee. and Paul G. Kirk, jr. Cuiirman of the Democaoe Nasona) Cogiut.
tee, acknowleage and recngruze thar nunznally televised founn ippearLnces
ty the presidental nosunces of beth pardes hrve often played an impor.
tant and construcdve role in record presidental campaigns. We hope that
they will play 2 similar role in henae presidential campalgng, and we
hessby comenpt owrselves toward achiering tha goal, Ve recgnire. of
course, that the ultimane dedtion reganding participetion in xp-
pearances wil) n«un:ﬂy&madeby&umthamrz
Nonetheless, thls memorandum of -fnmcu is intended o express our
strong belled that jour appedrinces deserve to be rude & permanent and
lntegral pat of the sremdental election Frocess and v detrmination w

=ng thar abouy:,

it it owr bipamsan view that a primary resporsibility of each sujor
polincai party 15 to educare and inform the American eectorate of i fune
damenriul phulorophy and polines a3 well as its candidarey Nons on
ciscal issues. One of the most Hecthe Means of fulflitng
sibiliry U5 theecugh radonaly televised joint appearances conducted m
ween the sresiden=al] and vice presiderzil nominees of the two guajor
Fo’.i:-;u.i paries during genemal dection ampaigny. Therdore, o betar
uliil our parties’ respersidilites for sduanng and tformdng the
Amnencan public 2nd © soengthen Uw role of politicd] partes in the elec-
toral process, it Is our candusien thxt funyre joint ap nces should be
grinapally and jointly sponscred and condzted by the R publican and

mocraoe Nanonal Commniness.

We belicve that the formut evd most ceher dezadls of joint 2 es
for each general elecdon campaign should be detemined through nepgode-
ticns beneen the chairnen and the nocunees of the two political pastes
{or thel: designees) folownng e nozuinanng convennons of each
presidential election vear.

e thank the League of \Women Wetess {07 having effectively 1aig the
gound work on which we are building today. We hope Wit the Leaguy
wdl conrnue 1o offes s expenience. advxe and resources 1o the jou: ap-
P!UIHC! Efﬂ(ﬁi. - -

Dexvocraac Nuronai Ceommitrer Repasiican Nadonal Cocmzurtes
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January 26, 1986 -

G.O.P. SEEKS A CITY FOR '88

UPI

WASHINGTON, Jan. 25— The Republican National Committee has begun the process of
selecting the city for the Republican National Convention of 1988. Atlanta, Kansas City, Las Vegas,
Philadelphia, San Diego, Seattle, St. Louis, Los Angeles, Houston and several Florida cities have
applied, Frank J. Fahrenkopf Jr., the party's chairman, told his executive committee this week.
The committee ratified an agreement between him and Paul G. Kirk Jr., the Democratic national
chairman, for the parties to take over Presidential debates, sponsored in the past by the League of
Women Voters.

Copyright 2014 The New York Times Company | Home | Privacy Policy | Search | Corrections | XML | Help | ContactUs
| Backto Top
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EXHIOLTY

News from he... ﬁ
- OEMOCRATIC AND REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEES

Relmase: Wednesday, Februsry 18, 1987 ) =

Contact: Rebert P. Schmermund. RNC Terry Righael DNC ' K
202/853-8550 202/863-802)

o _ANTD DN- S5742 L

MM]SETON CN BRESTSINTIA. DCEA~ES

WASHINGION, 0.C.~-Repudlican Natfona) Committee Chatrman Frank J.
Fahrenkesf, Jr. and Oemocritic National Committee Chairmen Paul G.
Kirk, Jr. anncunced the creition of the Commission on Presidential
Oebates at a jotnt press coenference today ‘st the Capitol.

! The 1G-render commission s & bfpartfsan, non=profit, tax exeapt
| organizatior formed to 1molcqenz Jofnt sponsarship of general election
presicdentia’ und vice presfdential debazes, starting {n 1988, ty the
\ raciaomat Renatlicen 3ad JeacIrgtic canTiclges Dezwer” thylr raspective

| nominges.

im laurzntng Ns mew faltfaifve. the two ity chafrmen said,

‘A pafor cesdr-slbility of zote the Usrazratic 40z epubnifcan parties

Is te infore the American electorate on 2hesr phiicsophies and policfes

2% vall a3 thcse of theis respective candidates. OUre of the most

effective ways of 2ccomplishing tnis ts through dezates Detwgen thetr .

ncminges. By jofasly spansoring these detates, we will better fulfill ;

. our party responsioilities t3 (nfora and educita the electorate,
sirengthen t=e roie of polftizal partfes 1n the elessoral process ana, i

most imperiaat of all, we can institutionallze the dudates, making tngm “

an integ-al a=d permanens pirt of the presidentisl process.”

In erchasizing the Digartisan natyse of the Taviggian, both
“1a chatrron rciea the COntrioutions 'to the dadate crocess by the Leazue :
9f Wome~ Vzters: “We apolaud the League for laying a feurdatiza from e T
wrich we can 3ssume our Owa responsibilitles, Whils ths two party . '
commitiens will be sponiz-s fa~ ati fyty=e presidestial genera!
einction debateés betwesn S.7 pariy =2n'~eqj, wd weulZ essest ang
e~courage the League’'s za~ticipatfa~ tr sponsorfng c2™es cebares,
particutacly fa the pres‘certiy: p=imgry Srocess.”

Kirx and Fahrenkopf, {2 stressing the need to frgtituttionalize
the Cedazas, s3fd ¢ will De tng Comregsior’s goal 23 recommend the ]
rumder cf prestdentiel anc vice presidencia’ desases, as woll g3 tae .

dates and locationg,of thsse dedites, defore the 1933 nominsting ) ) .
crnveatlons. Potentlel cesratdazes for the parvies' respective &
aoeingsicns have commilted to-suecort garsy~spoasare? dedites. The L
Comwiggion's recommenditicay will Be fo~warded 22 al) gpotential -

cindizatey {27 concu=~rence o3 joc~ &) they are coepleted. . ’



“This degree of certainty about the debates going into the genera:
viection,” the chafrmen satd, "tg an historfc breakthrough fn
instituttanalizing them. [t means thet we won't spend most of the
general electfon campaign debating about debateys, as wa have too often
in the past. The American peaple have &n expectation that debates wii®
occur every four years, this process {3 Oesigned to assure that that

evpectatfon wiil be realized.” -

Fahrankcsf and Kirk w!ill serve as cc-chatry of the new Commission
They appeinted as vice chalrs:

Richard Moe, Washington lawyer and pariner 1n the fire of
Davis, Polk & Wardwell:

Oavid Norcross, Waahington lavyer and partner in ths firp of
Myers, Mattso, Rabil, Pluese & Koreross.

Others named to the Commission are:
U.5., Rep. Barbara Vucancvich (R-NY);

former U.S. Senator Johr {ulver (3-IA), now a sartner in ¢ .¢
Waskingion law firm of Arent, Fox, Kintner, Plotkin & Xahn;

Resutlizan Cov. Kay Qr» 2¢ Mess2ska:

Vernon Jordaa, a Oemocrat, fo-mer president of the Urdan
League, nov a partner fn the iaw fire cf AXin, Gump,

Strauss, Hayer & Feld;

Parela Harriman, chairmar of Democrits for the 'BO's:
U.S. Senaor Pete ¥ilson (R-CA).

The twe chylirmen sild the Comrfssfer will hire s:aff and open s
Washington o0’fice shortly. They said arifcles of 1nzc-peration for

| the Commfsstor have been filed fn the District of Columbia as well s
an applicaticn for tax exemption witn the lnternal Reveaue Servics.

Rirk aand Fehrenton? concluded Dy 3ay‘ng, “We hive na daude thal
with the help of the Comission we cin f2~ge i permanent framewqra c-
whizn 211 futu-e presiceszial dodatas Beiweor the nominees ¢’ the
twe political parties wil) de Dased. 1z s gur resporsiniiiey ay
Party chatrmen to heve aa (nformattye 8+2 fair presidentfal procers.
The qsted)fshment of the Commissinn on Presidentts) Dedaces will go &

1372 way towarg achieving this gasl ™

Today's anaouATement s%ems from s recommendation of the Coam{ssicr
on Natfonal Elections, which during 19€5 studied the presidentfal

eleciton syszem. On MNov. 26, 198%, Xire and Fahreniop’ slgned & jofr:
Mamcrandum aqgreeing n principle to pursue the piarly sponiorship
CamTeps.

alv-
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February 19, 1987

DEMOCRATS AND REPUBLICANS FORM PANEL TO
HOLD PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

By PHIL GAILEY, Special to the New York Times

WASHINGTON, Feb. 18— The two major political parties today announced the creation of a
bipartisan commission to sponsor Presidential debates in the 1988 general election campaign.

The move provoked a sharp response from the League of Women Voters, which announced plans
to hold its 1988 debates in the primary and general elections.

"I think they're trying to steal the debates from the American voters," the league's president,
Nancy M. Neuman, said of the agreement by the Democratic and Republican Parties to assume
control of the general election debates.

At a news conference, Paul G. Kirk Jr., the Democratic national chairman, and Frank J.
Fahrenkopf Jr., the Republican national chairman, said they had the support of all the 1988
Presidential hopefuls for the new arrangement; which they said would "institutionalize" the
debates and strengthen the role of the political parties in the electoral process. Move Underscores
Importance

The parties' effort to take control of the Presidential debates underscores the central and
potentially decisive role the nationally televised debates have come to play in both primary and
general election campaigns. Political experts note, for example, that Ronald Reagan scored a
breakthrough in his 1980 debate with President Carter. Four years later Mr. Reagan fumbled badly
in his first debate with his Democratic challenger, Walter F. Mondale, but was able to recoup in a
second debate.

In response to questions, Mr. Fahrenkopf indicated that the new Commission on Presidential
Debates, a nonprofit group made up of representatives from each party, was not likely to look with
favor on including third-party candidates in the debates. He said the issue was a matter for the
commission to consider when it worked out the format, timing and other details of the debates
with the candidates.

Mr. Kirk was less equivocal, saying he personally believed the panel should exclude third-party
candidates from the debates. But he said he could not speak for the commission.

hitp/Amww . nytimes.com/1987/02/19/us/democrats-and-republicans-form-panel-to-hold-presidential-debates. htmi?pagewanted=print
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At her news conference, Mrs. Neuman said the need to assure legitimate third-party candidates a
place in the debates was one of the reasons the league should be in charge. She said that, unlike
the two political parties, the league "does not have a stake in the outcome of the election.” She also
contended the league's sponsorship of debates in the past three Presidential elections had earned
it "public trust.”

Mrs. Neuman said she had written the major Presidential contenders asking them to participate in
league-sponsored debates but had not received a response. Even so, Mrs. Neuman said the league
was proceeding with plans to sponsor eight primary campaign debates, four in each party, and two
Presidential debates and one Vice Presidential debate in the general election. Debate Formats
Called Staid

Critics of the league-sponsored debates have contended that the formats were staid and did not
allow the candidates to question each other. Instead, the candidates made opening and closing
statements and were questioned by a panel of journalists selected by league officials and the
candidates. '

Mr. Fahrenkopf said the bipartian commission would raise $1 million to finance the Presidential
and Vice Presidential debates and would have the responsibility of working out the debate
arrangements before the two nominating conventions.

In his statement, Mr. Kirk said, "We believe the Democratic and Republican Parties are making
history today by assuming their rightful responsibility for the single most effective voter education
project” in Presidential elections.

Mr. Fahrenkopf asserted, "The extremely competitive nature of the two parties will ensure that we
will reach the best possible agreement for all concerned, most importantly for the voters of this
nation."

The party chairmen said today the commission would not become involved in primary debates and
invited the league to play an advisory role in the commission's work. But Mrs. Neuman rejected
the offer and invited Mr. Kirk and Mr. Fahrenkopf to serve as ex-officio members of the League of
Women Voters Education Fund.

Turning over the sponsorship of Presidential debates to the two major parties was the main
recommendation of the National Commission on Elections, a bipartisan group that studied the
election process in 1985. Although it is ultimately up to the candidates to decide whether to
debate, the panel said the two parties had the best chance of making debates a regular part of
Presidential election campaigns.

Copyright 2014 The New York Times Company { Home | Privacy Policy | Search | Corrections | XML { Help | Contact
Us | Backto Top
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

This document constitutes an agreement between Vice President Bush's representatives
and Governor Dukakis' representatives regarding the rules that will govern any Presidential
and Vice Presidential debates [sic] in 1988.

1..Number

There will be two (2) Presidential debates and one (l) Vice Presidential debate. The parties
further agree that they will not issue and challenge for additional debates during the
broadcast of any of the three debates.

2. Dates

The parties agree that the Presidential debates will be held on Sundav, September 25, 1988
and Thursday, October 13, 1988, unless there is a 7th game of the American League play-
offs in which case the second Presidential debate will he held on October 14, 1988.

The parties further agree that the Vice Presidential debate will he held on Wednesday,
October 5, 1988. '

3..Sponsorship

The first Presidential debate and the Vice Presidential debate will be offered to the
Commission on Presidential Debates for their sponsorship. The second Presideritial debate
will be offered to the League of Women Voters for their sponsorship. Sponsorship will be
conditioned upon agreement to all provisions of this Memorandum of Understanding. In the
event that either the Commission or the League does not accept the conditions of
sponsorship per this agreement, representatives of the two candidates will inmediately use
thelr best efforts to obtain a mutually agreeable’ alternate sponsor.

4. Location

The cities of Winston-Salem, North Carolina; Omaha, Nebraska; and Los Angeles,
California will be the sites of the first presidential debate, the Vice Presidential debate and
the second Presidential debate respectively.

5. Times

The first Presidential debate will begin at 8:00 p.m. Washington. D.C. time. The Vice
Presidential debate will begin at 8:00 p.m. Omaha time. The beginning time of the second
Presidential debate will be either 6:00 p.m. or 6:30 p.m. Los Angeles time as determined by
the sponsor.

6. Format
The parties agree that the following format will be in effect for both Presidential debates as
well as for the Vice Presidential debates [sic]:

a. Each debate will last for a total of ninety (90) minutes, including all questions,
answers and closing statements subject to the provisions In 6(a) in this section.

b. The moderaitor will open and close the debate and will he responsible for strictly
enforcing all the time limits. The moderator will use his best efforts to ensure that the
questions asked of the candidates will he approximately equally divided between
domestic and foreign policy. In addition, the moderator will identify each topic before
the questions are asked by the p_anelisis and will ensure that the agreed upon format
Is adhered to. If mutually agreed upon by representatives of both candidates, the
moderator. may, If he chooses, ask the first question of each candidate.

¢. There will be no opening statement by either candidate.

d. Each candidate will have the option to make a closing statement that will not exceed
two minutes in duration. In the first Presidential debate the first closing statement will
be made by President Bush and the second closing statement will bé made by Gov.
Dukakis. These positions will he.reversed-in the second Presidential debate.

¢. Irrespective of whether or not the debate broadcast runs beyond the planned ending

hitp:/iweb.archive org/web/20070422205357/http//iwww.museum.tv/debateweb/tmi/istory/1988/88essay/memorandum.htm 1/5.
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time, each candidate will be entitled to make a closing statement not to exceed two
minutes in duration. The sponsors will use their best efforts to ensure that the
networks will carry the entire debate even if it runs past the specified ending time.

f. The question and answer sequence will be as follows:

1. The moderator will indicate the topic, such as "arms control."
2. A panelist will ask a question of Candidate "A ". (NOTE: The questions asked
by the panelists will not exceed 45 seconds in duration.)

. Candidate "A" will have 2 minutes to respond.

. Candidate "B" will have 1 minute to rebut.

. The same panelist will then ask a question on the same subject of Candidate
"B".

. Candidate "B" will have 2 minutes to respond.

. Candidate "A" will have | minute to rebut.

. The moderator will then indicate a second topic for questioning and the
process will continue. The order in which the candidates are asked questions
will be reversed for the Second Round and so forth throughout the debate.
For example, on all odd numbered topics the first question will be directed to

Candidate "A" and on all even numbered topics the first question will be
directed to Candidate "B."

[V - VL

(2 = )

NOTE: A coin flip has determined that in the first Presidential
debate Vice President Bush will he Candidate "A" and Gov.
Dukakis will be candidate "B." In the second Presidential debate
Gov. Dukakis will be Candidate "A" and Vice President Bush will
he Candidate "B."

g. A coin flip for the Vice Presidential debate wilt be held as soon as possible with
representatives of each candidate present. The coin flip will determine which
candidate will receive the first question. That same candidate will make the first

. closing statement.

h. The order of questioning by the panelists will he determined by a draw supervised by

the sponsor with representatives of each candidate in attendance.

i. There will he no direct candidate-to-candidate questioning.

j. Itis further agreed that excerpts from the debate programs will not he used out of
context and will not be used in a false or deceptive manner.

k. Each candidate will determine the manner by which he prefers to he addressed by
the panelists and the moderator and will communicate this to the sponsor.

7. Selection of a Moderator

a. Representatives of each candidate will submit a list of one (| ) to two (2) possible
moderators to each other. Each side will then have the opportunity to approve or
delete names from the others proposed list. When one (1) or more possible
moderators on each side are agreed upon, then these two (2) or more names will be
submitted to the sponsor who will then select one of these individuals to be the

moderator for the first Presidential debate. If necessary, this process will be repeated

until the agreed upon number of names are submitted to the sponsor.
b. This same process will be followed for the second Presidential debate.
c. There will be a different moderator for each of the three debates.

d. Asindicated in 6 (b), the role of the moderator will be to open the program, introduce

the panelists, keep time on the length of answers, identify each topic before the

questions are asked and close the program. The moderator can ask the first question

of each candidate if this is mutually agreed upon by representatives of the two
candidates. The moderator will also use his best efforts to ensure that the questions
asked of the candidates will be approximately equally divided between domestic and
foreign policy.

8. Selaction of Panelists

a. Representatives of each candidate will submit a list of at least 6 (six) and not more
than ten (10) possible panelists to each other. Each side will then have the
opportunity to approve or delete names from the other's proposed list. When two (2)

http:/iweb.archive.orgiweb/20070422205357/http:/Mmww.museum.tv/debateweb/html/history/1988/88essay/memorandum.htm
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or more possible panelists are agreed upon from each list, these final two (2) names
on each list will be submitted to the sponsor who will then select one from each list to
be a panelist for the first Presidential debate. If, necessary, this process will be
repeated until the agreed upon number of names are submitted to the sponsor.

To select the third panelist, the sponsor will submit a list of ten (10) possible panelists
to representatives of each of the candidates. These representatives will then
mutually agree on two (2) or more possible panelists from the sponsor's list. The
sponsor will then pick one (1) panelist From this list and that individual added to the
two (2) selections from the process indicated in the previous paragraph will constitute
the three (3) panelists for the first Presidential debate.

The same process will be followed for each of the three debates.

There will be different panelists for each of the three debates.

All discussions, lists, or other writings between the parties regarding the inclusion or
exclusion of potential moderators and/or panelists shall remain confidential between
representatives of the candidates.

9. Staging (see attached diagram)

a.

j-

After the debate program goes on the air the candidates will proceed simultaneously
onto the stage from opposite wings per a verbal cue (to be determined) from the
moderator.

The candidates will each stand at a separate podium for both Presidential debates as
well as for the Vice Presidential debate.

The sponsor will construct podiums identical to view for the candidates to use. These
podiums will be constructed in a style mutually agreed upon by representatives of
both candidates. Specifically the Vice President's podium will measure 48 inches
from the stage floor to the outside top of his podium facing the audience. Gov.
Dukakis' podium will not exceed 48 inches when measured from the stage floor to
the outside top of his podium facing the audience. Neither candidate’s height will
exceed 74 inches above the stage floor when the candidates are standing at their
podiums. Other requirements for these podiums will be verbally transmitted to the
sponsor by representatives of the two candidates. There will he no writings or
markings of any kind on the front of these podiums.

The microphones for each candidate will be attached to the podium. In no case will
any microphone be physically attached to either candidate.

. For both Presidential debates, the Vice President will be standing at the stage right

podium and Governor Dukakis will he standing at the stage left podium. For the Vice
Presidential debate, Senator Bentsen will be standing at the stage right podium and
Senator Quayle will he standing at the stage left podium.

The candidates’ podiums will he equally canted to the center of the stage at a degree
to be determined by the producer and will not he more than 10 feet apart. (see
attached diagram)

Camera placement shall be as indicated on the attached diagram unless changed by
mutual agreement.

All cameras shall be locked into place during all three debates. They can, however,
tilt or rotate as needed.

. TV coverage will he limited to shots of the candidates, panelists or moderator during

the question and answer period of each debate. In no case shall any television shots
be taken of any member of the audience (including candidate's family members)
from the time the first question is asked until the conclusion of the closing
statements.

All members of the audience shall be requested by the moderator before the debate
goes on the air and by the moderator after the program goes on the air not to
applaud or otherwise participate in the debate by any means other than by silent
observation.

Each camera to which a candidate will direct his answer shall be outlined with a
distinctively lighted color so that each candidate can clearly determine where he
should direct his remarks if desiring to do so into the camera.

The moderator and the panelists shall be seated so as to be positioned between the
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candidates and the cameras to which the candidates may direct their answers.

(see attached diagram)

A green light, clearly visible to the candidates, will be on when the candidates are
asked their question. It will be a constant light and not a blinking one. The time cue
given to indicate 30 seconds remaining for a candidate’s answer shall be an amber
light that will go on when that time remains. It will be a constant light and not a
blinking one. Similarly, a red light shall go on at the same location as the green and
amber lights 15 seconds before a candidate's time has expired. It will be a constant
light and not an blinking one. There shall be two sets of these lights (one for each
candidate) and these lights shall be large and in each candidate's direct line of sight
to the camera to which he is giving his answer. The candidates shall not be required
to look up, down or sideways to see these lights.

. Each candidate shall be permitted to have a complete production and technical

briefing at the location of the debate on the day of the debate. Each candidate can
have a maximum of one hour for this briefing. Production lock down will not occur for
either candidate until that candidate has had his technical briefing and walk-through.

. There will be no taping allowed during the candidates' technical briefing at the

location of the debate on the date of the debate.

. All of Vice President Bush’s representatives shall vacate the debate site while

Governor Dukakis has his technical briefing and vice versa.

. No press will be allowed into the auditorium where the debate will take place during

the candidates production briefing.

r. Each candidate may use his own makeup person.
s. The candidates can take notes during the debate on the size, color and type of paper

w,

each prefers. Neither candidate will be permitted to take any notes or other material
into the debate.

Neither candidate shall have any staff member in the wings nor backstage later than
five minutes after the debate has begun nor sooner than five minutes before the
program concludes.

Other than security personnel not more than 2 aides will accompany each candidate
to the stage before the program begins.

There will be no cut-aways to the candidate who is not responding to a question
while his opponent is answering a question nor to the candidate who is not giving his
closing statement while his opponent is doing so.

The color of the backdrop will be mutually determined.

The set will be completed and lit no later than 3 p.m. on the day before the debate
will occeur.

There will he no tally lights lit on any of the cameras during the broadcast of the
debate.

10.Ticket Distribution & Seating Arrangements

a. Each candidate shall directly receive one-third of the tickets with the remaining one-

b.

C.

third going to the debate sponsors.

The candidates’ families and supporters shall be given seats on the side of the
auditorium from which their candidate is speaking. Each candidate shall have the first
four rows for his personal use and succeeding rows will be made available for
supporters of that particular candidate.

Any press seated in the auditorium can only he accommodated in the furthest two
rows of the auditorium. Two still photo pool stand's can be positioned near either side
of the TV camera stands located in the audience. (A press center with all necessary
feeds will be otherwise available.) _

Tickets will be delivered by the sponsor to the Chairman of each candidate’s
campaign by 12 noon on Monday, September 19 preceding the first Presidential
debate unless other arrangements are made between each candidate and the
Commission. Tickets for the succeeding two debates will be made available in a
similar mariner no later than six days before each debate.

11. Dressing Rooms/Holding Rooms

http://web.archive.orgiweb/20070422205357/http:/mww.museum.tv/debateweb/htmi/history/1988/88essay/memorandum.htm
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9/6/2014 Memorandum of Understanding for 1988 Debates

a. Each candidate shall have a dressing room available of adequate size so as to
permit private seclusion for that candidate and adequate space for whatever number
of staff that candidate desires to have in this area. An equal number of other
backstage rooms will be available for other staff members of each candidate. All of
these rooms can be furnished as deemed necessary by the candidate’s
representatives. The number of individuals allowed in these rooms shall be self-
imposed by each candidate. Backstage passes (if needed) will be issued to the
candidate’s representatives as requested. The sponsor will not restrict the issuance
of these passes.

The rooms mentioned in the preceding paragraph shall be available at least 84 hours
in advance of each debate. For example, if the first debate is held at 8 p.m. on
September 25 then these rooms shall be available to the candidate representatives
no later than 8 a.m. on Thursday September 22.

b. Each candidate shall have dressing and staff holding rooms on opposite sides of the
stage from those designated for the opposing candidate. If sufficient space is not
available, the sponsor will rent a trailer of agreeable size for each candidate to use
as desired by representatives of the candidates.

12. Miscellaneous

a. Each candidate shall be allowed to have a photographer present on stage before the
program begins, in the wings during the debate as desired, and on the stage
immediately upon conclusion of the debate. Photos taken by these photographers
may or may not be distributed to the press as determined by each candidate.

b. Each candidate shall receive not less than 30 passes for The Press Center and more
if mutually agreed upon.

¢. Each candidate shall be allowed to have an unlimited number of people in The Press
Center upon the conclusion of the debate.

d. The sponsor of each debate shall be responsible for all press credentialing.

€. The sponsor will invite from their allotment (two tickets each) an agreed upon list of
office holder's such as tile U.S. Senate and House Majority and Minority Leaders, the
Governor and the Lieutenant Governor of the state holding the debate, that state’s
congressional delegation, appropriate state legislative representatives and the Mayor
and City Council members of the city holding the debate.

13. Announcement of Agreement
This agreement shall not be announced publicly until signed by all parties and until a time
for an announcement is mutually agreed upon.

James A. Baker, I Date Paul P. Brountas Date

http:/iweb.archive.orgiweb/20070422205357/hitp://iwww.museum.tv/debateweb/htmi/history/1988/88essay/memorandum.htm
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End the Debates Before They Start

By Paul Weyrich and Randall Robinson

WASHINGTON— Last week the Commission on Presidential Debates announced its schedule
for next year. Debates among the presidential candidates are the most important events of the
campaign, and they should be the most effective forum possible for the education of American
voters. But they won't be, as long as the commission continues to organize them.

The commission -- which is a private, nonprofit corporation -- represents the interests of the
Republican and Democratic parties. Despite its stated commitment to "provide the best possible
information to viewers and listeners" about the election, the commission consistently abdicates its
responsibility by allowing the major-party candidates to control the debates. The debates -- and
democracy -- would be better served by a less partisan, more responsive organization.

From 1976 to 1984, the presidential debates were sponsored by the League of Women Voters. In
1986, however, the Democratic National Committee and the Republican National Committee
ratified their agreement to take over the presidential debates. The commission was established in

1987.

The commission describes itself as nonpartisan, but it is actually bipartisan: its co-chairmen are
Frank Fahrenkopf and Paul Kirk, former chairmen of the Republican and Democratic parties,
respectively. For several months after the commission was formed, each man served as the
chairman of a major political party and as co-chairman of the commission itself.

The commission's bias toward the two major parties is most evident during the debate negotiation
process. Every four years, the commission publicly proposes a debate schedule and publishes
candidate selection criteria. Questions concerning third-party participation and debate formats,
however, are ultimately resolved behind closed doors among Republican and Democratic
negotiators. The commission, posing as an independent sponsor, then enforces these rules,
shielding the major-party candidates from public criticism.

In 1996, for example, Bob Dole and President Bill Clinton maneuvered to keep Ross Perot from the
presidential debates, even though Mr. Perot had received almost $30 million in federal matching
funds and a substantial majority of likely voters wanted him included.

http:/Avww. nytimes.com/2003/11/12/opinion/end-the-debates- before-they-start. html ?module= Search&mabReward=relbias % 3Ar%2C % 7B%221%22%3A%22R 1%...  1/2
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The commission allows the two major parties even greater control over the selection of format.
Candidates must agree on panelists and moderators. They can also prohibit candidate-to-
candidate questioning, require the screening of town-hall questions, artificially limit response
times and ban follow-up questions. The result is a series of glorified bipartisan news conferences,
where the major-party candidates merely recite prepackaged sound bites and avoid discussing
many important issues.

Imagine a new, genuinely nonpartisan debate sponsor -- a Citizens Debate Commission --
operating with full transparency and resisting the antidemocratic demands of participating
candidates. Popular third-party candidates that the American people want to see participate in the
debates would be included. Exchanges among the candidates and follow-up questions would be
allowed. Our organization, Open Debates, is working to make this dream a reality.

Real presidential debates would energize voters, broaden the presentation of issues and give a
more accurate portrayal of the candidates for the most important job in the world.

Copyright 2014 The New_York Times Company | Home | Privacy Policy | Search | Corrections | XML | Help | Contact Us
| Backto Top
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THE DEBATES

Panel Won't Sign Agreement but Will Enforce Stipulations
By JIM RUTENBERG

R A J ASHINGTON, Sept. 27 - The Commission on Presidential Debates said Monday that it would enforce

many of the stipulations agreed to by the campaigns of President Bush and Senator John Kerry, but that it
would not sign the agreement itself - which aides to Mr. Bush had indicated was a prerequisite for his participation
in the debates.

The 32-page agreement, released last Monday, included a provision that gave the candidates the right to wak
away from its terms if the commission did not sign it. Mr. Kerry's campaign aides indicated last week that they
would not make an issue of whether the commission signed the agreement, something it has never been asked to
do before. Mr. Bush's campaign indicated that it might.

But after the commission said Monday that its decision not to sign the agreement was final, Mr. Bush's campaign
said it was satisfied with a statement the commission posted on its Web site that said "the debate format rules will
be enforced as stated in the Sept. 20 memorandum.”

Mark Wallace, Mr. Bush's deputy campaign manager, said, "We're pleased that the commission has agreed to
uphold the terms of the agreement."

Still, officials of the debate commission said they were agreeing primarily to those things Mr. Bush's aides had
emphasized as especially important to them: a strict time limit on candidate responses, an electronic warning when
candidates exceed their speaking time that can be seen and heard by viewers at home, and a prohibition against
the candidates' directly posing questions to each other.

One official said the commission would probably not abide by the agreement's stipulation that the audience at the
Oct. 8 town-hall-style debate in Missouri be composed of people who are "soft supporters" of Mr. Kerry and
Mr. Bush, meaning they had not solidly made up their minds but were leaning one way or another. The
commission had proposed that the audience be filled with strictly undecided voters.

But a senior Bush campaign official noted that the commission said in its statement, "There will be no departure
from the terms of the memorandum without prior consultation with and approval by the appropriate campaign
representatives. "

"I'm unaware of any such prior approval or consultation," said the official, who said he expected the point to be
worked out between the parties.

http:/Avwwv.nytimes.com/2004/09/28/politics/campaig n/28debate.htmi ?pag ewanted=print&position= 12
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Debate commission officials also said they could not and would not enforce the agreement's stipulation that
network cameras refran from showing Mr. Bush when Mr. Kerry was speaking, and vice versa.

"There are certain things that are clearly beyond our control," said Frank J. Fahrenkopf Jr., a co-chairman of the
commission. "We don't control the feed so we don't know what the networks are going to show; that's not within
our purview."

Paul Schur, a spokesman for the Fox News Channel, which is telecasting the first debate on Thursday for the
major news networks planning to carry i, said, "Because of journalistic standards, we're not going to follow
outside restrictions."

Mr. Fahrenkopfalso said that the debate moderators had no plans to sign the agreement either, despite a
provision in the memorandum allowing the campaigns to replace those who refuse to sign. Aides to both
candidates indicated that they would not push the issue.

Copyright 2004 The New York Times Companxl Home | Privacy Policy | Search | Correctionsl RSS | Help | Backto Top
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COMMISSION ON . d

PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W. » Suite 445 « Washingtou, D.C. 20036 » (202) 872:1020 » Fax (202) 783-5923

September 24, 2004

James A. Baker, I1I, Esq. Vernon E. Jordan, Esq.
Baker Botts L.L.P. Lazard Freres L.L.C.
1299 Pennsylvania Ave. NW 30:Rockefeller Plaza
Washington, DC 20004 New York, NY 10112

Gentlemen:

We are enclosing a press release issued today by the Commission on Presidential Debates
announcing the results of the application of its Non-Partisan Candidate Selection Criteria for
2004. We are pleased to advise you that President Bush and Senator Kerry, as well as Vice
President Chéney and Senator Edwards, have met the requirements for participation under the
Criteria.

On September 20, 2004, you jointly annouriced President Bush and Senator Kerry's
commitment to participate in a series of three presxdennal debates and Vice President Cheney-
and Senator Edwards' commitment to participate iit one vice presidential debate, as proposed by
the Commission. The September 20 announcement also adopted the Commission’s proposals
regarding the debates’ locations, dates, times, moderators and 90-minute lengths.

The Commission is extremely pleased that highly respected journalists Jim Lehrer, Gwen
Ifill, Charles Gibson and Bob Schieffer have agreed to serve as moderators for the 2004 debates.
Their participation will greatly enhance the integrity, fairess and professionalism of the debates.

We have reviewed the terms of the. memorandum refeased by the campaigns on
September 20. As we go forward with our debate planning, and in order to ensure that the 2004
debates-proceed in an orderly, fair and informative way, we will make every good faith effort to
accommodate those terms. If departure from the terms becomes necessary, we certainly will
confer with the appropriate campaign representatives.

Co-chuirmen Honorgry Cu-chairmen Directors

PFrank ). Fahrenkopt, Jt. Gerald R. Ford Howaid G. Buffelt Newton N. Minow

Puaul G. Kirk, Jr. Jimmy Caster Representative Jennifer Dunn Dorothy Ridings
Ronald Reagan Antonia Hermandez H. Patrick Swygert

kivecutive Dirvctor Willians J. Clinton Carnline Kennedy

Junet H. Brown



James A. Baker, IIl, Esq.

Vernon E. Jordan, Esq,
September 24, 2004
Page 2

primarily to foreign- affairs and homeland security and the October 13 debate bemg devoted
primarily to domestic and economic policy. ‘We say "primarily" simply to-acknowledge the
possibility that a sxgmﬁcant development may lead a moderator to conclude that some modest
deviation from the primary topic-is necessary. For example, if an international event were to
occur between the September 30th debate and the October 13th debate, the moderator may
conclude that the event should be addressed in the subsequent debaté. We are also agreeable to
the candidates using podiums in the first and third presidential debates.

The Commission is pleased that the campaigns have agreed to the town meeting format
for the October 8 debate scheduled to take place at Washington University in St. Louis, as the
Commission had proposed. This format is very popular with the public and adds to the value of
the series.of debates. In 1992, 1996, and 2000, the town meeting participants were undecided.

voters:selected by the Gallup Orgamzatlon from the standard-metropolitan statistical area of the -

debate cities. We are confident that once the ¢campaigns® representatives.have had-an
opponumty to discuss participant selection methodology with Dr. Frank NeWport of Gallup, the
open issues, if any, will be resolved satisfactorily.

Novw that the Candidate Seléction Criteria have been applied, the Commission’s
production staff will be pleased to finalize with the campaigns' appropriate representatives
technical issues pertaining to the debates.

We look forward to these important voter education events.

Sincerely yours,

' Frank J. Fahsenkopf, Jr. "Pail G.Kirk, Jr,

Enclosure
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 4987
The Commission on Presidential Debates )

DECLARATION OF JANET H. BROWN

1, Janet H. Brown, Executive Director of the Commission on Presidential Debates

("CPD"), give this declaration based on personal knowledge.

Background
1. I have been the Executive Director of the CPD since March 1987. Under the

supervision of the Board of Directors, I am primarily responsible for planning and
organizing the debates the CPD intends to sponsor in 2000.

2. Prior to serving as Executive Director of the CPD, I served on the staffs of
the late Ambassador Elliot Richardson and former U.S. Senator John Danforth.
Additionally, I have held appointments at the White House Domestic Courcil and the
Office of Management and Budget. I am a graduate of Williams College and have a
master's degree in public administration from Harvard University.

3. The CPD is a private, nonpartisan, not-for-profit corporation dedicated solely
to the sponsorship of general election presidential and vice presidential debates and related
voter education functions. The CPD was organized in February 1987, under the laws of the
District of Columbia, and has its sole office in the District of Columbia. CPD's Articles of
Incorporation identify its purpose as "to organize, manage, produce, publicize and support

debates for the candidates for President of United States . .." The CPD has been granted

232791 vl




tax-exempt status by the Internal Revenue Service under §501(c)(3) of the Internal

Revenue Code. Consistent with its §501(c)(3) status, the CPD makes no assessment of the

merits of any candidate’s or party’s views, and does not advocate or oppose the election of
any candidate or party.

4, The CPD has sponsored presidential and vice presidential debates in 1988,
1992 and 1996. The CPD’s debates have been viewed by tens of millions of Americans
and have served a valuable voter education function. Prior to CPD's sponsorship in 1988,
televised presidential debates were produced in only four general election years: by the
networks in 1960, and by the non-profit League of Women Voters in 1976, 1980, and

1984. No televised presidential debates were held in the general election in 1964, 1968 or

1972.
l i 5.  The CPD receives no government funding; nor does it receive funds from
any political party. The CPD obtains the funds to produce its debates from the universities
and communities that host the debates, and it relies on corporate and private donations to
augment contributions from the debate hosts and to support the CPD’s ongoing voter
education activities. The CPD currently is attempting to raise funds and in-kind
contributions from a variety of corporate and non-profit entities specializing in interactive
application of the Internet in order to enable the CPD to expand and improve upon the
voter education opportunities it provides on its website. None of the organizations that
have donated to the CPD have sought or had any input whatsoever in the promulgation of
CPD candidate selection criteria or in the selection of debate participants.

6. The CPD has a twelve-member, all volunteer Board of Directors ("CPD

Board"). The Co-Chairmen of the CPD Board, Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr. and Paul G. Kirk, Jr.,
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each are distinguished civic leaders with extensive records of public service. Mr. Fahrenkopf
has served as Co-Chairman of the Rivlin Commission, which investigated and reported on the
government of the District of Columbia, was a founder of the National Endowment for
Democracy, is a member of thé Board of Trustees of the National Judicial College, the ABA-
sponsored judicial education center for federal and state judges, and is the Chairman of the
American Bar Association’s Coalition for Justice, a group coordinating the ABA’s initiative
to improve the American system of justice. Mr. Fahrenkopf also serves on the Board of
Trustees of the E. L. Wiegand Foundation and is a member of the Greater Washington Board
of Trade, the Economic Club of Washington and the Federal City Council. Mr. Kirk has
served as the Co-Chairman of the National Student/Parent Mock Election and on numerous
civic and corporate boards. Mr. Kirk currently is the Chairman of the Board of Directors of
the John F. Kennedy Library Foundation and is Of Counsel to the law firm of Sullivan &

Worcester, LLP of Boston, Massachusetts.
7. The remaining members of the CPD Board are:

Clifford L. Alexander, Jr., President of Alexander & Associates; former Chairman
of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.

Howard G. Buffett, Chairman of GSI, Inc.
The Honorable Paul Coverdell, Member of the U.S. Senate from Georgia.

John C. Danforth, Lawyer and Partner, Bryan Cave; Retired U.S. Senator from
Missouri.

The Honorable Jennifer Dunn, Member of the U.S. House of Representatives from
Washington.

Antonia Hernandez, President, Mexican American Legal Defense Fund.
Caroline Kennedy, Author.

Paul H. O’Neill, Chairman of the Board of Aluminum Company of America; former
Deputy Director of the Office of Management and Budget.
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Newton Minow, Lawyer and Partner, Sidley & Austin; former Chairman of the
Federal Communications Commission.

Dorothy Ridings, President and CEO of the Council on Foundations; former
President, League of Women Voters.

8.  Former Presidents Gerald Ford, Jimmy Carter and Ronald Reagan serve as

Honorary Co-Chairmen of CPD.

History of the Commission on Presidential Debates

9. CPD was organized in response to the recommendations of two separate
studies on presidential elections and debates: (1) the April 1986 Final Report of the
Commission on National Elections, entitled Electing the President: A Program for Reform,
a nine-month study of presidential elections by a distinguished group of news executives,
elected officials, business people, political consultants, and lawyers conducted under the
auspices of the Georgetown University Center for Strategic and International Studies, and
(2) the Theodore H. White Conference on Presidential Debates held in March 1986 at the
Harvard Institute of Politics and chaired by Newton Minow, former chairman of the
Federal Communications Commission.

10.  Both of those studies underscored the importance presidential debates had
assumed in American electoral politics. Rather than permit the existence of debates to turn
on the vagaries of each election, the studies recommended that the debates be
"institutionalized." More specifically, both studies recommended that the two major
political parties create a mechanism designed to ensure, to the greatest extent possible, that
debates become a permanent and integral part of the presidential election process.

11.  Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr. and Paul G. Kitk, Jr., then-chairmen of the
Republican and Democratic National Committees respectively, responded by initiating

CPD as a not-for-profit corporation separate and apart from their party organizations.
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While Messrs. Kirk and Fahrenkopf served as the chairs of the major national party
committees at the time CPD was formed, they no longer do so; nor do the current chairs of
those committees sit on CPD's Board of Direc;tors. No CPD Board member is an officer of
the Democratic or Republican National Committee. Although some CPD Board memberé,
like the majority of this country’s civic leaders, identify with the Republican or Democratic
party, that certainly is not the case with every Board member. For example, I am not aware
of what party, if any, Board members Doro_thy Ridings or Howard Buffett would identify

with if asked.

1988: The CPD Successfully Launches Its First Debates
12.  On July 7, 1987, over one year prior to the sponsorship of the CPD’s first

debates, CPD formed an advisory panel of distinguished Americans, including individuals
not affiliated with any party, in order to provide guidance to CPD with respect to several |
areas, including non-major party candidate participation in CPD-sponsored debates. From
virtually the beginning of CPD's operations, CPD's Board recognized that, although the
leading contenders for the offices of President and Vice President of the United States
historically have come from the major parties, CPD's eQucational mission would be
furthered by developing criteria by which to identify any non-major party candidate who,
in a particular election year, was a leading candidate for the office of President or Vice
President of the United States, and to whom an invitation should be extended to participate
in one or more CPD-sponsored debate.

13.  The individuals serving on that advisory panel (and their then-current
principal affiliation) included:

Charles Benton, Chairman, Public Media Inc.;

Ambassador Holland Coors, 1987 Year of the Americas;
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Marian Wright Edelman, President, Children's Defense Fund;
Mary Hatwood Futrell, President, National Education Association;

Carla A. Hills, Partner, Weil, Gotshall & Manges;

. Barbara Jordan, Professor, LBJ School of Public Affairs, University of Texas;
Melvin Laird, Senior Counselor, Readers' Digest;

Ambassador Carol Laise;

Prage |

William Leonard, former President, CBS News;

U e ey, aan,
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Kate Rand Lloyd, Managing Editor, Working Woman Magazine;

Newton Minow, Partner, Sidley & Austin;

4 e Richard Neustadt, Professor, Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University;
; 55 Ed Ney, Vice Chairman, Paine Webber Inc.;
i
J[ : Paul H. O'Neill, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, Aluminum Company of

j & America;
| Nelson W. Polsby, Professor, University of California at Berkeley;

Jody Powell, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, Ogilvy & Mather Public
Affairs;

Murray Rossant, Director, Twentieth Century Fund;

Jill Ruckelshaus, director of various non-profit entities;

Lawrence Spivak, former Producer and Moderator, "Meet the Press";
Robert Strauss, Partner, Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer & Feld;

Richard Thomburgh, Director, Institute of Politics, Harvard University;
Marietta Tree, Chairman, Citizen's Committee for New York City;
Anne Wexler, Chairman, Wexler, Reynolds, Harrison & Schule;

Mrs. Jim Wright.

14.  The advisory panel convened in Washington on October 1, 1987 to discuss

the issues of its mandate, including the candidate selection criteria, after which the CPD
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Board appointed a subcommittee of the advisory panel, headed by Professor Richard
Neustadt of the Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, to draw on the
deliberations and develop nonpartisan criteria for the identification of appropriate third-
party candidates to participate in CPD sponsored debates. |

15. On November 20, 1987, Professor Neustadt's subcommittee recommended to
the CPD Board the adoption of specific nonpartisan candidate selection criteria intended to
identify those candidates other than the nominees of the major parties with a realistic
chance of becoming President or Vice President of the United States. The Neustadt
subcommittee reported that the adoption and application of such criteria would help ensure
that the primary educational purpose of the CPD -- to ensure that future Presidents and
Vice Presidents of the United States are elected after the voters have had an opportunity to
hear them debate their principal rivals -- would be fulfilled.

16. While the 1987 candidate selection criteria themselves were quite detailed,
they included a review of three types of factors: (1) evidence of national organization;

(2) signs of national newsworthiness and competitiveness, and (3) indicators of national
public enthusiasm or concern, to determine whether a candidate had a realistic chance of
election.

17.  On February 4, 1988, the CPD Board unanimously adopted the selection
criteria proposed by Professor Neustadt's subcommittee. The sole objective of the criteria
adopted by the CPD in 1988 was to structure the CPD debates so as to further the
nonpartisan educational purpose of those debates, while at the same time complying fully

with applicable law. An Advisory Committee to the CPD Board, chaired by Professor
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Neustadt, was created for the purpose of applying the 1988 candidate selection criteria to
the facts and circumstances of the 1988 campaign.

18.  Professor Neustadt’s Advisory Committee met in advance of the debates and
cmﬂly appli.ed the candidate selection criteria to the facts and circumstances of the 1988
campaign. The Advisory Committee unanimously concluded that no non-major party
candidate satisfied the criteria and, accordingly, the Advisory Committee recommended to
the CPD Board that no non-major party candidate be extended an invitation to participate
in the CPD’s 1988 debates. The CPD Board of Directors, after carefully considering the
Advisory Committee’s recommendation, the criteria and the facts and circumstances of the
1988 campaign,.voted unanimously to accept the Advisory Committee’s recommendation.

19.  Although the Bush and Dukakis campaigns reached an agreement that
addressed certain production aspects of the 1988 debates, that agreement in no sense
impaired the voter education value of those debates, in which a number of prominent
joumnalists participated, including Jim Lehrer, Peter Jennings, Tom Brokaw and Bemnard
Shaw. |

1992: The CPD’s Debates Include Three Candidates

20.  Onor about January 16, 1992, the CPD Board requested that the Advisory
Committee, again chaired by Professor Neustadt, assist the CPD in promulgating
nonpartisan candidate selection criteria in connection with the 1992 election. Pursuant to
the Advisory Committee's recommendation, the CPD Board adopted substantially the same
selection criteria used in 1988, with minor technical changes.

21.  The 1992 Advisory Committee, consisting of Professor Neustadt; Professor
Diana Carlin of the University of Kansas; Dorothy Ridings, Publisher and President of the

Bradenton Herald and former President of the League of Women Voters; Kenneth
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Thompson, Director of the Miller Center, University of Virginia; and Eddie W_illiams,
President, Joint Center for Political and Economic Studies, met on September 9, 1992 to
apply the candidate selectlion criteria to the {00-plus declared presidential candidates
seeking election in 1992. At that time, it was the unanimous conclusion of the 1992
Advisory Committee that no non-major party candidate then seeking election had a
realistic chance in 1992 of becoming the next President of the United States. Ross Perot,
who had withdrawr_l from the race in July 1992, was not a candidate for President at the
time of this determination.

22.  On Qctober 5, 1992, the Advisory Committee reconvened at the request of
the CPD Board to update its application of the 1992 criteria to include subsequent
developments, including Ross Perot's October 1, 1992 reentry into the campaign. The
Advisory Commi.ttee concluded that Mr. Perot satisfied the selection criteria, and based on
that recommendation, the CPD Board extended invitations to Mr. Perot and his running
mate, Admiral James B. Stockdale, to participate in its first two 1992 debates. When it
became clear that the debate schedule -- four debates in eight days -- would prevent any
meaningful reapplication of the selection criteria, the CPD extended its original
recommendation that the Perot/Stockdale campaigh participate in two debates to all four
debates. See Qctober 6 and 7, 1992 letters (attached at Tab A). Thereafter, the CPD
produced three presidential debates involving President Bush, Governor Clinton, and
Mr. Perot, and one vice presidential debate between Vice President Quayle, Senator Gore,
and Admiral Stockdale.

23.  When the Advisory Committee applied the 1992 criteria to Mr. Perot, it

faced the unprecedented situation in which a candidate, whose standing in the polls had
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been approximately 40%, had withdrawn from the race, but then rejoined the campaign
shortly before the debates, with unlimited funds to spend on television campaigning. The
Advisory Committee found that it was unable to predict the consequences of that
combination, but agreed that Mr. Perot had a chance of election if he did well enough that
no candidate received a majority of electoral votes and the election was determined by the
United States House of Representatives. Although the Advisory Committee viewed

M. Perot’s prospect of election as unlikely, it concluded that the possibility was not
unrealistic, and that Mr. Perot therefore met the CPD’s 1992 criteria for debate
participation. See September 17, 1996 letter (attached at Tab B).

24. The Complainants in MUR 4987 suggest that, at the time the CPD decided to
include Ross Perot in its 1992 debates, Mr. Perot’s support was at 7% in national polis. In
fact, some polls available at the time the CPD made its decision showed Mr. Perot’s
support at as high as 17-20%. In any event, before his abrupt withdrawal from the

campaign, Mr. Perot's public support had been almost 40%.

1996: The CPD’s Criteria are Upheld as Objective and Nonpartisan

25.  After evaluation of the prior debates and careful consideration of how best to
achieve its educational mission, on September 19, 1995, the CPD Board adopted the same
selection criteria, with minor changes, for use in the 1996 debates, and appointed a 1996
Advisory Committee consisting of the same members as the 1992 committee.

26.  On September 16, 1996, the Advisory Committee met to apply the candidate
selection criteria to the more than 130 declared non-major party presidential candidates
seeking election in 1996. Al?hough the 1996 candidate selection criteria did not expressly
require it to do so, the 1996 Advisory Committee independently applied the criteria to the

Democratic and Republican party nominees. In light of its findings, the Advisory
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Committee recomtmended to the CPD's Board that only President Clinton and Senator Dole
be invited to participate in the CPD's 1996 presidential debate, and that only Vice President
Gore and Congressman Kemp be invited to participate in the CPD's 1996 vice presidential
debate. The CPD Board unanimously accepted the 1996 Advisory Committee’s
recommendation.

27. Inaletter from Professor Neustadt, the Advisory Committee explained that
after careful consideration of the circumstances in the 1996 campaign, it found that neither
Mr. Perot nor any other non-major party candidate had a realistic chance of being elected
president that year. With respect to Mr. Perot, the Advisory Commiiitee emphasized that
the circumstances of the 1996 campaign differed from the unprecedented circumstances of

1992, and that Mr. Perot’s funding was limited by his acceptance of a federal subsidy. See

- September 17, 1996 letter, Tab B.

28.  Just prior to the CPD’s 1996 debates, Perot *96, Ross Perot’s campaign
committee, and the Natural Law Party (the “NLP”) filed separate administrative complaints
with the Federal Election Commission (the “FEC”) alleging, among other things, that the
CPD was in violation of the FEC’s debate regulations because it provided an “automatic”
invitation to its debates to the major party nominees and because it employed impermissibly
“subjective” candidate selection criteria. Perot ‘96 and the NLP then filed lawsuits against
the CPD and the FEC in federal court seeking to halt the scheduled debates. After expedited
briefing, the District Court dismissed the suits. See Hagelin v. Federal Election
Commission, 1996 WL 566762 (D.D.C. Oct. 1, 1996) (NO. CIV. A. 96-2132, CIV. A. 96-

2196) (attached at Tab C). The U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit upheld the lower
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court’s decision, see Perot v. Federal Election Commission, 97 F.3d 553 (D.C. Cir. 1996)
(attached at Tab D), and the Supreme Court declined to hear the matter.

29.  Subsequently, in 1998, the FEC found that there was no feason to believe that
the CPD had violated any of the Commission’s regulations, and the administrative complaints
were dismissed. In brief, the FEC agreed that the requirement that decisions be made based on
“objective criteria” did not mean the criteria must be capable of mechanical application.
Rather, it was sufficient that the CPD’s criteria “reduce a debate sponsor’s use of its own
personal opinions in selecting candidates,” and are not “arranged in some manner as to
guarantee a preordained result.” See Statement of Reasons, MURs 4451 and 4473 (April 6,
1998) (attached at Tab E). As to the contention that the criteria prohibited “automatic”
invitations to the nominees, the FEC, again agreeing with the CPD, explained that the
regulations do not prohibit such invitations; rather they require that other criteria exist to
identify candidates other than the major party nominees who qualify for invitation. The CPD’s
criteria satisfied this requirement.

30.  InOctober 1996, following the dismissal of the lawsuits, the CPD sponsored
two presidential debates between President Clinton and Senator Dole and one vice-presidential

debate between their running mates.

2000: The CPD Adopts More Streamlined Criteria
31.  After each election cycle, the CPD has examined a wide-range of issues
relating to the debates. These reviews have considered format, timing and other issues,
including the candidate selection process. The review the CPD conducts after each election
is part of the CPD’s ongoing effort to enhance the contribution the debates make to the
process by which Americans select their next President. After very careful study and

deliberation, the CPD adopted more streamlined criteria in January 2000 for use in the 2000
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general election debates. In summary, the CPD Nonpartisan Candidate Selection Criteria
for 2000 General Election Debate Participation (the “2000 Criteria™) are (1) constitutional
eligibility; (2) appearance on a sufficient number of state ballots to achieve an Electoral
College majority; and (3) a level of support of at least fifteen percent of the national
electorate as determined by five selected nationzal public opinion polling organizations,
using the average of those organizations’ most recent publicly-reported results at the time of
the determination. See 2000 Criteria (attached at Tab F). As I understand the Reform
Party’s complaint, it takes issue with only the third criterion.

32.  The CPD believes that the approach to candidate selection it has adopted for
2000 will enhance the debates and the process by which we select bur President. The
approach is faithful to the long-stated goal of the CPD’s debates -- to allow the electorate to
cast their ballots after having had an opportunity to sharpen their views of the leading
candidates. The approach also has the virtue of clarity and predictability. The CPD also
hopes and expects that the criteria will further enhance the public’s confidence in the debate
process.

33.  The CPD’s 2000 Criteria were not adopted with any partisan (or bipartisan)
purpose. They were not adopted with the intent to keep any party or candidate from
participating in the CPD’s debates or to bring about a preordained resuit. Rather, the 2000
Criteria were adopted to further the legitimate voter education purposes for which the CPD
sponsors debates.

34.  The CPD’s selection of fifteen percent as the requisite level of support was
preceded by careful study and reflects a number of considerations. It was the CPD’s

considered judgment that the fifteen percent threshold best balanced the goal of being
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sufficiently inclusive to invite those candidates considered to be among the leading
candidates, without being so inclusive that invitations would be extended to candidates with
only very modest levels of public support, thereby creating an unacceptable risk that leading
candidates with the highest levels of public support would refuse to participate.

35.  Prior to adopting the 2000 Criteria, the CPD conducted its own analysis of
the results of presidential elections over the modern era and concluded that a level of
fifteen percent support of the national electorate is achievable by a significant third party or
independent candidate. Furthermore, fifteen percent was the figure used in the League of
Women Voters’ [980 selection criteria, which resulted iz the inclusion of independent
candidate John Anderson in one of the League’s debates. In making this determination, the
CPD considered, in particular, the popular support achieved by George Wallace in 1968
(Mr. Wallace had achieved a level of support as high as 20% in pre-election polls from
September 1968); by John Anderson in 1980 (Mr. Anderson’s support in various polls
reached fifteen percent when the League of Women Voters invited him to participate in one
of its debates); and by Ross Perot in 1992 (Mr. Perot’s standing in 1992 polls at one time
was close to 40% and exceeded that of the major party candidates, and he ultimately
received 18.7% of the popular vote).

36. The CPD considered, but rejected, the possibility of using public funding of
general election campaigns, rather than polling data, as a criterion for debate participation.
That criterion is itself both potentially overinclusive and underinclusive. Eligibility for
general election funding is determined based on performance in the prior presidential
general election. The CPD realized that such an approach would be underinclusive to the

extent that it would automatically preclude participation by a prominent newcomer (such as

232191 vl 14




[+

Bk an s,
g

y
[l

L arigy B
e} o

TERgUNE B “H H

Lo w

¥a e o
e

L]

L

- =
e by

o
EL .,

Ross Perot in 1992), but also would be overinclusive to the extent it would mandate an
invitation to the nominee of a party that performed well in a prior election, but who did not -
enjoy significant national public support in the current election. In addition, while the
United States Cohgress determined that five percent was a sufficient level of support for
purposes of determining eligibility for federal funding as a “minor” party (at a level that is
substantially lower than that received by the “major” parties), as noted, a debate host
hoping to present the public with a debate among the leading candidates (none of whom are
required to debate) must necessarily take into account a different set of considerations.
Moreover, unlike the CPD’s fifteen percent standard, the standard of qualification for
federal funding in the general election has a preordained result: it automatically includes
the Reform Party candidate but necessarily precludes participation by any other third party
candidate.

37. The CPD has retained Frank Newport, the Editor-in-Chief of the Gallup Poll,
as a consultant to advise the CPD in connection with the implementation of the 2000
Criteria. Mr. Newport is a well-respected expert in the areas of polling methodology and

statistics.

38. I understand that the complainants challenge the (;PD’s 2000 Criteria on the
grounds that they are impermissibly subjective in that they are designed to exclude Patrick
Buchanan from participating in the CPD’s 2000 debates, and to limit the debate
participants to the nominees of the Democratic and Republican parties. Those claims are
false., The CPD adopted the 2000 Criteria for the sole purpose of furthering its educational
mission. On their face, the criteria are pre-established and objective within the meaning of

the FEC’s debate regulations. The CPD, as a non-profit, nonpartisan debate sponsor, is
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entitled to select its own objective criteria and nothing about its decision to use the 2000
Criteria, including its fifteen percent standard, is contrary to the guidelines the FEC has
provided to debate sponsors. In fact, before the CPD announced the 2000 Criteria,

Mr. Buchanan himself identified fifteen percent as a reasonable level of support for debate
inclusion. See Transcript of NBC News’ October 31, 1999 “Meet the Press” (attached at
Tab G).

39. Iam aware that the complainants cite statements attributed to George
Stephancpolous, former advisor to President Clinton, that the Democratic and Republican
party nominees in 1996 each wanted to exclude Mr. Perot from the CPD’s 1996 debates.
See Complaint at 18. I do not know if this is true, but it most certainly is true that the
major party nominees had no input into the CPD’s candidate selection decision in 1996. In
1988, 1992 and 1996, the CPD’s decisions regarding which candidates to invite to its
debates were made by the CPD’s Board’s unanimous adoption of the recommendations of
independent Advisory Committees charged with the task of applying the CPD’s pre-
established, objeétive criteria. At no time did any campaign or the representative of any
campaign have a role in the Advisory Committees’ or the CPD Board’s decision-making
process.

40. Currently, the CPD is well along in its preparations for the production of the
2000 debates. On January 6, 2000, the CPD announced the following schedule for its 2000
debates:

o First presidential debate: Tuesday, October 3, University of Massachusetts,
Boston, MA

e Vice presidential debate: Thursday, October 5, Centre College, Danville, KY

Qrccad cvanidansinl dabhnta: Wadnacdanr Nntahar 11 Wake Faract TIniversitv.




o Third presidential debate: Tuesday, October 17, Washington University in St.
Louis, MO

4}.  In addition to sponsorship of the 1988, 1992, 1996 debates and its planned
sponsorship of the 2000 debates, the CPD has engaged in a number of other related voter
education activities, each intended in a nonpartisan manner to enhance the educational
value of the debates themselves. In 1988, the CPD, in conjunction with the Library of
Congress and the Smithsonian Institution, prepared illustrated brochures on the history and
role of political debates. In 1990, the CPD sponsored a symposium on debate format
attended by academic experts, journalists, political scientists and public policy observers.
Also in 1990, the CPD produced a videotape and brochure giving guidance to schools and
civic groups on how to sponsor debates. In 1992, the CPD produced a viewers’ guide to
debates in cooperation with the Speech Communication Association. In connection with
the 1996 Debates, the CPD sponsored DebateWatch '96, in which cver 130 organizations
(including numerous cities and town, high schools, presidential libraries, civic associations,
universities and chambers of commerce) participated by hosting forums in which citizens
viewed the debates together and had the opportunity to discuss the debates afterwards with

other viewers and listeners. In connection with the 2000 election, the CPD is planning to
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increase the numerous voter education opportunities available on or through its website,
and to produce a two-hour PBS special, “Debating our Destiny,” in conjunction with
McNeil/Lehrer Productions.

42. I know of no other debate sponsor that plans to host televised presidential
debates in 2000. If the CPD is prevented from acting as a debate sponsor, debates
including the major party candidates may not take place this year. If that were the case, in
addition to the immeasurable injury to the American public and the electoral process, the
time, energy and effort of an enormous number of people would have been expended for
naught. Among those who would be injured are the CPD's many contributors, Debate
Watch hosts and participants, and the communities hosting the debates themselves (the
University of Massachusetts ;md Boston; Centre College and Danville, Kentucky; Wake
Forest University and Winston-Salem, North Carolina; and Washington University and St.
Louis).

43. T declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

WA
Executed this | /day of May, 2000.
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PRESIOENTIAL DBRATUS 1)1 Thincuveh 22, NW - Sully 310 Sarh - Waslilngtun 0C 30609 « 12021 89341038

Octobar 6, 1993

IA FASRINILA

Mr. Robert N. Teatsr
Campaign Chalizrman
Bush/Guayls ‘%2

3030 1§ Stregt, N.¥W.
washingten, D.C. 20008

Natdonel Leapaign Chai

ationa alr
C1:?tun£¢ero ‘:gn o N
Naticna Heaa agptare
Post 6!!12:!§:8g:15 w
Little Rock, Arkasnsas 72203

Cantlemen:

Tho Board of Directers of tha Commiesion on Presidantisl
Dabates voted today te accept your invitation to s or dabatae
batwvean the leading candidates for President and Vice President
of tha United Btates on Oetobsr 11, 13, 18, and 19, 1%%3. The
Comaission’s decision i¢ dased on ita eonciusion’ thet the
Mamorandun of Understanding (the "Mamorandum“) cxacsutad by yeur
raspective campaigna, a copy of which has been preovided te ua,
appears te cn;islen dabates that comport with and furthazr the
commission’s nonpartisen, sducational missien.

The Cemnicezion’s accaptanse is subject to the foliewing
conditions and understandings: .

(2) %The Commisasicon’s sponsorahip ie axpressly contingent
. upen ¢he® ongoing valldity of the sonciusion that the
dabates scavisioned by ths Memozandum will comport with
the Comminoion’s nenpartisan educational mission;

(2) Tha Conmission has detarmined, pursuant toe the
- racoppandation of its nonpartisen advisery sammittee on

candidato selection, that H. Roas Peret and Adm. Jamee
Stockdale should be invitsd te participate in.the
Oetabsr 11 and 13, 1992 debates, relpaettvulz. Ths
Cormisaion will mgke its candidate participatien
determination regarding the Octobér 1§ and 19 dabates
after the initial dabates. Tha Commission undegstanda

Coahrrmed POMary Comlodrnen Oveuirny

Frend 1, Rdwanbegd, p ' Cesald R Ned .

Former Bagtitsn Haumy fanes AR . Subwe Dond Reieoees
Hattape! Copansites Chalnman Parnis ltimen Ry O

Peui G EIA I, Decuthe QUAT? Vornan € Uudn. 1. Foprasediulion BOME Varaasaek B
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Y Hz. Robart M. Teaeteyr

) Mz, Nickey Ranter
Cctobar 6, 1992
Page 2

that, if it subsequently determines not to invits

Hr. Parot Zo additional debates under {ta aponsership,
you sech rasaerve the right to seek an alternative
sponaor for thesa debataes; . .

(3) The Commigsion understands that Mr, Parot ﬂml's the
tezms of the Memorandum to bae accaptable; and

(¢) The Commiesion has undertaken to provide an oppeztunity
for the Univarsity of Richmond community te participate
in tha Octeker 1S5 debats. The Conmissicn’s ecceptance .
is subjoct to the undexstanding that suitable
arrangasants will ba made for & medast numbar of
zeprssentatives of tha University of Richmend to sttand
the debate in Richmond. The Commissien, wezking vith
University offielals, will take all zaassnablae masaures
to attappt to aensure that the attandses do not
intsrfers with the debate.

Please advize us at your earllisat epportunity if these
conditions are acceptable to you. ) _

s e L R

Yours sincarsly,
COMMIESION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

wPatlld,

Paul G, R.lﬂt. b {
Co-Chairman

o .Y.W: a
) Frank J. Fahrankspf, JL.

Co-Chaizrman.

eéc: R. Clayton Nulford, Bsq. (via facsimile)
Bobby Burehtield, Esg. (via facsimila)
Tom Donilen, Esqg. (via facsimile)
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COMMINSION ON ﬁ .

PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES  on1 Thintgenth St NW ¢ =102 10 maurh « Wanhinglon (W 008 « <2120 4776020

Cetobar 7, 1992

YIA _FACEIMILE

Ne, Boberet ¥M. Toster
Canpoign Cheisman
Bushs/Quayle *

1036 16th 8Strest, N.W.
Vaghington, .C. 200093

e, Kickey Rante:z

ational Campeign Chaicr
Clintons/Gore °92

Rationel Compadign Hesdguacters
?,0. Boz 615 '

Little Rock, -AX 72203

Gontlegman:

The Bosszd of Dicectoss of the Commigsien on
Presigential Dsbates coanvensd & gpecial azeting todey to seview
chenged clzeumastences 8inge our letter te you of Ogtober §,
1983, va:ag:ash (3) of the aferomsntionsd lettes of Octobess §
i heseby amended by the Commigeion to provide as follewss

(2) The Commissicn has detormined that 4. Ross Perot
shoul@ be invited to pezticipste. in the Oatobers
11, 13, ané 19 presidontisl dabates and that
Admizal Jemes Stockdale should be invited to
pogticipate in the Ostobaer 13 vige presidentisl

debate.-
Comairoren Hontrery Covhowmen Dirpcion
Had ) Ftanhel ¥ Cotsld & 1429
rogane Bigmbliom . M“ Canter tan € Cytvee ' M Norvods
Ml {'onwliteg Chainnan . Pamela Wan man Koy Qv
Ry Crecveivo Oirocrot Ve € idbar b Bepurndntotive Farturs Vinatar,a ts oo
ey (A mmesdtic Raet B Broan Bichard Myoe  * . Cevemnos Pate YAl

Kulvenad  sqamatee Cholrmen

. -—. - e e emiees - athee qﬁi




Mz, Robart K. Teoter
Ne, Michey Xentot
Ootebez §. 1982
Page 23

tn al} otheor reapects,.out lstter of Octeber &, 1993
F TP D)

. stands s submitted. 3If we do not heat gzom you to the

contrary by 4:00 p.m, today, we will assuma you are in
sgreament and we will pgocesd accordingly. ‘ )

Youzs sincerely,

Iy
Co-Chaizma

i gh

eo1 R, Clayton Mulforzs, Bsg, {(vie gacgimile)
Sobby Buzehfield, Esq. {vie Sacsimile)
Tom Donilon, Beg. (vie fscsimile)
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'~ HARVARD UNIVERSITY
JOHN F KENNEDY SCHOOL OF COVERNMENT
Cantsamte, MasAOStTT? 02138

chard E. Neustad
glougm Dihon pm:u . Tk (E749s-1196
of Guvequment, Emertus ; © Fax(SIM49599m2

September 17, 1996

Mr, Pl G. Kirk, Jr.

Mr, Frank J. Fahrenkopf, X
Commission on Presitiential Debates
601 13th Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005

Dear Chairman Kick end Chisieman Fahrenkapf

The Advisory Cammittec has beea asked 1o review the electoral prospects of misor party candidates
in light of the latest gvailshle data on the Commission’s eriteris, and then to judge, by the
Commission's standard for admission to its debates, whether each candidate does or does not have a
realistic chance of becoming President of the United States next January 20, The chance need not be
overwheiming but mutt be more than theoretical, An affirmative answer to thet question is the ouly
busis, under long-estatlished policy, for the Commission to javite him or her to the debates #t -
sponsors. That single standard (“sealistic chance®) is for the Commissitn to spply. This Committee
merely ofiers its sdvisory judgment.

The electoral principle-behind the Commission’s single stimderd is, as we understand it, that this
Fall’g debates, corming:at the end of 8 year-long nomination and election process, shonld belp the
wvoters face the actnal chojee before them, and thezefore ought to be as realistic as possible, Since
1987, you, the Commi:sioners, have stressed, rightly in our view, that your debates should be -
confinad to the presidential and vice presidentiel candidates who will be swom in nuxt Janusry, along

"Reaﬁsﬁcohmec"ismamtbfoa_mmﬁonmmﬂdmiu.

We bhepan with Mr. Ross Perct, now of the Reform Paxty. We have reviswed the dita your staff has
assembied for vs, suppiemented by telephanie inquiries of our awn w political scientists aud political
jousnalists across the country. We bave concluded that, ¢ this stage of the campaign, Mr. Perot has
0o realistic chance ejth-r of popular efection in November or of subsequent election by the House of
Repregentstives, in the svent no candidate obtains an Elecioral Collage majority. None of the expert




Chajrman Kirk end Chsirman Fahreakopf
September 17, 1996
Page 2

observers we have consulted thinks otherwise. Some point 10 possibilities of extreordisary events
later in the campaign, but grant that those possibilities 30 8ot change the Roslhoods as of tday.

' Foug years ago, we confronted an unprecedented condition whea Mr. Perot rejuined the campaign in

October. We were mindful that the preceding Spring, before his withdrawal, he bsd registered
approximstely 40 percent in the polls, end thet upon rejoining the campaign, be could spend
unlimited funds on television campaiguing. Unable to predict the eonsequences of this combination,
we ggreed that he must be presumed to have 8 remote chence of election, should he do well ehough
so that no one else won a majority of clectoral votes, His chances in the Houss of Represemstives

. we found incalculable. &.nmmmmﬁdﬂmmmmnﬂ _

unreafistic.

With the 1992 resqits and the circumstances of the curren campaign before us, including Me. Perot's
funding limited by his scceptance of a federal subsidy, we see o similar circumstences o2 the present

time. Nor do gay of the academic or journatistic individuals we have cansulted.

Moving on to the cther minor party candidates, we find £0 one with a realistic chauce of being
elected President this year. Applying the same stendard and criteria to them individually s to M.
Perot, our response is again "no™ in each case. The observers we bhave consulted take the same view.
Three of the minor party candidates, in addition to Mr. Perot, 0 have a theopeticel chanee of
‘ection in November, by virtue of placement on the ballots of ennugh states to produce an Electoral
«olicge majority. We do not, bowever, see their election a5 & realistic possibility.

Therefore, the Advisory Comumittce unsaimously cancludes at this time that anly President Clinton
and Semtor Dole qualify for admissica to CPD’s debates. -We stand ready to reconvene should

Sintercly yours,

Hftest ( Worpedly |

Richard E. Neustadt
For the Advisory Comminee an Candidate Selection

Richsrd E. Neustadt, Chairmmn
Dizna Prentice Carlin
Dorothy S. Ridings

Keaneth W.

Eddic N. Williams
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October 2, 1992

THE 1992 CAMPAIGN: The Debates; Bush and
Clinton Camps Agree on Debate Details

By RICHARD L. BERKE,

WASHINGTON, Oct. 1— After 16 hours of talks, Democratic and Republican negotiators agreed
late tonight to have three Presidential debates and one Vice Presidential debate, officials in both
camps said.

The negotiators for President Bush and Gov. Bill Clinton announced that they reached a tentative
agreement shortly before 11 P.M. but refused to disclose the dates of the debates or any other
details. And they would not say how the renewed candidacy of Ross Perot fits into their plans.

But officials with the Clinton campaign said tonight that the dates selected were Oct 11, 15 and 19
for the Presidential candidates and Oct. 13 for their running mates.

And Orson Swindle, head of United We Stand, America, the Perot organization, said on ABC's
"Nightline" that Mr. Perot had been invited to take part.

Officials close to the negotiations said they expected that two of the Presidential debates would be
led by a single moderator. At the third, a panel of journalists are expected to question the
candidates.

The Bush campaign had vigorously opposed the single-moderator format, first proposed by a
bipartisan Commission on Presidential Debates, fearing that the spontaneity of the arrangement
would place their candidate at a disadvantage. But the agreement reached tonight seemed
strikingly similar to the original proposal of the debates commission: three Presidential and one
Vice-Presidential debates, each led by a single moderator. Details on Saturday

Speaking to reporters after he emerged from the face-to-face negotiations at a Republican law firm
here, Robert M. Teeter, the Bush campaign chairman, said: "We have made substantial progress
on the basic terms of an agreement, including the number of debates, the dates and the format.
While no agreement is final until the details are worked out, we anticipate that negotiations will be
completed tomorrow."

Mr. Teeter and Mickey Kantor, the Clinton camapign chairman, said they expected to announce
final details of their agreement on Saturday morning. Mr. Kantor said there would be several

http://www.nytimes.com/1992/10/02/us/the-1992-campaign-the-debates-bush-and-clinton-camps-agree-on-debate-details.html?module=Search&mab...
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meetings on Friday "to take care of the details." He added, "I'm encouraged.”

In the hours of haggling, officials in both campaigns said the biggest stumbling block was to be
over whether to schedule the final debate close to Election Day, Nov. 3. It appeared that a
compromise had been reached over that issue. -

The talks took place without a Perot representative.

Mr. Bush has already said he would welcome Mr. Perot as a player in the debates, a position that
reflected his advisers' view that anything that shakes up the contest could help Mr. Bush's trailing
campaign.

Mr. Clinton has not offered such an invitation, but his aides said today that he would not stand in
the way.

"We have no problem if Ross Perot wants to debate," said George Stephanopoulos, the Clinton
communications director.

A senior Bush adviser said that while "we haven't had an indication that he's interested in the
intricacies” of debate talks, "if he said he wanted a seat at the negotiating table, I can't imagine that
we wouldn't say 'fine.' "

Paul G. Kirk Jr., co-chairman of the bipartisan Commission on Presidential Debates, said a
commission panel was on "red alert" to decide whether Mr. Perot meets the criteria to take part.

While he said Mr. Perot would probably be allowed to take part, it was not clear if that mattered.
The negotiations are not under the auspices of the commission, and the campaigns have yet to
agree over whether the commission should put on the debates. Inching Toward Election Day

If the commission becomes involved, it would decide whether Mr. Perot could participate based on
three factors: "evidence of national organization; signs of national newsworthiness and
competitiveness; indicators of national public enthusiasm or concern."

Before Mr. Perot's re-entry into the race, officials of the Bush and Clinton campaigns said the most
serious sticking point was the Republicans' proposal that the final debate take place on Nov. 1, two
days before the election. The Democrats are insisting that the final meeting be held in mid-
October, according to the officials.

The Bush campaign had proposed four debates on consecutive Sundays beginning Oct. 11, as well
as two Vice-Presidential debates. The Clinton campaign had endorsed a plan by the commission
for three Presidential debates and one Vice-Presidential debate.

Four years ago, it was the Bush team that fought off efforts by Michael S. Dukakis, the Democratic
nominee, to schedule debates late in the campaign.

http://www.nytimes.com/1992/10/02/us/the-1992-campaign-the-debates-bush-and-clinton-camps-agree-on-debate-details.html?module=Search&mab...
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James A. Baker 3d, the chief Bush negotiator in 1988, contended that the earlier the debates, the
sooner Mr. Bush could "freeze" his lead over Mr. Dukakis and give the Democrat less opportunity
to alter the dynamic in the closing days of the campaign.

Photo: The biggest stumbling block in haggling over the debates has been whether to schedule the
final one close to Election Day. Richard G. Darman, left, and Robert M. Teeter, Republican
negotiators, returned to the White House after meeting with representatives of Gov. Bill Clinton.
(Jose R. Lopez/The New York Times)

Copyright 2014 The New York Times Company | Home | Privacy Policy | Search | Corrections | XML | Help | Contact
Us | Backto Top
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A\ ll<iv Politics

Will Perot Be Inv1ted To The
Debate Party?

By Brooks Jackson/CNN

WASHINGTON (Sept. 16) -- Is he nor
is he out? A decision on whether Ross
Perot should be included in televised

m presidential debates is almost at hand.

IRoss Perot

Bob Dole told ABC's "Good Morning
America" Monday he prefers Perot out. "I
don't think he's a viable candidate," Dole
said. "And I'd like to have one-on-ones with President Clinton. I
know he'd like to have Perot in because he thinks it takes votes
from the Republicans."

. But it's not up to Dole or the president -- both are in automatically.
The decision on whether to include any other candidates is up to the
nonpartisan Commission on Presidential Debates, which has
sponsored these events since 1988.

Monday, a panel of five experts, headed by
Harvard professor Richard Neustadt,
confer by telephone after talking informally
to dozens of journalists, pollsters and :
others. The panel advises the Commission o2
itself, and the Commission is supposed to
decide Tuesday.

commision

The big question for the panel and the
Commission: Can Perot win? The Commission's guidelines require
at least some chance.

Co-Chair Committee on Presidential Debates Frank Fahrenkopf
said, "The purpose of the criteria is to identify non-major party
candidates, if any, who have a realistic, i.e., more than theoretical,
chance of being elected the next president of the United States."

Perot is getting $29 million in public funds -- taxpayers have a
investment in him. But the Commission's advisers are taking a hard

http:/fcgi.cnn.conVALLPOLITIC S/1996/news/9609/16/ackson/
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look at recent polls which don't bode well for Perot.

In the latest CNN/USA Today/Gallup poll, only 7 percent of likely
voters said they favored Perot. Other polls show he's not getting
more than 10 percent in any state and wouldn't get a single electoral

vote.

Bob Dole

B
al

of them say yes.

And while about one voter in five says there
is some chance they would switch to Perot,
nearly three out of four say there is no
chance whatsoever they would end up
voting for him.

But the Commission is also considering that
when voters are asked whether Perot
should be included n debates, 60 percent

One worry: If Perot is excluded he might be seen as a martyr and

get more votes than if he's included. And here's another worry: If the

commission modifies its guidelines to let Perot in, what about Green
Party candidate Ralph Nader? Or Natural Law party candidate
John Hagelin? Polls show they have even less chance of winning,

Meanwhile, the Dole and Clinton campaigns haggled over the timing
of the first debate. The Dole campaign says Sept. 26th would work,
but today the Clinton campaign said that date is "not acceptable."
The later the debate, the less time Dole would have to capitalize if

Clinton stumbles.

This story originally appeared on CNN's "Inside Politics "

Related Stories:

* Perot Strs Up Christian Coalition -- Sept. 13, 1996

* Dole Wants Four Debates With Clinton -- And Only Clinton
-- Sept. 12, 1996

for articles about IF.>e'rot. OR debates
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MUR 5414

e st

The Commission on Presidential Debates

DECLARATION OF JANET H. BROWN

I, Janet H. Brown, Executive Director of the Commission on Presidential Debates

("CPD"), give this declaration based on personal knowledge.

Background
1. I have been the Executive Director of the CPD since March 1987. Under the

supervision of the Board of Directors, I am primarily responsible for planningand
organizing the debates the CPD intgnds to sponsor in 2004, as I have been in 1988, 1992,
1996 and 2000.

2. Priorto serving as Executive Director of the CPD, I served on the staffs of
the late Ambassador Elliot Richardson and former U.S. Senator John Danforth.
Additionally, I have held appointments at the White House Domestic Council and the
Office of Management and Budget. I am a graduate of Williams College and have a
master's degree in public administration from Harvard University.

3. The CPD is a private, nonpartisan, not-for-profit corporation dedicated solely
to the sponsorship of general election presidential and vice pres‘idential debates and related
voter education functions. The CPD was organized in February 1987, under the laws of the
District of Columbia, and has its sole office in the District of Columbia. CPD's Articles of
Incorporation identify its purpose as “to organize, manage, produce, publicize and support

debates for the candidates for President of United States . . ." The CPD has been granted
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tax-exempt status by the Internal Revenue Service under §501(c)(3) of the Internal
Revenue Code. Consistent with its §501(c)(3) status, the CPD makes no assessment of the
merits of any candidate’s or party’s views, and does not advocate or oppose the election of
any candidate or party.

4, The CPD has sponsored presidential and vice presidential debates in 1988,
1992, 1996 and 2000. The CPD’s debates have been viewed by tens of millions of
Americans and have served a valuable voter education function. Prior to CPD's
sponsorship in 1988, televised presidential debates were produced in only four general
election years: by the networks in 1960, and by the non-profit League of Women Voters in
1976, 1980, and 1984. No televised presidential debates were held in the general elections
in 1964, 1968 or 1972.

S. The CPD .receives no government funding; nor does it receive funds from
any political party. The CPD obtains the funds to produce its debates from the universities
and communities that host the debates, and it relies on corporate, foundation and pn'va,te
donations to augment contributions from the debate hosts and to support the CPD’s
oﬁgoing voter education activities. None of CPD’s donors has sought or had any input
whatsoever in the promulgation of CPD’s candidate selection criteria, in the selection of
debate participants, or in any other substantive aspect of the debates.

6. The CPD has an eleven-member, all volunteer Board of Directors ("CPD
Board"). The Co-Chairmen of the CPD Board, Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr. and Paul G. Kirk, Jr.,
each are distinguished civic leaders with extensive records of public service. Mr. Fahrenkopf
has served as Co-Chairman of the Rivlin Commission, which investigéted and reported on the
government of the District of Columbia, was a founder of the National Endowment for

Democracy, was a member of the ABA-sponsored judicial education center for federal and
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state judges, ‘and was the Chairman of the American Bar Association’s Coalition for Justice, a
group coordinating the ABA’s initiative to improve the American system of justice. Mr.
Fahrenkopf also serv-es on the Board of Trustees of the E L. Wiegand Foundation and is a
member of the Greater Washington Board of Trade, the Economic Club of Washington and
the Federal City Council. Mr. Kirk has served as the Co-Chairman of the National
Student/Parent Mock Election and on numerous civic and corporate boards. Mr. Kirk
currently is the Chairman of the Board of Directors of the John F. Kennedy Library

~ Foundation and is Of Counsel to the law firm of Sullivan & Worcester, LLP of Boston,

Massachusetts.

7. The remaining current members of the CPD Board are:

Howard G. Buffett, Chairman of the Howard G. Buffet Foundation.

John C. Danforth, Lawyer and Partner, Bryan Cave LLP; Retired U.S. Senator from
Missouri.

The Honorable Jennifer Dunn, Methber of the U.S. House of Representatives from
Washington.

Antonia Hemandez, CEO, California Community Foundation.

Caroline Kennedy, Author.

Newton Minow, Lawyer, Sidley Austin, Brown & Wood, LLP; former Chalrman of
the Federal Communications Commission.

Dorothy Ridings, President and CEO of the Council on Foundations; former
President, League of Women Voters.

H. Patrick Swygert, President, Howard University
Alan Simpson, Retired Senator from Wyoming.
8. Former Presidents Gerald Ford, Jimmy Carter, Ronald Reagan and Bill

Clinton serve as Honorary Co-Chairmen of CPD.



History of the Commission on Presidential Debates

9.  CPD was organized in response to the recommendations of two separate
studies on presidential elections and debates: (1) the April 1986 Final Report of the

Commission on National Elections, entitled Electing the President: A Pro for Reform

a nine-month study of presidential elections by a distinguished group of news executives,
elected officials, business people, political consultants, and lawyers conducted under the
auspices of the Georgetown University Center for Strategic and International Studies, and
(2) the Theodore H. White Conference on Presidential Debates held in March 1986 at the
Harvard Institute of Politics and chaired by Newton Minow, former chairman of the
Federal Communications Commission.

10. éoth of those studies underscored the importance presidential debates had
assumed in American electoral politics. Rather than permit the existence of debates to turn
on the vagaries of each election, the studies recommended that the debates be
"institutionalized." More specifically, both studies recommended that the two major
political parties create a mechanism designed to ensure, to the greatest extent possible, that
debates become a pern;anent and integral part of the presidential election process.

11.  Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr. and Paul G. Kirk, Jr., then-chairmen of the
Republican National Committee (“RNC”) and Democratic National Committee (“DNC”)
respectively, responded by initiating CPD as a not-for-pi'oﬁt corporation separate and apart
from their party organizations. While Messrs. Kirk and Fahrenkopf served as the chairs of
the major national party committees at the time CPD was formed, they no longer do so.
Indeed, since Mr. Fahrenkopf stepped down as RNC chair, in 1989, there have been eight
subsequent RNC chairmen; none has held any position with the CPD. Similarly, since

Mr. Kirk stepped down as chairman of the DNC, there have been ten subsequent chairman;
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none has held any position with the CPD. No CPD Board member is an officer of the
Democratic or Republican National Committee. Although some CPD Boaréi members, like
the majority of this country’s civic leaders, identify with the Republican or Democratic
Party, that certainly is not the case with every Board member. For example, I am not
aware of what party, if any, Board members Dorothy Ridings or Howard Buffett would
identify with if asked.
1988: The CPD Successfully Launches Its First Debates

12.  OnJuly 7, 1987, over one year prior to the sponsorship of the CPD’s first
debates, CPD formed an advisory panel of distinguished Americans, including individuals
not affiliated with any party, in order to provide guidance to CPD with respect to several
areas, including non-major party candidate participation in CPD-sponsored debates. From
virtually the beginning of CPD's operations, CPD's Board recognized that, although the
leading contendérs for the offices of President and Vice President of the United States
historically have come from the major parties, CPD's educational mission would be
furthered by developing criteria by which to identify any non-major party candidate who,
in a particular election year, was a leading candidate for the office of President or Vice
President of the United States, and to whom an invitation should be extended to participate
in one or more CPD-sponsored debate.

13.  The individuals serving on that ad\./isory panel (and their then-current
principal affiliation) included: |

Charles Benton, Chairman, Public Media Inc.;

Ambassador Holland Coors, 1987 Year of the Americas;

Marian Wright Edelman, President, Children's Defense Fund;

Mary Hatwood Futrell, President, National Education Association;

Carla A. Hills, Partner, Weil, Gotshall & Ma-nges;
.5.
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Barbara Jordan, Professor, LBJ School of Public Affairs, University of Texas;
Melvin Laird, Senior Counselor, Readers' Digest;

Ambassador Carol Laise;

William Leonard, former President, CBS News;

Kate Rand Lloyd, Managing Editor, Working Woman Magaziné;

Newton Minow, Partner, Sidley & Austin; .

Richard Neustadt, Professor, Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University;
Ed Ney, Vice Chairman, Paine Webber Inc.;

Paul H. O'Neill, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, Aluminum Company of
America;

Nelson W. Polsby, Professor, University of California at Berkeley;

Jody Powell, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, Ogilvy & Mather Public
Affairs; : - e

Murray Rossant, Director, Twentieth Century Fund;

;Iill Ruckelshaus, director of various non-profit entities;

Lawrence Spivak, former Producer and Moderator, "Meet the Press";
Robert Strauss, Partner, Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer & Feld;

Richard Thormburgh, Director, Institute of Politics, Harvard University;
Marietta Tree, Chairman, Citizen's Committee for New York City;
Anne Wexler, Chairman, Wexler, Reynolds, Harrison & Schule; and
Mrs. Jim Wright.

14.  The advisory panel convened in Washington on October 1, 1987 to discuss

the issues of its mandate, including the candidate selection criteria, after which the CPD
Board appointed a subcommittee of the advisory panel, headed by the now-late Professor
Richard Neustadt of the Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, to draw on
the deliberations and develop nonpartisan criteria' for the identiﬁcation’ of appropriate third-

party candidates to participate in CPD sponsored debates.
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15. On November 20, 1987, Professor Neustadt's subcommittee recommended to
the CPD Board the adoption of specific nonpartis;m candidate selection criteria intended to
identify those candidates other than the nominees of the major parties with a realistic
chance of becoming President or Vice President of the United States. The Neustadt
subcommittee reported that the adoption and application of such criteria would help ensure
that the primary educational purpose of the CPD -- to ensure that future Presidents and
Vice Presidents of the United States are elected after the voters have had an opportunity to
hear them debate their principal rivals -- would be fulfilled.

16. While the 1987 candidate selection criteria themselves were quite detailed,
they included a review of three types of factors: (1) evidence of national organization;

(2) signs of national newsworthiness and competitiveness, and (3) indicators qf_ x}ftional_
public enthusiasm or concern, to determine whether a candidate had a realistic chance of
election. |

17. OnFebruary 4, 1988, the CPD Board unanimously adopted the selectioxf
criteria proposed by Professor Neustadt's subcommittee. The sole objective of the criteria
adopted by the CPD in 1988 was to structure the CPD debates so as to further the
nonpartisan educational purpose of those debates, while at the same time complying fully
with applicable law. An Advisory Committee to the CPD Board, chaired by Professor
Neustadt, was created for the purpose of applying the 1988 candidate selection criteria to
the facts and circumstances of the 1988 campaign.

18.  Professor Neustadt’s Advisory Committee met in advance of the debates and
carefully applied the candidate selection criteria to the facts and circumstances of the 1988
campaign. The Advisory Committee unanimously concluded that no non-major party

candidate satisfied the criteria and, accordingly, the Advisory Committee recommended to
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the CPD Board that no non-major party candidate be extended an invitation to participate
in the CPD’s 1988 debates. The CPD Board of Directors, after carefully considering the
Advisory Committee’s recommendation, the'criteria and the facts and circumstances of the
1988 campaign, voted unanimously to accept the Advisory Committee’s recommendation.
Thereafter, the CPD successfully produced three presidential debates between
Vice President Bush and Governor Dukakis and one vice presidential debate between
St;.nator Bentsen and Senator Quayle.

1992: The CPD’s Debates Include Three Candidates
19. On or about January 16, 1992, the CPD Board requested that the Advisory

Committee, again chaired by Professor Neustadt, assist the CPD in promulgating
nonpartisan candidate selection criteria in connection with the 1992 election. Pursuant to
the Advisory Committee's recommendation, the CPD Board adopted substantially the same
selection criteria used in 1988, with minor technical changes.

20. The 1992 Advisory Committee, consisting of Professor Neustadt; Professor
Diana Carlin of the University of Kansas; Dorothy Ridiﬁgs, Publisher and President of the
Bradenton Herald and former President of the League of Women Voters; Kenneth
Thompson, Director of the Miller Center, University of Virginia; and Eddie Williams,
President, Joint Center for Political and Economic Studies, met on September 9, 1992 to
apply the candidate selection criteria to the 100-plus declared presidential candidates
seeking election in 1992. At that time, it was the unanimous conclusion of the 1992
Advisory Committee that no non-major party candidate then seeking election had a
realistic chance in 1992 of becoming the next President of the United States. Ross Perot,
who had withdrawn from the race in July 1992, was not a candidate for President at the

time of this determination.



:13
1l
14
y )
qon
ig”
7 84
§ 212
“Bin

i

o | o

21.  On October 5, 1992, the Advisory Committee reconvened at the request of
the CPD Board to update its application of the 1992 criteria to include subsequent
developments, including Ross Perot's October 1, 1992 reentry into the campaign. The
Advisory Committee concluded that Mr. Perot satisfied the selection criteria, and based on
that recommendation, the CPD ﬁoard extended invitations to Mr. Perot and his running
mate, Admiral James B. Stockdale, to participate in its first two 1992 debates. When it
became clear that the debate schedule - four debates in eight days -- would prevent any
meaningful reapplication of the selection criteria, the CPD extended its original
recommendation that the Perot/Stockdale campaign participate in two debates to all four
debates. See October 6 and 7, 1992 letters (attached at Tab A). Thereafter, the CPD
produced three presidential debates involving President Bush, Governor Clipt_or_l_, _and_. _
Mr. Perot, and one vice presidential debate between Vice President Quayle, Senator Gore,
and Admiral Stockdale. '

22, When the Advisory Committee applied the 1992 criteria to Mr. Perot, it_
faced the unprecedented situation in which a candidate, whose standing in the polls had
been approximately 40%, had withdrawn from the race, but then rejoined the campaign
shortly before the debates, with unlimited funds to spend on television campaigning. The
Advisory Committee found that it was unable to predict the consequences of that |
combination, but agreed that Mr. Perot had a chance of election if he did well enough that
no candidate received a majority of electoral votes and the election wés determined by the
United States House of Representatives. Although the Advisory Committee viewed
Mr. Perot’s prospect of election as unlikely, it concluded that the possibility was not
unrealistic, and that Mr. Perot therefore met the CPD’s 1992 criteria for deﬁate

participation. See September 17, 1996 letter (attached at Tab B).
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23. National polls available at the time the CPD made its decision with respect to
Ross Perot’s pﬁcipation in 1992 varied significantly, perhaps due to the unprecedented
events surrounding Mr. Perot’s withdrawal and reentry into the presidential race very
shortly before the debates commenced. Polling data made available to the Advisory
Committee at the time it made its recommendation to invite Mr. Perot reported national

support for Mr. Perot ranging from 9 percent to 20 percent,

1996: The CPD’s Criteria are Upheld as Objective and Nonpartisan

24,  After evaluation of the prior debates and careful consideration of how best to
achieve its educational mission, on September 19, 1995, the CPD Board adopted the same
selection criteria, with minor changes, for use in the 1996 debates, and appointed a 1996
Advisory Committee consisting of the same members as the 1992 committee.

25. On September 16, 1996, the Advisory Committee met to apply the candidate

"selection criteria to the more than 130 declared non-major party presidential candidates

‘seeking election in 1996. Although the 1996 candidate selection criteria did not expressly

require it to do so, the 1996 Advisory Committee independently applied the criteria to the
Democratic and Republican party nominees. In light of its findings, the Advisory
Comimittee recommended to the CPD's Board that only President Clinton and Senator Dole
be invited to participate in the CPD's 1996 presidential debate, and that only Vice President
Gore and Congressman Kemp be invited to participate in the CPD's 1996 vice presidential
debate. The CPD Board unanimously accepted the 1996 Advisory Committee's
recommendation.

26. In aletter from Professor Neustadt, the Advisory Committee explained that
after careful consideration of the circumstances in the 1996 campaign, it found that neither

Mr. Perot nor any other non-major party candidate had a realistic chance of being elected
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president that year. With respect to Mr, Perot, the Advisory Committee emphasized that
the circumstances of the 1996 campaign differed from the unprecedented circumstances of
1992 — which included the fact that at a point before his withdrawal from the race in 1992,
Mr. Perot had registered support at a level of 40% in the polls and that, in 1996 unlike
1992, Mr. Perot’s funding was limited by his acceptance of a federal subsidy. See
September 17, 1996 letter, Tab B.

27.  In October 1996, the CPD sponsored two presidential debates between

President Clinton and Senator Dole and one vice-presidential debate between their running

mates.

2000: The CPD Adopts More Streamlined Criteria
28.  Aflter each election cycle, the CPD has examined a wide range of issues

relating to the debates. These reviews have considered format, timing and other issues,
including the candidate selection process. The review the CPD conducts after each election
is part of the CPD’s ongoing effort to enhance the contribution the debates make to the
process by which Americans select their next President. After very careful study and
deliberation, the CPD adopted more streamlined criteria in January 2000 for use in the 2000
general election debates. In summary, the CPD Nonpartisan Candidate Selection Criteria
for 2000 General Election Debate Parﬁéipaﬁon (the “2000 Criteria’) were as follows:.

¢)) cox;stitutional eligibility; (2) appearance on a sufficient number of state ballots to
achieve an Electoral College majority; and (3) a level of support of at least fifteen percent of
the national electorate as determined by five selected national public opinion polling
organizations, using the average of those organizations’ most recent publicly-reported

results at the time of the determination. See 2000 Criteria (attached at Tab C).
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29.  The CPD adopted its candidate selection for 2000 in the belief that the
streamlined criteria would enhance the debates and the process by which Americans select
the President. The approach adopted in 2000 is faithful to the long-stated goal of the CPD’s
debates -- to allow the electorate to cast their ballots after having had an opportunity to
sharpen their views of the leading candidates. The approach also has the virtue of clarity
and predictability, which the CPD believed would further enhance the public’s confidence
in the debate process.

30. The CPD’s 2000 Criteria were not adopted with any partisan (or bipartisan)
purpose. They were not adopted with the intent to keep any party or candidate from
participating in the CPD’s debates or to bring about a preordained result. Rather, the 5000
Criteria were adopted to further the legitimate voter education purposes for wtuch _the CPD
sponsors debates.

31.  The CPD’s selection of fifteen percent as the requisite level of support was
preceded by careful study and reflects a number of considerations._ It was the CPD’s
considered judgment that the fifteen pexlcent threshold best balanced the goal of being
sufficiently inclusive to invite those candidates considered to be among the leading
candidates, without being so inclusive that invitations would be extended to candidates with
only very modest levels of public support, thereby creating an unacceptable risk that leading
candidates with the highest levels of public support would refuse to participate.

32.  Prior to adopting the 2000 Criteria, the CPD conducted its own analysis of
the results of presidential elections over the modern era and concluded that a level of
fifteen percent support of the national electorate is achievable by a significant third party or
independent candidate. Furthermore, fifteen percent was the figure used in the League of

Women Voters’ 1980 selection criteria, which resulted in the inclusion of independent

12,




candidate John Anderson in one of the League’s debates. In making this determination, the
CPD considered, in particular, the popular support achieved by George Wallace in 1968
(Mr. Wallace had achieved a level of support as high as 20% in pre-election polis from
September 1968); by John Anderson in 1980 (Mr. Anderson’s support in various polls
reached fifteen percent when the League of Women Voters invited him to participate in one
of its debates); and by Ross Perot in 1992 (Mr. Perot’s standing in 1992 polls at one time
was close to 40% and exceeded that of the major party candidates, and he ultimately
received 18.7% of the. popular vote).

33. TheCPD considered, but rejected, alternate standarcis, including the
possibility of using eligibility for public funding of general election cami)aigns, rather than
polling data, as a criterion for debate participation. That criterion is itself both P_o_tegtiall_y
oven'nc‘!usive and underinclusive. Eligibility for general election funding is determined
based on performance in the prior presidential general election. The CPD realized that
such an approach would be underinclusive to the extent that it would automatically
preclude participation by a prominent newcomer (such as Ross Perot in 1992), but also
would be overinclusive to the extent it would mandate an invitation to the nominee of a
party that performed well in a prior election, but who did not enjoy significant national
public support in the current election. In addition, while .the United States Congress
determined that five percent was a sufficient level of support for purposes of determining
eligibility for federal funding as a “minor” party (at a level that is substantially lower than
that received by the “major” parties), as noted, a debate host hoping to present the public
with a debate among the leading candidates (none of whom are required to debate) must

necessarily take into account a different set of considerations.
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34. In 2000, the CPD retained Dr. Frank Newport, the Editor-in-Chief of the
Gallup Poll, as a consultant to advise the CPD in connection with the limplementation of
the 2000 Criteria. Dr. Newport is a well-respected expert in the areas of polling
methodology and statistics. |

35. The CPD adopted the 2000 Criteria for the sole purpose of furthering its
educational mission. On their face, the criteria are pre-established and objective within the
meaning of the FEC’s debate regulations. The CPD, as a non-profit, nonpartisan debate

sponsor, is entitled to select its own objective criteria and nothing about its decision to use

- the 2000 Criteria, including its fifteen percent standard, is contrary to the guidelines the

FEC has provided to debate sponsors.

36. In2000, the CPD sponsored presidential debates held in Boston on
October 3, 2000, in Winston-Salem, North Carolina on October 11, and in St.- Louis on
October 17, and a single vice presidential debate in Danville, Kentucky on October 5,
2000. Eligibility to participate in the debates was determined by the CPD Board, with-the
assistance of Dr. Frank Newport of Gallup, based solely on the application of the CPD’s
published Nonpartisan Candidate Selection Criteria for 2000 General Election Debate
Participation. Those determinations were made at CPD Board meetings conducted on |
September 26, October 8 and October 14, 2000.

37. The CPD’s debates in 2000 were viewed by millions and lauded as
“illuminating,” of “enormous help” to voters, and “lively and informative.” A few
examples of contemporaneous favorable editorials on the debates are attached at Tab D.

2004: The CPD Plans for General Election Debates
38. The CPD is well along in its planning for the debates it plans to host in

connection with the 2004 general election campaign. As it has done in connection with
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pre\(ious election cycles, after the 2000 debates, the CPD Board examined its approach to
candidate selection. After careful study and deliberation, the CPD determined that the
criteria it had employed in connection with the 2000 debates had served well the voter
education purposes for which the CPD sponsors debates. Accordingly, on September 24,
2003, the CPD announced its Nonpartisan Candidate Selection Criterion for 2004 General
Election Debate Participation. Those criteria are the same as those used in 2000 and are
attached hereto at Tab E. Once again, Dr. Frank Newport, Editor-in-Chief of the Gallup
Poll, will serve as a consultant to the CPD in connection with the application of the criteria.

39. On November 6, 2003, the CPD announced the following schedule and sites
for the 20(;4 debates: first presidential debate on September 30, 2004 at the University of
Miami in Coral Gables, Florida; vice presidential debate on October 5, 2004 at Case o
Western Reserve University in Cleveland, Ohio; second presidential debate on October 8,
2004 at Washington University in St. Louis, Missouri; and third presidential debate on
October 13, 2004 at Arizona State University in Tempe, Arizona. The CPD anﬁcipate_s
making further announcements concerning its planned debates over the coming months.

40. I am aware that the complainants in MUR 5414 cite statements attributed to a
variety of individuals associated with various campaigns over the years intended to support
the assertion that the major party nominees in prior election cycles have had substantial
input into, or even controlled, the CPD’s candidate selection decisions. This is completely
untrue. The CPD’s candidate selection decisions have been made in 1988, 1992, 1996 and
2000 based on a good faith application of the CPD’s published candidate selection criteria,
as described earlier in this Declaration. In 1988, 1992 and 1996, the CPD’s decisions
regarding which candidates to invite to its debates were made by the CPD’s Board. In each

instance, the CPD Board unanimously adopted the recommendations of the independent
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Advisory Committees charged with the task of applying the CI_’D’s pre-established,
objective criteria. At no time did any campaign or the representative of any campaign have
a role in the Advisory Committee’s or the CPD Board’s decision-making process. In 2000,
the decisions were made by the CPD Board based on a straightforward application of the
wholly-transparent criteria adopted for 2000. |

41. 1also am aware that the complainant in MUR 5414 has made certain
allegations based on the fact that the major party nominees have negotiated memoranda of
understanding or agreement in connection with the debates sponsored by the CPD.
Complainant errs in stating or suggesting that this is a practice that began in 1988 with the
CPD’s sponsorship. Based on my study of previous presidential debates, such Qgreements are
the norm. In any event, the agreements cited by the Complainant have largely_ag_i?p?ed t%ae_ )
CPD’s previously-stated plans with respect to the number, place, dates and format for the
debates. ‘The agreements also address a variety of production details that have no t?earing on
the educational value or mission of the debates. Even as to those details, the CPD’s ]
production team has exercised its independent judgment when actually producing the debates
to ensure a high quality broadcast. Any understandings or agreements between the major
party nominees ha‘ve not been the basis for decisions by the CPD conceming candidate
eligibility to participate in the CPD’s debates; those decisions, as stated previously, have been
based on a good faith application of the CPD’s published nonpartisan candidate selection
criteria.

42,  Attached hereto at Tab F is what I understand to be a true and complete copy of
the executed Memorandum of Understanding in 2000 between the Gore and Bush campaigns.
That document expressly states that the question of candidate participation was to be

determined on the basis of the CPD’s published Nonpartisan Candidate Selection Criteria for
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2000. Attached at Tab G are CPD press releases documenting CPD’s various announcements
made during the twenty-four months leading up to the 2000 debates concerning its planning

and proposals for the debates. As those press releases demonstrate, the dates, number, formats

. and locations for the 2000 debates ultimately agreed on by the major party nominees in their

bilateral agreement attached at Tab F are as the CPD had earlier proposed.

43. In addition to sponsorship of the 1988, 1992, 1996 and 2000 debates and its
planned sponsorship of the 2004 debates, the CPD has engaged in a number of other
related voter education activities, each intended in a nonpartisan manner to enhance the-
educational value of the debates themselves. In 1988, the CPD, in conjunction with the
Library of Congress and the Smithsonian Institution, prepared and distributed illustrated
brochures on the history and role of political debates. In 1990, the CPD qun_sqr_e_d a
symposium on debate format attended by academic experts, journalists, political scientists
and public policy observers. Also in 1990, the CPD in Partnership with the National
Association of Broadcasters produced a videotape and brochure giving guidance to
schools, media organizations and civic groups on how to sponsor debates. In 1992, the
CPD produced a viewers’ guide to debates in cooperation with the Speech Communication
Association. In connection with the 1996 Debates, the CPD sponsored DebateWatch ‘96,
in which over 130 organizations (including numerous cities and town, high schools,
presidential libraries, civic associations, universities and chambers of commerce)
participated by hosting forums in which citizens viewed the debates together and had the
opportunity to discuss the debates afterwards with other viewers and listeners. In 2000, the
CPD’s voter education projects reached millions of Americans, primarily through an
aggressive Internet effort. More than 6 million people visited the CPD’s website,

www.debates.org for: online surveys (completed by 44,500 citizens); issue forums on
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election topics; an online debate history; educational resources for teachers and civic
leaders; and services for non-English speakers including education materials in Spanish
and debate transcripts in six foreign languages. In addition to online outret.lch, the CPD
also conducted the DebateWatch program, through which citizens gathered in communities
nationwide to watch the debates, discuss them, and share feedback with the CPD. The
CPD partnered with over 200 ox;ganizations, schools, and technology companies in order to
complete these tasks. In 2000, the CPD also produced a two-hour PBS special, Debating "
our Destiny,” in conjunction with McNeil/Lehrer Productions. For 2004, the CPD plans to
expand the scope of DebateWatch through online outreach and collaborations with civic
groups nationwide. By partnering with voter education organizations including the
Smithsonian Institution, AARP, Congressional Black Caucus Institute, Lifetime
Television, and KidsVoting USA, the CPD is reaching out to citizens both here and those
posted overseas to maximize the educational value of the debates. In addition, the CPD
hopes to conduct a series of youth debates using the sets from past presidential debates..

* L] »

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed

JANET ZH/E%OWN

this ﬁ day of March, 2004.
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July 19, 1992

THE 1992 CAMPAIGN: Ross Perot; Noncandidate
Tells His Supporters to Look for Real Candidates to
Support

By STEVEN A. HOLMES,

DALLAS, July 18— Ross Perot, who ended his short-lived Presidential campaign this week, told
his state coordinators today that for the moment he would stick with his decision not to seek the
White House. But he told the leaders of the grass-roots movement that supported him that he
would leave his name on the ballot in states where he had qualified, and he encouraged them to
continue their petition drives.

Mr. Perot met for about two and a half hours with a delegation of his state leaders at the
headquarters of his stillborn campaign here. The group of several dozen had traveled to Dallas to
try to persuade Mr. Perot to reconsider his decision and re-enter the race.

"His response was that he didn't want to run for President,” said Bob Hayden, who was the state
coordinator for the Perot Committee in California. He said Mr. Perot told them that if the major
parties' candidates failed to discuss their issues, he would be available to run for President.
Available to Help

Mr. Perot told the group they should build a grass-roots movement that would reform the political
process. The Dallas businessman, who said Thursday that he was dropping out because he feared
his campaign would throw the race into the House of Representatives, also said that his grass-
roots organization should develop its own platform, hold a convention and endorse candidates in
races from the Presidential election all the way down to municipal contests.

Mr. Perot told the delegation that he would be available "full time" to aid in the building of this
network. But he would not commit a specific amount of money to their efforts. He also told them
he was virtually shutting down the Dallas headquarters and the telephone bank that served as the
nerve center of his campaign.

"He indicated he would help us financially, but we did not get into any specific discussion about
how much we could expect,” Mr. Hayden said. "We know that we're going to have to do a lot of
fund raising ourselves."

Mr. Hayden spoke to reporters in a news conference at a local hotel after the group's meeting with

hitp:/mww.nytimes.com/1992/07/19/us/1992-campaign-ross-perot-noncandidate-telis-his-supponters-look-for-real.html?pagewanted=print
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Mr. Perot. Mr. Perot did not attend the news conference.

Today's meeting followed Mr. Perot's announcement on Friday night that he would consider
leaving his name on the ballot so that his supporters could use it as a means of lodging a protest
vote in November against President Bush and Gov. Bill Clinton of Arkansas, the Democratic
nominee. But, in making the announcement on the CNN program "Larry King Live," Mr. Perot
repeated the vow he had made Thursday that he would not be a candidate. Keeping Some
'Leverage’

"I have not gone away," Mr. Perot told Mr. King. "But I have concluded that I should not be the
candidate.”

However, Mr. Perot said that by keeping his name on the ballot, his forces could exert "leverage"
on the major party candidates. Mr. Perot said his presence on the ballot would say, "Look, you
guys, if you'll do this, this, this and this for the good of the country and just stop talking about it,
stop the gridlock, cut all these funny things that you're doing, then we will go forward with you.
Otherwise, we have a protest vote, and that could take one of the two of you through the tank."

Mr. Perot's sudden announcement that he would allow his name to stay on the ballots caught even
his closest associates by surprise. Morton H. Meyerson, who served as senior adviser for Mr.
Perot's campaign, did not know about Mr. Perot's plans beforehand, according to knowledgeable
members of the campaign staff.

On Thursday, Mr. Meyerson said he "guessed" that Mr. Perot would remove his name from the
ballot. Contacted Friday night after Mr. Perot's appearance on the Larry King show, Mr. Meyerson
would not comment.

Copyright 2014 The New York Times Company | Home | Privacy Policy | Search | Corrections | XML | Help | Contact
Us | Backto Top

hitp://www.nytimes.com/1992/07/19/us/1992-campaign-ross-perot-noncandidate-tells-his-supporters-look-for-real.html?pagewanted=print

2/2



Exhibit 36




9/7/2014 THE 1992 CAMPAIGN: The Overview; PEROT RE-ENTERS THE CAMPAIGN, SAYING BUSH AND CLINTON FAIL TO ADDRESS GOVERNM...

ford - ndy e e
EheNew Hork Eimes S

e . TOM |
This copy is for your personal, noncommercial use only. You can order presentation-ready copies for distr bution ’ HARD Y ' ,'

to your colleagues, clients or customers, please click here or use the "Reprints” tool that appears next to any
article. Visit www.nytreprints.com for samples and additional information. Order a reprint of this article now. »

October 2, 1992

THE 1992 CAMPAIGN: The Overview; PEROT RE-
ENTERS THE CAMPAIGN, SAYING BUSH AND
CLINTON FAIL TO ADDRESS GOVERNMENT 'MESS'

By ROBIN TONER,

DALLAS, Oct. 1— Ross Perot jumped back into the race for the Presidency today, instantly
creating new risks, opportunities and uncertainties for Gov. Bill Clinton and President Bush in the
final 33 days before Election Day.

Mr. Perot, who bolted from the race in July, asserted he was reactivating his independent
campaign at the plea of his supporters. "I thought that both political parties would address the
problems that face the nation," he said. "We gave them a chance. They didn't do it."

Despite new polls showing his support vastly diminished, Mr. Perot dismissed the notion that he
could function only as a spoiler or that he was motivated by animosity toward Mr. Bush. Playing
FamiliarThemes

He presented his candidacy as a de facto nomination from the grass roots, declaring: "I would like
to thank the American people. By choosing me as your candidate, you have given me the highest
honor I could ever receive." [ Excerpts from the news conference, page A20. ]

With his running mate, retired Vice Adm. James B. Stockdale, at his side, Mr. Perot struck many of
the same themes that he rode to sudden political prominence last spring, assailing a "Government
in gridlock” that has let the deficit and other critical national needs go unresolved.

"The American people are good," he said, "but they have a Government that is a mess. Everybody
in Washington makes excuses. Nobody takes responsibility even when they have direct
responsibility." Slapping at News Media

The Perot camp declared that it expected Mr. Perot to be included in upcoming Presidential
debates, and both Bush and Clinton campaigns said they were willing to do so. Negotiators said
tonight that they had reached a tentative agreement on the debates. Officials close to the
negotiations said there would be three debates, with the first one on Oct. 11. [ Page A18. ]

In a remarkably combative news conference for an announcement day, Mr. Perot, a Texas
billionaire, also lambasted the news media for investigating his past and his political practices and
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asserted that he would keep his campaign focused'solely on the issues he wanted to highlight.

"I don't care what you do," he told the reporters present. "Just have fun, get raises and bonuses,
play gotcha. I don't care. I care about this country, I care about the American people, and I love
them, and I will do whatever I can to serve them."

Strategists in the Bush and Clinton campaigns were quick to say that Mr. Perot would not be the
formidable presence he was last spring, when he briefly shot to the head of the pack after a
campaign waged largely on television talk shows. They predicted that Mr. Perot's candidacy would
fare much as other recent third-party candidates have fared, pulling a vote percentage in the teens
or single digits.

But they acknowledged that, in a close race, Mr. Perot would be an important variable in some of
the most important states, like California and Texas, perhaps even tilting a state to one candidate
or the other. Moreover, it was clear that Mr. Perot would affect the tone and the dynamic of the
dialogue.

MTr. Perot, whose personal fortune has fueled the petition drive that has placed his name on the
ballot in all 50 states, is expected to wage a campaign heavily oriented toward television. "I think
you will see a heavy emphasis on the media, television,” said Orson Swindle, head of United We
Stand, America, the Perot organization. "You will see issues discussed in a way you have not seen
in the past.”

Unlike the campaigns of the two major party candidates, Mr. Perot's will not be publicly financed.

A new poll for CNN and USA Today suggested that Mr. Perot faced a skeptical and largely

_ unfriendly public for his revived campaign. The poll, conducted Monday through Wednesday by

The Gallup Organization, found that 60 percent of the 1,052 registered voters polled said Mr. Perot
should not re-enter the race, while 33 percent said he should. In contrast, the Gallup Poll found in
late June that 69 percent of those asked wanted Mr. Perot to be a Presidential candidate.

The CNN/USA Today poll also showed Mr. Clinton with a formidable lead, 52 percent, as against
35 percent for Mr. Bush and 7 percent for Mr. Perot. It had a margin of sampling error of plus or
minus three percentage points.

In his speech today, Mr. Perot apologized to his supporters for leaving the race this summer and
hinted that after months of being portrayed as a temperamental quitter, he wanted to begin anew.
"My decision in July hurt you," he said. "I apologize."

Then he added, "Looking back won't solve our problems. Looking forward, working together, we
can fix anything."

Responding to Mr. Perot's re-entry, Mr. Clinton said in Wisconsin, "My fight is with George Bush,
and I'm going to take it to him." The Governor said he still believed he had the best economic plan
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in the campaign and argued that Mr. Perot's re-entry would have little effect on the way he ran his
race.

"The problem I have with the Perot plan," Mr. Clinton said in a interview with a television station
in Cincinnati, "is that it puts deficit reduction ahead of generating jobs."

The Bush and Clinton campaigns today remained locked in negotiations over debates, with a main
sticking point the Bush team's desire for a late debate, on the Sunday before Election Day, and the -
Clinton campaign's resistance to one. Should Mr. Bush succeed in tightening the race, a late debate
would give the President a final chance to project a reassuring presence and make his case to the:
public.. '

Mr. Bush took a day off the campaign trail today but escalated his advertising offensive with a new
attack on Mr. Clinton as a risky and dangerous taxer. "You can't trust Clinton economics," an
announcer says in the new commercial, which focuses on five Americans and the additional taxes
they would supposedly pay under a Clinton Administration. "It's wrong for you. It's wrong for
America."

The Clinton campaign reacted to the commercial quickly and forcefully. "It is blatantly false, and
nobody else in the world claims that,” Mr. Clinton declared. "George Bush has said time and again
that he would say whatever it takes to be elected President, and this is an example.”

The Democrats, for their part, were broadcasting a new commercial that resurrects the broken
campaign promise from 1988 that haunted Mr. Bush in the primaries this year: "Read my lips: no
new taxes."

Both campaigns have treaded carefully around Mr. Perot in recent days, but Senator Al Gore, the
Democratic Vice-Presidential nominee, hinted at the contrast the Democrats would draw on
economics. Campaigning in Wisconsin today, Mr. Gore said Democrats shared Mr. Perot's concern
for the reducing the deficit, but the Tennessee Senator added: "He raises taxes on middle-income
people in a way that we think is very unwise. We stimulate economic growth." Reporting a
Different Perot

Stan Greenberg, the poll taker for Mr. Clinton, asserted today that the Clinton campaign's polls
showed Mr. Perot slipping throughout the week. He also argued that Perot II was drawing a very
different -- and more Republican -- constituency than Perot I was last spring.

"He was drawing the shake-up-politics voters last spring," Mr. Greenberg said. "Now he's drawing
support from voters who want to get spending under control. And that's a very different share of
the electorate."

But the Bush forces continued to hope that Mr. Perot succeeded in shaking up the race and
perhaps opening up some states where Mr. Clinton has a formidable lead.
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"We welcome him to the race," said Charles Black, a senior adviser to the Bush campaign. "He says
he wants to talk about the economy and the deficit, and we welcome that."

In general, Mr. Perot's entry is seen as a risk and an opportunity for both Mr. Bush and Mr.
Clinton. He poses a problem for Mr. Bush in Texas, a must-win state for the President, for
example, but he could cut into Mr. Clinton's support in California and some Northern states like
Michigan.

Perhaps foreshadowing an appeal to keep anti-Bush voters from straying, Mr. Clinton said in an
interview with a Raleigh, N.C., television station: "I hope that it won't divide the vote of those who
know that Mr. Bush should not be given another term."

In his announcement today, Mr. Perot did not go into the details of the economic plan he issued
after he left the race on July 16, when he said he did not want to be a disruptive force.

Photos: Ross Perot announcing his re-entry into the Presidential race. At his side at the news
conference in Dallas was his wife, Margot; at rear were the Vice-Presidential candidate, James B.
Stockdale, and his wife, Sybil. (Associated Press) (pg. A1); President Bush walking to the Oval
Office yesterday after returning from a trip to Camp David. (Jose R. Lopez/The New York Times)

(pg. A18)
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Qctober 7, 1992

THE 1992 CAMPAIGN: Polls; Despite Perot's Re-
entry, Clinton Retains Big Lead

‘Gov. Bill Clinton continues to lead in the Presidential race, according to five nationwide polls

taken since the re-entry last Thursday of Ross Perot raised the possibility of changing the
dynamics of the race.

When the five polls are averaged, the result is 48 percent for Mr. Clinton, 36 percent for President
Bush and 10 percent for Mr. Perot.

A New York Times/CBS News Poll taken over the weekend found Mr. Clinton leading Mr. Bush by
eight percentage points. That was virtually unchanged from the Times/CBS Poll taken in mid-
September, when Mr. Perot was not an announced candidate, though his name was on the ballot
in all 50 states. In the latest poll, 934 registered voters were weighted to reflect a "probable
electorate." Support was 46 percent for Mr. Clinton, 38 percent for Mr. Bush and 7 percent for Mr.
Perot.

Other polls had similar results. A Newsweek poll placed Mr. Clinton's lead in the three-way race at
eight points. In late September Mr. Clinton held a nine-point advantage in the Newsweek poll. The
latest poll was taken with 752 registered voters.

A Washington Post/ABC News Poll of 799 likely voters reported an 13-point lead for the Arkansas
Governor.

A Harris Poll of 1,015 likely voters had the largest margin for Mr. Clinton, 17 points.

Most polls are conducted over several days, and the resulting random sampling of voters is then
weighted to reflect national demographics. But during an election season some organizations
conduct "tracking polls,” in which a new, smaller sampling of voters is surveyed each day. Usually,
the results of several days are then combined.

In a tracking poll for CNN and USA Today, Mr. Clinton leads by 12 points. The three-day survey
was conducted with 1,011 registered voters.

The margin of sampling error for The Washington Post-ABC News Poll and the CNN-USA Today
Poll was plus or minus four percentage points. The potential error for the other polls was three
percentage points.
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Chart: "Recent Polls" New York Times/CBS News Oct. 2-4 Bush/Quayle: 38 Clinton/Gore: 46
Perot: 7 Washington Post/ABC News Oct. 2-4 Bush/Quayle: 35 Clinton/Gore: 48 Perot: g Gallup
for CNN/USA Toay Oct. 2-4 Bush/Quayle: 35 Clinton/Gore: 47 Perot: 10 Harris Oct. 1-4
Bush/Quayle: 36 Clinton/Gore: 53 Perot: 9 Gallup for Newsweek Oct. 1-2 Bush/Quayle: 36
Clinton/Gore: 44 Perot: 14
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Solid Clinton Lead, Small Gain for Congressional
Democrats

Increased Support For Incumbents
- Introduction and Summary

As the fall campaign begins, Bill Clinton holds a-solid lead over challengers Bob Dole and Ross Perot. But the
race for control of Congress rémains close. While the Democrats have gained some giound on thie GOP ‘over' the
ccourse of the summer, American voters have a more positive viéw of incumbents than they did two years.ago
.and the Congressional voté seems more dependent onlocal matters:than in 1994.

Nature of Candidate
Support
Sept 1996
%
Total Clinton 52
Pro-Clinton 35
Anti-Others 15
Don't know 2
Support is:
Strong 26
Modereate 26
Total Dole 34
.Pro-Dole 16
Anti-Others 17
Don't know 1
Support is:
Strong 17
Hoderate 17
Total Perot 8
Pro-Perot 3
Anti-Others 5
Don't know 0
Support is:
Strong 3
Moderate [
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At the top of the ticket, Clinton’s lead is impressive. Not only do more voters now back him than did in mid-
summer, but a greater proportion say they would be casting a vote for Clinton rather than against Dole and
Perot, if the election were being held today.

The latest Pew Research Center survey finds 52% of a national sample of registered voters saying they would
vote for Clinton, compared to 34% for Dole and 8% for Ross Perot. Six weeks ago, prior to the political
conventions, Clinton led by a significantly smaller margin (44% vs. 34% and 16%, respectively). In the current
survey, half of Clinton backers say they support him strongly and most say they are voting for him, not against
his opponents.

In contrast to Clinton, the net effect of the conventions has been to weaken Dole’s position. While half the GOP
candidate’s backers say they strongly support him, much of his backing is based on opposition to Clinton and
Perot. More ominously, the proportion of voters saying that they have decided definitely not to vote for the
former Senate majority leader has risen from 40% in late July to 47% in the current poll. Four years ago, a
Center survey found about as many voters (44%) saying they had definitely decided not to vote for George
Bush who then trailed Clinton by 15%. By way of comparison, no fewer than 78% of respondents in the new
survey have firmly decided against voting for Ross Perot.

Despite a short-lived post convention bounce, Dole has not rallied the expected numbers of Republicans to his
side. Only 81% of Republicans and 59% of Independents who lean Republican back him. Clinton gets 90% of
Democrats and 79% of Independents who lean Democratic.

Dole has gained no ground either with regard to his personal image or perceived abilities relative to Clinton. As
was the case prior to the conventions, Clinton is picked over Dole as personally likable and connecting well
with ordinary people by margins of 3 to 1 or better. The President is chosen over his challenger by nearly 2 to 1
for having new ideas and caring about people. Clinton is also graded better than Dole for using good judgement
in a crisis, sharing the voter’s values and for being a strong leader. Dole barely rates better than Clinton on
character dimensions. A slim plurality of respondents (7 percentage points) choose Dole over Clinton for being
honest and truthful, and about equal percentages select the two candidates for keeping promises.
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Phrase Better Describes
Bill Bob Both/Neither
Clinton Dole DK
% % %
Would use good judgment in a crisis 51 34 15
July, 1996 47 35 i8
Personally likable 67 20 13
July, 1996 64 20 16
Honest and truthful 30 37 33
July, 1996 25 40 35
Has new ideas 52 27 21
July, 1996 49 28 23
Cares about people like me 51 29 20
July, 1996 48 30 22
Keeps his promises 35 30 35
July, 1996 29 35 © 36
Shares my values 46 36 18
July, 1996 45 36 19
Connects well with ordinary Americans 68 21 11
July, 1996 63 22 15
A strong leader 47 38 i5

Generally, the President has a lesser advantage on abilities than on personal characteristics. But he wins over
Dole by significant pluralities on seven out of eight performance dimensions. The exception is that Dole is
credited as potentially better able to cut taxes (by a 42% to 34% margin). Essentially the same proportion
favors Clinton as Dole for balancing the budget (41% and 38%, respectively). By a 57% to 29% margin, voters
have more confidence in Clinton to improve education, which is typically a Democratic strength, but they also
favor him over Dole for protecting and strengthening families (50% to 36%), normally a GOP strong point.

Compared to late July, Clinton enjoys a slightly wider margin over Dole for improving economic conditions
(49% to 35%), reflecting voters’ views about abortion (46% to 28%), and making wise decisions about foreign
policy (44% to 39%). Despite Dole’s attacks on Clinton following the release of a government report indicating
increased drug use among teens, voters think that the President is better able to deal with the drug problem
than his opponent (44% to 32%).

Republican Defectors

Underscoring Dole’s problem with defections from the GOP, significant percentages of Republicans and
Independents who lean Republican have more faith in Clinton than in their party’s standard bearer to improve
education and to better represent their views on abortion. The desertion pattern is even more striking on the
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personal dimension. By margins of almost 2 to 1, Independents who lean Republican think that Clinton is more
likeable than Dole and connects better with ordinary people.

Clinton’s gains in support since mid-summer have been greatest among Independents. His lead among
Independents who lean Democratic has increased, while at the same time he has retained his pre-convention
margin among Independents who lean Republican. '

Demographically, the President also polls much better than six weeks ago among younger voters, whites, and
middle and lower income groups. He also gained support among white evangelical Protestants over this period,
but Dole continues to lead among this largely Republican, socially conservative group. Clinton has a
comfortable lead among white Catholics and a smaller yet significant one among white mainline Protestants.

Dole support has increased since late July only among one sizeable demographic group — white Southern men.
Clinton, in contrast, has gained support among white men outside the South and among white women in all
parts of the country in the past six weeks.

Democratic Gains

As Clinton’s lead has increased, support for his party’s Congressional candidates also has grown somewhat.
Voters in the Pew Research Center sample were inclined to vote for Democrats over Republicans in House
races by a margin of 51% to 43%, up from 47% to 46% in late July. But a number of crosscurrents undercut that
small lead. In particular, the poll found much more support for incumbents than two years ago. Fully 62% of
respondents said they would like to see their own incumbent Congressional representative reelected compared
to 49% in early October 1994. Similarly, while that same 1994 survey found a strong majority of 56% to 28%
against the reelection of most members, voters in the current survey divided 43% to 43% on this question.

‘Voters are also more inclined than two years ago to say that local issues will make the biggest difference in how

they vote in their district (42% vs. 27%). In the current survey, only 18% said that national issues would have

" the largest bearing on their choice. Most respondents (51%) said Clinton would not be a factor in their vote for

Congress. Of those who said he would be a factor, votes for his party’s candidate slightly out weighed votes

‘against (24% vs. 18%). Two years ago that margin was reversed (17% for to 23% against ).

An Eye On Newt

Newt Gingrich may be more of a factor than Clinton in the battle for Congress. Fully 57% of respondents said
he would be a consideration in their vote. More than half of them (36%) said they would be voting against the
speaker, compared to 21% who said they will be voting for him. Gingrich in this way threatens to be a greater
negative for the GOP than Clinton would be a positive value for the Democrats. For example, both Clinton and
Gingrich are cited as positive factors by 44% of respondents who will vote for the Democratic and Republican
Congressional candidates, respectively; but fully 62% of those backing Democrats said they were voting against
the Speaker and only 37% of those voting for Republicans said they were voting against the President.
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Factors in Congressional Voting?
Those Supporting
Rep. Demn.
Cong. Cong.
Total Cand. Cand.
% 5 %
Newt Gingrich a factor?
For 21 44 3
Against 36 8 62
Not a factor 36 45 28
DK/Refused 7 -3 7
100 100 100
Bill Clinton a factor?
For 24 49 44.
Against 18 37 4
Not a factor 51 . 55 47
DK/Refused 7 4 5
100 100 100

Gingrich’s unpopularity may be diluted to some extent by support for the idea that the Presidency and the
Congress should not be in the hands of the same party. Many believe that if Clinton should win, it would be
better if the GOP controls Congress. Republicans put a higher priority on keeping control of the legislature
than do Democrats (86% vs. 77%), with Independents tending to favor GOP rather than Democratic control
(46% vs. 42%).

Flagging Interest

Given the closeness of the Congressional race and conflicting voter attitudes, turn out may be a decisive factor.
And it may well work to the GOP’s advantage. Measures of interest in the campaign and turnout indicators are
significantly lower than they were four years and even eight years ago. Only 48% of respondents said they have
given a lot of thought to the presidential election, compared to 63% in September 1992 and 57% in September
1988. In the new poll, just 24% said they were paying close attention to campaign news compared to 42% in
September 1992,

Analysis suggests that lower turnout would help both Dole and perhaps more meaningfully, Republican
Congressional candidates. Support levels are shown below for all registered voters, for likely voters if turnout is
comparable to 1992, and for likely voters if turnout is comparable to 1988.
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Voter Turnout and Candidate Standing
If turnout is
comparable to:
all 1992 1988
% % %
Presidential Preference:
Clinton 52 52 51
Dole 4 37 38
Perot 8 7 7
Other/Undecided 6 5 5
100 100 100
Congressional Preference:
Republican 43 45 46
Democrat 51 51 50
Other/Undecided 6 q q
100 100 100

One-Worders For Kemp and Gore

One word descriptions of the vice presidential candidates indicate that the public sees both men, incumbent Al
Gore and challenger Jack Kemp, in mostly positive terms. Gore was most often called “intelligent;” Kemp’s list
led with “football.” In second place for both men was “good.” In comparison, the public in August offered a mix

.of positive and negative words for Clinton, led by “good” and “wishy-washy.” Dole was most often described in
terms of his age, “old,” then “good.”
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11 Gore "Top 20" Jack Kemp "Top -20"
Frequency? o Frequency#
i. Inteliigent. 20, i., Footbdll 20.
2. Good 16 2.. Good 18"
3. Environmentalist 15 3.. Leader is
4. Honest. 14 .4. . Energetic 13.
5. Leadership 14 '5. 0K -3
6. Smart. ' 14 6. ‘Unknown 11
7. Quiet. 13- 7.. Honest fo.
8. Stiff 13 8. Strong. 10.
9. Fair 12 9. Athletic 8.
10. Boring. 1i 10. .Intelligent 7
11, Follower: 11 ii. Capabile N
12. Nice i1 12u-Alright N3
13. Alright 9 13. Dynamic 6
14, Dull 9 14, Conservative .6
15. Personable S 15.. Charismatic -5
16. Sincere’ 9 16. Inteégrity 5
17, Wimp 8. 17. Moderate 5
18.. OK q. -18. Nice 5
197 Politician 6 19, -Aggressive 4
20. Puppet- .5 -20.- Enthusiastic 4
Numbert -0f intervieus {758) Nuwber:.of - interviews (750)
* This table shows the .number of respondents. wvho offered: =~
‘each response; the numbers. are .not percentages.:
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U.S. Presidential Election Center Nov 14, 2012 Obama

Romnéy-
.Review the 2012 race and.compare.it with eléctions dating back.t0.1 936. Registered Volers 49% + 46% -2
Lixely Volers’ 48% 2 49% -2

RACES u G.ANDiDATES" 2012 DEMOGRAPHICS I

Click a maximum of two races to compare. Once you have selected two races, yoiz will'need to unselect a race before selecting another.

2012 data are based on seven-day rolling averages.
From 1952 to 1988, only Gallup's final pre-election survey was among likely voters. Starting in 1992, Gallup reported-likely voter percentages more frequently.-
Data for each year do not include Gallup's final allocation of undecided voters.

Hisiorical Presidenfial Candidate Support by Group

Subgroup data are based on likely voters from.Gallup's final pre-election surveys; excluding."no 'opinion" responses and support
for minor third-party-candidates. If needed, support for each.candidate is adjusted t6 match the actual election result.Gallup.

started tracking demographic groups.in 1952.

2008 2004 2000,
Obama McCain Kerry Bush Gore- Bush Nader Clinton
Men 50 50 44. 56 45 52 3 45
Women 57 .43 52 48 53 45 2 54
White (incl: Hispanic) 45 55 44 56 a3 ) 55 3 46
Nonwhite . 9o 10 83 .17 87 9 4 82
Non:Hispanic white 44 56 43. 57 42 56 2 44
Nonwhite (incl. Hispanic) 86- 14 78 ' 22 8o 17 3 8o
Black 99 1 93, 7 95 .3 2 96
http://www gallup.com/poll/154559/us-presidential-election-center.aspx 13-
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Under 30 years of age 61 39 60 40 47 6 54
30.t0 49 years 53 47 43 57 53 2 49
50 to 64 years 54 46 48 52 48 2 47
65 years and older 46 54 52 48 42 2 51
50'years and older 51 49 50 50 45 2 50
College 55 45 48 52 51 ‘3 47
High school 47 53 54 46 46 2 52
Grade school 67 33 69 31 42 3 58
Postgraduate 65 35 53 47 43 4 50
College grad only 51 49 42 58 55 1 46
Some college 52 48 44 56 53 3 46
High school or less 51 .49 54 46 45 2 52
East 57 43 58 42 42 3 60
Midwest 53 47 48 52 49 3 46
South 50 50 43 57 54 1 44
West 55 45 48 52 47 5 51
Urban - - 56 44 35 3 58
Suburban - - 46 54 51 2 47
Rural - - 46- 54 60 3 44
Republican 7 93 5 95 92 1 10
‘Democrat 93 7 93 7 10 2 90
Independent 51 49 52 48 49 7 48
Conservative 23 77 20 8o 71 2 27
Moderate 63 37 63 37 41 2 63
Liberal 94 6 88 12 9 7 89
Protestant 47 53 38 62 55 3 44
Catholic 53 47 52 48 46 2 55
Attend church weekly 45 55 37 63 56 2 -

Attend church monthly 51 49 45 55 51 2 -

Attend church seldom/never 62 38 60 40 41 7 -

Married 44 56 40 60 57 2 44
Not married 65 35 60 40 36 3 57
Married men 42 58 39 61 59 3 40
Married women 47 53 42 58 56 2 47
Unmarried men 63 37 55 45 42 5 51
Unmarried women 66 34 64 36 3 2 62
With minor children 51 49 - - - - 46
‘Without minor children 54 46 - - - - 51
Prof. and business - - - - - -

White collar - - - - - -

Manual - - - . - -

Union family 64 36 67 33 31 -

Veteran 4q1 59 40 60 - -

Military household 47 53 43 57 - -

Gun owner 36 64 35 65 59 -

Gun non-owner 63 37 56 4.4 41 -

)|
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September 19, 1996
POLITICS: THE DEBATES

Should Journalists Be Perot Judges?

By NEIL A. LEWIS

WASHINGTON, Sept. 19— In delivering its verdict that Ross Perot could not win the election
and thus should not be invited to this year's debates, the Commission on Presidential Debates said
it relied in part on the "professional opinions of the Washington bureau chiefs of major
newspapers, news magazines and broadcast networks."

But a check today of a number of people fitting that description turned up no one who said he or
she had been contacted by the commission.

The Washington bureau chiefs of The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, The Los Angeles
Times, The Chicago Tribune, Time magazine, Newsweek and The Atlanta Constitution said today
that they were not interviewed by the commission. Similarly, the bureau chiefs of NBC, CNN and
ABC said they had not been contacted by the commission. The bureau chief of CBS did not return
telephone calls.

Richard E. Neustadt, a professor of government at Harvard University who headed an advisory
panel for the commission, said he spoke with several journalists he knew along with some fellow
political scientists to evaluate whether Mr. Perot had a realistic chance of winning, the
commission's standard to be included in the Presidential debates. On the basis of those interviews,
he said, he felt confirmed in his judgment that Mr. Perot could not win the election.

But he said the requirement that the commission canvass Washington bureau chiefs of leading
news organizations, one of 11 criteria used to evaluate a candidate's viability, was left to the
commission staff.

Robert Neuman, a spokesman for the commission, said several people in that category were
interviewed by members of the commission's staff but that they all asked for and were granted
anonymity. He said he would not disclose their names.

Professor Neustadt said he would not identify those to whom he spoke, but added that two
journalists declined to offer their opinions, believing it inappropriate to play a role in the process
of who would get invited to participate in the debates. But others identified the two as E. J.
Dionne, a columnist for The Washington Post, and David Shribman, the bureau chief of The

http://iwww.nytimes.com/1996/09/19/us/should-journalists-be-perot-judges.html?pagewanted=print
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Boston Globe.

Some journalists who acknowledged speaking with Professor Neustadt are commentators and
analysts who regularly offer their opinions in their writings, including William Safire of The New
York Times and David Broder of The Post.

Mr. Broder said Professor Neustadt had asked him two questions: whether Mr. Perot had a
realistic chance of being elected President (to which he replied "no") and whether he could win a
single state (also "no"). He said that, nonetheless, he has written a column arguing that Mr. Perot
be included in at least the first debate.

Mr. Safire wrote a column about his discussion with Professor Neustadt and urged that Mr. Perot
be excluded.

Russell J. Verney, the national coordinator of the Perot campaign, criticized the reliance on
journalists in deciding whether Mr. Perot could be elected, saying they were ill-equipped to
evaluate the campaign's strategy and were often agents of the status quo.

But Mr. Neustadt defended both the commission's standard of inviting only candidates who have a
"realistic” chance of being elected and the use of journalists to help determine that.

"Political journalists and columnists of a certain caliber are people with developed judgment and a
tremendous flow of current information and impressions, so that their opinions about a
candidate's prospects at any particular time are valuable," he said.

He also said it was impracticable for anyone to decide who should be eligible without some
subjective evaluation. "If one is going to hold to the commission's standard that only candidates
with a realistic chance of election be included, there is no alternative to having to make some
judgments," he added. "The only way to avoid making a judgment is to use some mechanical
standard.”

Professor Neustadt said that the commission was created after a general dissatisfaction with
mechanical standards, and that members of the commission had "attempted to frame as many
useful criteria as they could think of to feed into the judgment, and one of the criteria is the
opinions of journalists."

He also said that in his long career as a political scientist he had regularly been asked by
journalists for his views, and saw no reason why he should not seek their advice in turn.

One veteran political analyst at a major television network said he thought he could hardly decline
to speak with Professor Neustadt, from whom he said he had received wise judgments over the
years. The journalist, who spoke on the condition of anonymity, said he told Professor Neustadt
that Mr. Perot had no realistic chance of being elected, but he strongly believed that Mr. Perot
nonetheless should be included in the debates.

hitp://www.nytimes.com/1996/09/19/us/should-journalists-be-perot-judges.html?pagewanted=print 2/3
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Fred 1. Greenstein, a professor of government at Princeton University, said that it was thoroughly
reasonable of the commission to try to invite to the debates only those candidates who have a
realistic chance of becoming President, and that was inherently a subjective judgment. He also
said that to rely heavily on such factors as organization and presence on enough state ballots may
seem an objective approach but could be misleading.

"Such a system looks like democracy but it is really artificially tilted to intense organization and
money," he said.

Andrew Glass, the bureau chief of Cox newspapers, which publishes The Atlanta Constitution, said
he would not have cooperated with the commission if he had been called.

"My job is to cover the news and on a good day to explain it, not to be a part of what's happening,"”
he said. "Journalists have enough problems about the proper boundaries, and this just adds to the
problem."

Chart: "AT ISSUE: Selection Criteria" lists the criteria the Commission on Presidential Debates
used to exclude Ross Perot. (Source: Commission on Presidential Debates)

Copyright 2014 The New York Times Company | Home | Privacy Policy | Search | Corrections | XML | Help | Contact
Us | Backto Top
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170 Campaign for President ‘96

Why do you pick.péople who aren't intérested in palitics to go to 3
political discussion and thén expect them to be interested in the big-pie-
ture queslions? Not one person asked about foreign policy: 1 don
understand why you didn't have a debale about who is going to-be heag
of stale of the Unitcd States.

From the Floor: They didn't carc about that.

Chris Matthews: Well, that’s the problem they have got. Did yoy
fruys waat to have a debate?

Tony Fabrizio: No, | don't think it hurt us. Do ] think it was our best
format, no.

George Stephanopoulos: Chris, the simple answer to your whole
question is, they didn't have léverage going into the negotiations,
They were behind, they needed to make sure Perot wasn't in it. Ag
long as weé would agree to Perot. not being in it we could get every:
thing else we wanted going in. Wé got -our time [rame;, we ‘got our
lengtly, we got our moderator.

Tony Fabrizio: And the fact of the matter is, you got the number of dates;

Chris Matthews: How can an underdog candidate like Bob Dole,
who is 20 points back, win in an environment which is.a town meeting,
when the minute you go negative on your opponent the hissing starts
:and the whole room temperature changes? How do you deal with (hat?

Tony Fabrizio: This is hard, Chris.

Chris Matthews: Go ahead. Do you feel that the candidates are con-
strained in the environment of a town meeting from going négative?

Jill Hanson: Bul in the town hall meetings in San Diego, they didn't
have to. I think Dole did a very good job because I think everybody
thought he was going to come across a$ being mean. Town hall. format
was not his best format. He did very well and we were very cognizant
of the fact that we had to make sure that with a live audience like that,
his answers were such that they didn't provoke boos and higses from
the audience.

George Stephanopoulos: But that showed your dilemma. They
couldn’t do what they needed to do. They couldn’t go negative. Dan Balz
.was one of the first people to write it — the day before the secon
debate, 1think. You guys had a five-day debate before the second debatc
on whether or not you were going to go negative. We thought the nnly_
way we could ever actually win one of the two debates was il Dole wer'
too negative and we could say, he is going negative and. we're talking
about the issues.
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click here Q You know, all this - we're gatting every five minutes, talking about the Republicans saying that Clinton hasn't dane enough
2 to curb narcotics. Why doesn’t he answer that? Why doesn't he come out and say - the last two or three days around bere
there's been docamented evidence that it was George Bush and Oliver North and the CIA that was bringing in the narcetics, and
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« 2004 Election Documents drug strategy now at the leadership of a four-star general He supported the death penalty for drog kingpins. And he's worked
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L]
« 2001 Transition Q Why doesn't he just come out and tell the Republicans, after 2ll, you have been bringing them in for years ~
Data Archive _
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Electionsw Q Noone's saying that he's — allegations ~ inspector general to find out something. All he has to do is turn around in his affice
Blection Index and find it
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Q Did the President make any news at the Lehrer interview, | mean, touch on any new subjects?
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Month Year Q Do we wait until that's broadcast?
1 INCLUDE d ents Q They've announced the plans to make it available.

from the Office of the Press MR. MCCURRY They're going to make it available themseives,

Secreta
n lNC'LyUDE lection Qmmmu!mwlmww&Wstmwdmmwml,mumdumm.
Ca’maig“dm:nenh administration has in signing this, with the additional $11 billion, whatever, in spending be does not beligve necessary for defense. I realize there are many

N i othasnmmlh:bﬂlththennedﬂ.Mdnuﬂmmeymhwmwﬂoﬁmhuquam:ﬂepd!hnwddhudfuhemm
. ViewPPPUS | like airline security, these things that were menticned at the time that i were

Search the Entire

Document Archive

Enter keyword: , 7}
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same of the other priorities the Presidext bas put furward. And, indeed, some of our discussions 5o far with the Co ional blican leadership and
the appropriztors on the Hill -- we bave some reason to believe that that would be the disposition of Cangress.

Q “Just to finish up on the U.N., what things in the speech would we here specifically geared to a U.S. domestic audience?

MR. MCCURRY Well, this is a — he’s speaking, in a sexse, to a global audience. So itT be a speech that appropriately articulates central themes in U.S-
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Al of these things you'll expect the President to address in this setting, These are all, the President would suggest, deeply relevant to the American people

the Office of the Press

Secretary wheo care aboat the position of the United States in this changing world and care about things like terroriem, drug trafficking, envircomental degredation,
0O INCLUDE election international crime. These are -- the U.N. is one place among many in which we sees tools available to combat all of these scourges of the post-Cold War
campaign documents i

Q It seems like it's going to be very similar to last year's speech.
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MR. MCCURRY Well, it'll reflect on many of the same things, note the progress we've made on many of thosc goals and priorities the President articulated
last year at the General Assembly.

Q 1sthe Clinton Campaign at all worried about what seems 10 be a popular negative in the Dole Campaign, calling the President a closct liberal and
drudging up a four year old MTV interview?

MR. MCCURRY It's a ncgative campaign as they try various ways in which to engage the American public and fail utterly. They have gone negative. And
that is a source of concern mastly because it degrades the r for a vig debate about the two different visions for the future that are out there --
the President's versus Mr. Dolc’s.

Q Do you think your campaign's being run differently, less negatively?
MR. MCCURRY 1§ think that our campaign is run consistent with the President's admonition that we try to focus on issues and not insults.
Q Mike, what are the President’s goals in meeting with Hashimoto tomorrow and what do you think they might talk about in the way of rade?

MR. MCCURRY Well, they'll have a bilateral meeting that will follow up on, obviously, the signing of the Comprehensive Test Ban itsclf. 1 expect them to
review that very significant matter because the Japanesc will play a role in the discussion about ratification and leadership and towards that end. The
Japanese have lent the United States eritical support on two very urgent issucs, Iraq and Bosnia, and | expect the two leaders to review those subjects.

And, certainly, they will discuss Okinawa and some of the steps that are being taken there to relocate the Marine bases and the current deployment pattern
on Okinawa. And then we do have some issues that are ding, the civil aviation issue and the insurance issue. [ expect them to review that,

The participants in the meeting are the Secretary of State and the National Security Advisor. Te my knowledge, they are not meeting with trade ministers
present. So the focus will be on some of these security issues, our global cooperation, our global agenda that we pursue together with the government of
Japan and then also, some economy issues as well.

Q This is a more limited schedule than the President’s had in the past when he's gone up to address the U.N. Is that because it’s an election year or why?

MR. MCCURRY Sure. He'll be leaving the United Nations after some of the mectings, his specch, some of the work that he will do. And he is making a
campaign stop later in the day. And that does reflect the fact that we are in the midst of a general clection period here in the United States. But I think other
bers of the world ity would i d d that.

Q Does the campaign have to pick up the costs of the U.N. part of the trip?

MR. MCCURRY All travel now during the period in which the President is the desij d candidate of the D ic Party is deemed political travel. The
specific costs associated with his presence at the United Nations is judged by the Federal Election Commission to be an official expense since it's in pursuit

of U.S. foreign policy. But all the costs of getting there and then getting to New Jersey and conducting the ign travel iated with that our political
expensces.

Q Mike, this morning in the Oval Office when the President answered tHelen's question about Ross Perot, did he mean to say, in talking about the
agrecment, that without Perot there is not going to be a debate?

MR. MCCURRY The Dole ign, it is my ng, made it quite clear that Perot’s participation or Pat Choate’s participation, there would not be
any debate in which Dole would be willing to participate. The President believes the debates are an important feature of the clectoral democratic process
we're going through now. And there would have been no opportunity for him to contrast his views with those of his major opponent if Mr. Perot had been
included. That was the view d by the Dole ign, and we had to rel ly and with some regret accept that view.

Q Now North Korea provocation is proven. Is there any changing U.S. policy towards North Korea?

MR. MCCURRY No, there is no change in our view that violations of the armistice are ily p ive and d; And it i 1o bethe
United States’s vicw that the four-party talk proposal put forward by President Kim and President Clinton at Cheju Island represents an cffective way to
limit tensions on the Korean Peninsula,

Q Mike, just to go back over your thinking on the debates, Dole is the guy who is obviously behind, hoping the debates might give people a chance to give
him a fresh look. Why is the President not in a stronger bargaining position and able to enforce his view of how the debates should be held? He doesn't
need them as badly as Dole would appear to, and the Dole eamp has indicnted it does need them.

MR. MCCURRY Well, the President belicves that presidential debates have hecome a valued part of the electoral process now, and he has long maintained
that he would be willing to participate. We have p d in a fashion -- or we will participate in a fashion that meets the President’s view that there
ought to be a defined period in which these dcbau-.l accur. And they will occur between the 6th of October and the 16th of October. Tm.-y WI" occur in
settings in which the President believes help the American people sce the ing views of the candid lnd hear from individ the
town hall format that we urged be adopted. And they are limited to two direct b the two for go mi; apiece, on two
nights. [ think --

Q 1t doesn't sound like you fought very hard (or your viewpoint on Perot, though, does it?

MR. MCCURRY Well, { would suggest that we were able to get some other things that were important to the President in thinking about the debates that
reflects the wisdom and skill of our negotiator, Secrctary Kantor.

Q Mike, can 1 follow up on Claire’s question. What's the differcnce between Dole calling you all — or the President a tiberal, and the White House
repeatedly calling Dole an extremist? Why is one more negative than the other?

MR. MCCURRY 1§ believe that we have said that the proposals put forward by the Republican Congress, and in some cases endorsed by Mr. Dole when he
was Majority Leader, a fairly ext view of what Ameri think is proper policy direction for the country.

Q And do you think it's positive that you have your campaign spokesman saying Dole's record is do nothing, and you all are running black-and-white ads
of a shifty-eyed Dole is positive campaigning?

MR. MCCURRY | think it's necessary any time you face a direct attack to cffectively rebut the attack.
Q Or counter-attack. Wouldn't that be more a counter-attack than a rehuttal?

MR. MCCURRY 1 said, "effectively rebut.”

Q Do you think that “liberal” is a bad word? When he was talking in the Oval Office, he called it a --

MR. MCCURRY No, it's jl.lll an old, tired -- there are too many old, tired ideas in this debate. The President has been putting forth new approaches on how
we solve the probl face. S imes they come from what some may call liberalism. Some others may come from what people used to eall
conscrvatism. It used to be a conservative view that you need to balance the budget, cut taxes for the American working class and middle income, live
within your means. And the President has certainly embraced that conservative view, as opposed to Mr. Dole, who has walked away from those matters.

So [ don't -- what is conservative, what is liberal?

Q Sois he a conservative?

MR. MCCURRY Hc is conscrvative on many issucs.
Q Then is he {iberal on many issucs?

MR. MCCURRY Maybe on some.

Q Mike, just to follow up a little bit on the question, really, it would scem that an the debates, if the President just wanted to be a stinker, he coutd be the
world’s biggest stinker on this point about his terms, and he would -- no debates would happen. Daes he fecl that the idea of having debates is important



cnough that he should sct aside whatever --

MR. MCCURRY There have been many quadrennial campaign cycles in which people played a lot of games ahout debates. The President has long ago
concluded that the debates arc important. They are of value to the American people ns they make their own jud about the candid; He enjoyed
participating in them in 1992, fully expected to participate in 1996 and, frankly, wanted to go ahead and get the schedule set so we could go ahead and have
these debates without a lot of negotiating back and forth.

As I suggested in answer to Brit, I think we came away with some things about the format, the structure, the timing of these debates that are more than
i y from the perspective of the Presid

Q On the subject of the President’s supporting middle class tax cuts, the Joint Committee on Taxation on Friday came out with a second study of the
President’s tax cut proposal and still concludes that it would raise taxes, not cut them over time.

MR. MCCURRY Well, I'll check with Gene Sperling, but I believe that we've had strong disagreements with that study and I'll have to look into it further.

Q Mike, late Friday the Pentagon put out a report on the School of the Americas about a training manual that was used from 1982 to 1991, which advocated

1 Then a report was made. The question is, as the C: der-in-Chicf of the armed forees, this is a very
damning report. The School of the Americas trained th ds of Latin ican officers, quite a few of them violated their human rights. What does the
President feel about the report and --

MR. MCCURRY Well, the President felt it was very appropriate for the Bush admini ion, which di dand i i d the use of this

inappropriate training manual, to discontinue its use and to retricve and destroy those manuals that were in existence during the Bush administration. This
obviously is a matter that predates the President’s arrival here at the White House.

We have, by the way, since that time, undertaken considerable reforms at the school. 1t's focus has been redirected towards issues that connect 16 human
rights and to how to best protect the individual rights of citizens that will interact with the civilian and military leaders of the countries that participate in
the curriculum of the school.

In short, the School for the Americas is not the school that would have entertained the use of these very inappropriate manuals long ago.

Q Let me ask you, Joseph ' Cong dy is asking for the School of the Americas to be eliminated.

MR. MCCURRY Well, we see that this — the school is a way by which we can advance our values in that region as we interact with the military leadership of

that are icipating in the lum of the schoals. In short, a way in which we can help advance some of our key interests in that region and,
by engaging with them, we hope to instill new values and a new respect for fundamental things like international human rights and the types of values that
have in the past been abrogated.

Q Can you talk a little bit about the strategy for debate preparation? After the end of this weck, is he going to be pretty much in Washington preparing,
what's the plan?

MR. MCCURRY He will do what candidates customarily do. He will prepare, he'll read bricfing books, he'll have some discussion with aids, and he'll hold
the debate.

Q Well, will he spend more time in Washington, will he do less travel?

MR. MCCURRY He will spend time here in Washington and on the road, a combination of both. Obviously, before any major debate there's some
sufficient downtime so that he can prepare for what are very central moments in the life of the campaign. But [ don't expect him to do anything that's out of
the ordinary.

Q -- go to the various debate cities in the immediate preceding hours, like a day before?

MR. MCCURRY Sure may, right.

Q Possibly go 10 Hartford an Saturday?

MR. MCCURRY Go out to Hart{ord early, go out to San Dicgo early, I'd cxpect him to do that.

Q Do you have any on the Greek el

MR. MCCURRY We obviousl late Prime Minister Simitis on the victory. The two leaders, President Clinton and Prime Minister Simitis, have a
very good working relationship. We expect to have very dose, cordial relationships with our key ally, Greeee, as we continuc to address all the issues of
relevance to us, both within NATO and as we address our very | agenda h

Q Do you have a tentative time for that meeting with the CEO from welfare --

MR. MCCURRY Not that I've heard. No.

Q -- over the weekend that President Clinton, Secretary of the Treasury, Robert Rubin, will unveil the inflation index bonds on Wednesday. Is this, in fact,
going to happen and can you give us any information on some of the terms of the bond?

MR. MCCURRY The President is very interested in ways in which we can make savings for coltege educations more to the American people. If
you're interested in that, it'd be a good idea for you to go with the President when he speaks in Pennsylvania on Wednesday.

Q Can you tell us, is he going to introduce anything new in New Jersey when he talks about the Family and Medical Leave law?

MR. MCCURRY He'l be talking about the record of the Family and Medical Leave act, and talk about his own proposal recently in Nashville to extend
some of that so we can help the American people be suecessful both at work and at home as they meet their obligations as parents, as family members and
also work to be more productive in the work place.

in Nashville.

He'll reflect a little more on some of the things he d at the family
Q What town are they going --
MR. MCCURRY I believe it's Freehold, out in Monmouth County.

Q One of the things that Perot has argued is that he felt that he was going to come out at the end and sort of make a big dent in his gap in the polls. Does
the President sort of -- does he agree with him in that respect, that if he would have been included in the debates he could have made a big difference?

MR. MCCURRY 1| have to leave Mr. Perot’s imaginations about his political strategy to him. We're focused on our own strategy, on our own plan to advance
the President’s ideas in front of the Amcrican people and leave it to Mr. Perot to decide on how to do likewise.

Okay. Thank you.

END 2 16 P.M. EDT

Chtation: Wllam ). Clinton: “Press Briefing by Mike McCurry,” September 23, 1996. Onine by Gerhard Peters and John T, Wooley, The American
Presidency Project. htp://www preskiency.ucsb edu/ws/?pid=48827.
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Debate Commission’s Own Hot Topic
“®~ by Harrison Wills on October 2, 2012

Tomorrow, when the curtain rises on the first of three head-to-head
debales between President Barack Obama and GOP nominee Mitt
Romney, it is Romney who will have the most to gain or lose in what
could be some fiery exchanges, most experts agree.

But the organization sponsoring the verbal wrangles has been
taking ils own share of incoming. The Commission on Presidential
Debates (CPD), which has been organizing the events since 1988,
has lost three of the debates’ 10 original corp p in
recent days: Philips Electronics, British advertising firm BBH New York, and the YWCA.

The reason? While the CPD maintains il is nonpartisan, its work "may appear to support bi-partisan
politics,” a Phillips company spokesman said in a statement to Politico. "We respect all poinis of view
and, as a result, want to ensure that Philips doesn't provide even the slightest appearance of
supporting partisan politics.”

The withdrawal by Philips and the others comes amid pressure from supporters of candidates oulside
the Republican and Democratic parties to force the CPD to include those candidates in the debates.
Last month, Liberlarian Party nominee Gary Johnson sued the commission and the two major parties,
alleging antitrust violations and calling for debate access for qualified candidates who are on enough
ballots to win the election, which would include himself and the Green Party’s Jill Stein.

Indeed, the CPD's history indicates that third-party candidates were looked on with disfavor from the
beginning. During the three presidential campaigns prior to 1988, the nonpartisan League of \ )
Voters hosled the debates. But in 1987, the Democratic and Republican parties got together and
created the commission, a bipartisan organization that the party chairmen said would strengthen the
role of political parties in the election process. The League responded that the new system ceded all
control over aspects of the debates to the major party candidates and would “perpetrate a fraud on
the American voter.” '

In 1992, Reform Party candidate Ross Perol was allowed lo participate in the presidential debates,
but the campaigns of Bill Clinton and Bob Dole prevented him from being on the stage in 1996.

Two-party system, two-party donors

The board of directors of CPD, a ta pt 501{c)(3) organization, certainly seems far more
bipartisan than nonpartisan. It's co-chaired by Frank Fahrenkopf, who headed the RNC from
1983-1989. Fahrenkopf is now president and CEO of the American Gaming Association — the trade
group for the casino industry — and has given $23,750 to GOP candidates and $1,750 to Democrats
since 2008. A registered lobbyis! for the AGA, Fahrenkopf has been quoted saying “We're not going
to apologize for trying to influence political elections.” The AGA had spent a bit under $1.4 million on
lobbying by midway through 2012, which could put the group on pace to spend more than the $2.2
million it laid out in 2011.

The other co-chairman is Democrat Mike McCurry, White House press secretary under President Bill
Clinton and now a partner with the lobbying firm Public Stralegies Washinglon. McCurry was a
lobbyist for Hands Off the Internet, a group that opposed net neutrality and had backing from such
major corporations as AT&T and the Nalional Associalion of Manufacturers. OpenSecrets org
research shows that McCurry has given nearly $85,000 to Democrats since 2008.

Richard Parsons, another member of the board, is former chairman of Ciligroup as well as of Time
Warner, and was an economic adviser to Obama's transition team. But Parsons also gave $25,000 lo
John McCain’s Victory Commiltee in 2008, and $22,700 to the RNC the same year. Overall Parsons
and his wife, Laura, have given $119,000 to candidates and party committees since 2008, mostly to
Republicans.

Others on the CPD board include two former GOP senators — John Danforth of Missouri and Alan
Simpson of Wyoming. Danforth and his wife have given a combined $85,000 to Republicans since
2008, while Simpson, who co-chaired Obama's National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and
Reform, has donated $4,250.

The donations from all of the CPD's board members are shown in the chart below:

C ission on Presidential Deb A Word from Our Corporate Sponsors
Since X308
ﬂ. ' B - The CPD has a handful of sponsors: a collection (smaller
i IW PACS  now than it was) of heavy-hitling companies, two

Frank Fahrenkopf* $23,7501 1,750 ' s1o00 foundations (Howard G. Buffett Foundation and the Kovler
Michael McCury* S0 | 541450 56250  Fund), a trade group (the International Bottled Water
Assoclation) and an individual (former IRS Commissioner

Howord Buffett %0 0 %0 N

John C.Canforth $83.700| S0 ‘5113 Sheldon S. Cohen). But some of those backers provide
John Grffen o g% % only in-kind contributions, rather than cash, and the
pinpirdiysrtn S B4 commission has been reluctant to reveal the sources of the
Newion N. Mingw 0 |s17.2%0: %0 millions of dollars it uses to fund debates in presidential
Richard . Paisons 563000 $12300 °$5000  glection years.

Dorothy Ridings L] 51250 $0

Alan K.Simgson 54250 SO ‘%0

According to the CPD’s 990 forms filed with the RS, the

«cochaiimen commission brought in $6.8 million in 2007 and 2008, and
spent $2.3 million in 2008. But the form does not require

Opgﬁiﬂﬁt;‘ﬂ 9 the organization to reveal its donors.

As for the current corporate backers, one is Anheuser-
Busch. The maker of Budweiser has given more than $13.5 million since 1989, according to
QOpenSecrets.org dala, with 48 p: going to Republicans and the rest to Democrats. Another of
this year's sponsors, law firm Crowell & Moring, has given $1.1 million, with 71 percent going to
Democratic causes, and the third corporation is Southwest Airlines, which has donated more than
$2.3 million in that time period, 62 percent of it to the GOP, OpenSecrets.org found.

An estimated 52.4 million Americans tuned in to the first round of the 2008 presidential debates, so




it’'s fair to estimate that tens of mitlions will watch the first general election debate of 2012 on
Wednesday. The only fireworks viewers are likely to see will be those on ihe stage. But the
controversy surrounding the CPD, which boils to the surface every four years, doesn't seem likely to
quit.

Categories: C. ign finance &l ying Lobbying Poalitical Partios Politiclans & Elections
Presldential Election

Tags: alan ican gaming busch, antonia at8l, barack obama,
bbh new york, budwelser, citigroup, ission on idenlial deb crowelt & moring, dorothy ridings, frank

fahrenkop!, green party, hands off the internet, hamison wills, howard buffell foundation, international bottied
waler association, john danforth, john griffen, john jenkins, john mccain, kovier fund, laura parsons, league of

women voters, libertarian party, mike mccurry, mitt y ot
on fiscal ibility and reform, newton minow, philips el public gi gl
reform party, richard p ross perol, sheldon s. cohen, alrlinas, time warner, ywca

Count Cash & Make Change.

OpenSecrets.org is your nonpartisan guide to money's influence on U.S. elections and public policy. Whether you're a voter, journalist, activist, student or interested citizen, use our free site to shine

light on your govemment.

The Center for Responsive Politics

Except for the Bevalving Daor section, content on this site is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-Noncommercial-Share Alike 3.0 United States License by OpenSecrets.org. To request permission for

commercial use, please contact us.
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9/4/2014 FEC Individual Contribution Search Results

Presented by the Federal Election Commission

Individual Contributions Arranged By Type, Giver, Then
Recipient

Contributions to Political Committees

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK
ARLINGTON, VA 22207
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOC

CAMPBELL. THOMAS ]

VIA TOM CAMPBELL FOR CONGRESS

11/18/1997 250.00

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK
MC LEAN, VA 22101

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK
MC LEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

BLUEGRASS COMMITTEE
02/06/2012 1000.00

FERGUSON, MIKE
VIA MIKE PAC

10/20/2004 500.00

MACK, CONNIE
VIA MACK PAC

03/23/2010 250.00

PORTER, JON C SR

hitp://docquery.fec.govicgi-bin/qind/

8032760011

- AMERICAN GAMING ASSOC
BUNNING, JIM
VIA CITIZENS FOR BUNNING
12/12/2002 1000.00 23020022066

12951417174

25980355775

10990542346

18




9/4/2014 FEC Individual Contribution Search Results
VIA PORTER FOR CONGRESS
03/21/2008 500.00 28990832654

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK
MC LEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION/PRES.

MORELLA, CONSTANCE A
VIA CONNIE MORELIA FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE
08/05/2002 500.00 22991678509

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK
MCLEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
09/01/2010 1000.00 10991787441

NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
10/19/2010 1000.00 10021020883

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK
WASHINGTON, DC 20001
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

WARNER. JOHN WILLIAM
VIA SENATOR JOHN WARNER COMMITTEE

03/12/2002 1000.00 22020210589

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK
WASHINGTON, DC 20004
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION/PRESI

NATIONAL RESTAURANT ASSOCIATION PAC (RESTAURANT PAC)
10/25/2007 250.00 27990946698

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK
WASHINGTON, DC 20007
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

ALLEN, GEORGE
VIA FRIENDS OF GEORGE ALLEN

05/01/2000 1000.00 20020163111

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J
MC LEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

SNOWE. OLYMPIA J

http://docquery.fec.gov/cgi-bin/qind/ 2/8




9/4/2014 FEC Individual Contribution Search Results

VIA OLYMPIA'S LIST
08/12/2011 500.00 11020371480

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J
MCLEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION/ASSOC

NATIONAL RESTAURANT ASSOCIATION PAC (RESTAURANT PAC)
10/07/2002 350.00 22992461874

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J JR
ARLINGTON, VA 22207
HOGAN & HARTSONLLP

HOGAN LOVELLS POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE
03/18/1997 1050.00 97031954568

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK JJR
MC LEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOC.

PORTMAN. ROB
VIA PORTMAN FOR SENATE COMMITTEE

06/24/2009 1000.00 29020260162

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J JR
MC LEAN, VA 22101
INFORMATION REQUESTED

TCH. ORRIN G
VIA HATCH ELECTION COMMITTEE INC

06/30/2011 500.00 12020420297 -

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J JR
MCLEAN, VA 22101

FOLEY, THOMAS C
VIA TOM FOLEY FOR SENATE INC

12/09/2009 -2400.00 10020641763

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J JR
MCLEAN, VA 22101 '
AGA

FOLEY., THOMAS C
VIA TOM FOLEY FOR SENATE INC
07/02/2009 2400.00 10020641574
07/02/2009 2400.00 10020641574

http://docquery.fec.gov/cgi-bin/gind/

3/8
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FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J JR
MCLEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

DESANTIS, RONALD D
VIA RON DESANTIS FOR CONGRESS

07/21/2012 500.00
REID, HARRY
VIA FRIENDS FOR HARRY REID
06/26/2003 1000.00
07/16/2009 1500.00
FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J JR

WASHINGTON, DC 20044

TIBERI. PATRICK J.
VIA TIBERI FOR CONGRESS

102/13/2000 250.00

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J JR
WASHINGTON, DC 20044
AMERICAN GAMING ASSN

GLENN, DYTL. AN C
VIA FRIENDS OF DYLAN GLENN

03/25/1998 250.00

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J JR
WASHINGTON, DC 20044
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

DAVIS, THOMAS M III

VIA TOM DAVIS FOR CONGRESS
06/05/2000 1000.00

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J MR
MCLEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

GILLESPIE, EDWARD W
VIA ED GILLESPIE FOR SENATE

03/31/2014 2000.00

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J MR JR
MCLEAN, VA 22101
SELF-EMPLOYED

NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE

hitp://docquery.fec.gov/cgi-bin/qind/

12952607775

23020280478
29020351297

20035294661

98032961379

20035861945

14020184721



9/4/2014 - FEC Individual Contribution Search Results
04/07/2014 5000.00 14020371682

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J MR. JR.
MC LEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

BUSH, GEORGE W

VIA BUSH-CHENEY '04 (PRIMARY) INC
06/16/2003 2000.00 24962731798

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J MR. JR.
MCLEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE
06/23/2009 1000.00 29992437339

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J. JR.
MCLEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

COMSTOCK, BARBARA J.
VIA COMSTOCK FOR CONGRESS
06/28/2014 1000.00 14950083961

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J. JR.
MCLEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION/CONSU

WHITE MOUNTAIN PAC

11/04/2002 1000.00 22993073444

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J. MR. JR.
MC LEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

UPTON, FREDERICK STEPHEN
VIA UPTON FOR ALL OF US

03/08/2011 1000.00 11930685928

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J. MR. JR.
MCLEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

MCCAIN. JOHN S.
VIA JOHN MCCAIN 2008 INC.

07/08/2008 2300.00 13941052251

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J. MR. JR.

http://docquery.fec.gov/cgi-bin/qind/

5/8
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MCLEAN, VA 22101
HOGAN & HARTSON

REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE
06/24/2014 15000.00

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J. MR. JR.
WASHINGTON, DC 20004

HOGAN & HARTSON
REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE
02/25/2011 _ 15400.00
07/31/2013 15000.00

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK JR
MCLEAN, VA 22101
THE AMERICAN GAMING ASSOC

ALLEN. GEORGE
VIA FRIENDS OF GEORGE ALLEN

09/22/2000 1000.00
FAHRENKOPF, FRANK JR
WASHINGTON, DC 20004
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOC

FUND FOR A FREE MARKET AMERICA
10/20/2000 250.00

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK JR.

-MC LEAN, VA 22101

AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

AYLE. BEN
VIA QUAYLE FOR CONGRESS
05/21/2010 500.00

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK MR
MC LEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

NORTON, JANE BERGMAN

VIA JANE NORTON FOR COLORADO INC

05/21/2010 500.00

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK MR
MC LEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GARNING ASSOCIATION

hitp://docquery.fec.gov/cgi-bin/gind/

FEC Individual Contribution Search Results

14941903460

12950559108

14960574692

20020302575

20036543148

10991829619

10020980439
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MACK, CONNIE
VIA MACK PAC
03/22/2012 500.00 12020393046

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK MR
MC LEAN, VA 22101
THE AMERICAN GAMING ASSOC.

ALLEN. GEORGE
VIA GEORGE ALLEN FOR US SENATE

10/26/2011 1000.00 12020283988

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK MR
MCLEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
08/15/2012 2000.00 12020670746

Total Contributions: 85000.00

Joint Fundraising Contributions

These are contributions to committees who are raising funds to be distributed to other committees. The
breakdown of these contributions to their final recipients may appear below

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J. MR. JR.

MCLEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

BOEHNER FOR SPEAKER
04/30/2012 2500.00 12952642189

TFP-FOJB COMMITTEE :
02/23/2011 2500.00 11930690338

Total Joint Fundraising: 5000.00

Recipient of Joint Fundraiser Contributions
These are the Final Recipients of Joint Fundraising Contributions

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK
WASHINGTON, DC 20004

FREEDOM PROJECT; THE
03/31/2011 1250.00 11931238481

http://docquery.fec.gov/cgi-bin/qind/

7/8
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FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J. JR.
MCLEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

BOEHNER. JOHN A.
VIA FRIENDS OF JOHN BOEHNER

03/31/2011 1250.00

FAHRENKOPF, FRANK J. MR. JR.
MCLEAN, VA 22101
AMERICAN GAMING ASSOCIATION

BOEHNER. JOHN A.
VIA FRIENDS OF JOHN BOEHNER

04/30/2012 1250.00

NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
04/30/2012 1250.00

Recipient Total: 5000.00

TRY A: NEW QUERY
RETURN TO: FEC HOME PAGE

http://docquery.fec.gov/cgi-bin/gind/

11930695055

13962204543

12940372809

8/8



Exhibit 47



9/6/2014 Don't repeat error of picking Steele - POLITICO.com Print View
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POLITICO

Don’t repeat error of picking Steele

By: Frank Fahrenkopf and Jim Nicholson
January 12, 2011 04:37 AM EDT

The Republican National Committee is charged with many responsibilities, However, its
biggest job, by far, is the hiring and firing of its chief executive officer, chairman of the
Republican Party. On Friday, the 168 RNC members (three per state and territory) are due to
gather in Washington to choose the party leader for the next two years.

In 2008, the committee erred in electing Michael Steele as its chairman. We all make
mistakes. However, that mistake must not be repeated this year.

The RNC is the backbone of the party. ts chairman is its chief executive officer. The
committee’s role is to provide support and financial resources to help the party organization
across the nation and its candidates for office — from the White House to the courthouse. in
2010, under Steele's leadership, the RNC failed miserably to meet its obligations.

While the GOP won tremendous electoral victories in November, they were achieved not
because of the RNC but in spite of it. The RNC failed to raise sufficient funds to cover its own
overhead — ending the electoral cycle at least $20 million in debt.

According to the Federal Election Commission, the RNC raised $250 million less than it
raised two years ago. Other elements of the Republican Party team, writ large — the
Republican Governors Association and the Senate and House committees — attempted to
pick up the slack, along with outside groups like the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, American
Crossroads and the American Action Network. However, those dedicated efforts could not
make up the shortfall as a result of the RNC'’s failure.

The real importance of the 2010 fundraising failure is that the RNC is the entity that state
parties look to for help in funding their voter identification and get-out-the-vote programs —
the critical “ground game.” In military parlance, if you liken the 2010 election to a battle, the
RNC fired off a dud — a round that failed to explode, a functional failure. Such failure has
been the hallmark of the Steele administration.

Knowledgeable observers, including former key RNC staff executives, believe that had the
committee provided even nominally sufficient support to state parties for their ground game in
the midterm elections, two additional Senate seats (Washington and Colorado), 21
additional House seats and three governorships (Connecticut, Minnesota and Vermont)
would have been won.

In 2012, as a result of uniquely complicated federal election laws, only the RNC can
coordinate and provide the required funds for the presidential campaign, the national
convention and other campaigns across the country. The RNC must have the leadership and

hitp://dyn.politico.comVprintstory.cim?uuid=76BA7F BE-E341-FE1E-E6C 18A01191E8283
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wherewithal to perform its tasks over the next two years — or the party will be at an even
greater disadvantage.

Unfortunately, Steele has not shown he has the ability or will to provide that leadership. He
refused to solicit the party's fertile major-donor base while steadfastly defending his own
“personal fundraising” through paid speeches and personal book sales.

Similarly, in his self-seeking leadership, he failed or refused to recognize that the biggest job
in the party structure is not about the man or woman occupying it; it is about the mission and
the furtherance of Republican principles and the success of GOP candidates and
officeholders.

RNC members, while considering the excessive spending for lavish office remodeling,
private jets, plush parties, “rich” salaries and expense accounts for political cronies, should
focus on the dollars that were not available for the political battles of the 2010 election cycle.

It will take an inspiring, dynamic and hardworking new chairman to repair the damage of the
past two years and to win back the trust and support of all Republicans — including our
major-donor base. Sadly, Steele is not, in our view, that leader.

The members must learn from the mistake of 2010 and pick someone who has the stature
and self-confidence to lead and rebuild the tattered reputation and organization of our great
party. Happily, they seem to have good people from whom to pick. But he or she needs to be
a fundraiser par excellence — and possess the common sense and communication skills
needed to keep America informed that the Grand Old Party is the beacon and herald of
freedom and conservative principles and able to lead the way back to fiscal reality.

As former RNC chairmen, we wish you good luck in your big decision Friday.
A lotis riding on your good judgment.

Jim Nicholson served as Republican National Committee chairman from 1997 fo 2001.
Frank Fahrenkopf served as RNC chairman from 1983 to 1989.

© 2014 POLITICO LLC

http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=76BA7F BE-E341-FE1E-E6C 18A01191EB283
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9/7/2014 Committee/Candidate Details

Details for Conunittee ID : C00309146

Abot l[lhm&-ﬁ-'éar ﬂt‘lﬂfﬁ‘a?.ﬂ'% Rep-Q-U'B.lhﬁIMr# Filﬁgntl:ct Us Site'Map

Two-Year Period Hew Search I

Export Options: Meladals XML .CSY  ISON
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2022 COMMITTEE TNFORMATION CO0309146
Name: AMERICAN GAMING A.SSOCIATION POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE
Address: 1299 PENNSYLVANIA AVE NWSUITE 1175, WASHINGTON, DC 20004.
Treasurer Name: Pafterson; Judy Layne

Type: N - Non-Qualified Non-Party

Design-ation: B - Lobbyist/Registrant Pac

Party:
FINANCIAL SUMMARY — AMERTCAN GAMING ASSOCIATION POLITICAL ACTION COMMITIEE
From: 01/01/2011  Te: 12/31/2012° ?
I. RECEIPTS
Liemized Individual 315,000
thuti
Unitemized Individual $0
Contributions
Total Individual $15,000
Contributions Receipts-
Party Commiltegs. $43,000 celpts
Buti
Qther Committees, $58,000 M itemized Individual
Contributions Contributions
TOTAL $116,000 Il Party-Committees
CONTRIBUTIONS Contributions
Transfers from Affiliated $0 Il Other Receipts
Committees I Refunds
Loans Received $0 I Other Committees
Loan Repayments $0 Contributions
Received
Offsets to Operating $0
Expenditures
Refunds $1,000
Qther Beceipts $6,652
Non-Federal Transfers $0
Levin Funds $0
Total Transfers $0 Disbursements
Total Federal Receipts ~ $123,652
TOTAL RECEIPTS $123,652 I Contributions to
0 Committees
DISBURSEMENTS
Alloc.ate_d Operating $0
Expenditures-- Federal
Allocated Operating '$0
Expenditures - Non-.
Federal
Other Federal Operating $0
Expenditures
TOTAL ) $0
OPERATING
EXPENDITURES
Transfers To Affiliated $0
Committees
Contrihutions ta $152,250
Committees
Independent $0
Expenditures

http:/iwww.fec.gov/fecviewer/CandidateCommitteeDetail. do
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Coordinated Party
Expenditures

Loans Made’
Loan Repaymeits'Made
Individual Refunds
Political Party Refunds
Other, Commiittee
Refunds
TOTAL-
CONTRIBUTION-
REFUNDS.
Other Disbutsements
Allocated Federal
Election-Activity -
Federal .Share
- Allocated Federal -
Election Activity - Levin
Share
Federal Election Activity
- Federal Only.
TOTAL FEDERAL
ELECTION
-ACTIVITY
Total Federal
Disbursements
TOTAL
10.-CASH .
SUMMARY.
-Beginning.Cash On’
‘Hand
€nding Cash On Hand
Net Contributions.
Net Operating
Expenditures
Debts/Loans Owed By
Debts/toans Owed To

DISBURSEMENTS'

Committee/Candidate. Details:
$0

‘$0
$0.
. so:
50
$0,
.$0
$0
$0

-$0:

-$0

$0

$152,350,

$152,250-

$33,801

$5,203
$116,000

$0

$0
$0

-http:/iwww fec.govifecviewer/CandidateCommitteeDetail.do
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9/712014 PSW Inc.

What We Do

Strategic Planning

We anticipate legislative and regulatory activity so that clients are ready when challenges and
opportunities arise. We help each client develop a unique federal policy agenda and plan with clearly
defined goals.

Communications

We provide the highest level of strategic public relations counsel and help clients develop and execute
effective media outreach plans.

Advocacy

We help our clients play an active role in the decision-making process by developing effective political
and policy arguments. Our extensive network on both sides of the aisle helps clients communicate with
key decision makers in Congress and Executive Branch agencies.

Coalition Management

We have a proven track record quarterbacking large-scale, integrated, successful advocacy campaigns.
Our principals are among the most seasoned managers of national campaigns, business coalitions and
grassroots advocacy in the country.

2014 Clients

AARP

Anheuser-Busch InBev

AT&T

Bain Capital, LLC

Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation

Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. /
Canadian National

Cleveland Clinic

DEPA

E.ON

Economic Ministry of the Government of Mexico

hitp:/iwww.psw-inc.comiwhat 12




91712014 PSW Inc.
Edison Electric Institute

Energy Future Holdings
Fight SMA Coalition
Liberty Mutual Group
Lockheed Martin Corp.
NASDAQ OMX Group, Inc.
NextNav, LLC

Retail Industry Leaders Association
Southwest Airlines Co.

U.S. Chamber of Commerce
United Technologies

UPS

independence. experience. results. . © 2014 PSW Inc
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Cornmittee/Candidate Details

Details for Committee ID : C00034488

AbothhmGl’f-éar sumhﬂﬁ;fﬁ}':renspﬂuklhmwr;s' FiGgNthct Us  Site Map

Two-Year Period

I L o melmtE L e nA N e Eeme, ¢ tme s A e shas e wm A

Export Options:

2012 COMMTTTEE INFORMATION
Name: ANHEUSER-BUSCH COMPANIES INC. POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE
Address: ONE BUSCH PLACE 202-7, ST: LOUIS, MO 631181852

Treasurer Name: Adams, Raymond 3

—|

el oE O

€00034488

Type: Q - Qualified Non-Party

Party: Unknown

11. DISBURSEMENTS
Allocated Operating $0
Expenditures - Federal

Allocated Operating $0
Expenditures - Non-.

Federal

Other Fedéral Qperating ~ $2,036
Expendituces

TOTAL $2,036
OPERATING
EXPENDITURES

Transfers To Affiliated $0
Committees

Contributions to $1,228,881
Committees

.Independent $0
Expenditures

Coordinated Party $0
Expenditures

Loans Made $0

hitp:/iwww.fec.goviecviewer/CandidateCommitteeDetail.do

I. RECEIPTS

Ltemized Individuat $511,750
Unitemized Individual $213,489

Contributions

Total Individual '$725,240

Contributions

Party Committees $0

Contributions

Other Committees $0

Contributions

TOTAL $725,240

CONTRIBUTIONS

Transfers from Affiliated $0

Committees

Loans:Received $0
Loan Repayments $0
Received

Qffsats to Qperating $729
Exp_andi.nm

Refunds $2,500.
Other Receipts $11

Non-Federal Transfers $0
Levin Funds $0
Total Transfers $0
Total Federal Receipts $728,481

TOTAL RECEIPTS  $728,481

Designation: 8 - Lobbyist/Registrant Pac

FINANCIAL SUMMARY - ANHEUSER-BUSCH COMPANIES INC. POLITICAL ACTION COMMITIEE

Erom: 01/01/2011  yo: 12/31/2012 ?

Receipts

Disbursements

il Itemized Individual
Contributions

B Unitemized Individual
Contributions

Il Refunds

B Other

#l Individual Refunds

Il Other Disbursements

l Other Federal Operating
Expenditures

B Contributions to
Committees

1”2
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Loan Repayments Made:

Political-Party Refunds

‘Other Committee

Refunds
TOTAL:
CONTRIBUTION

‘REFUNDS

‘Allocated Federal
Election.Activity -
Fedeéral Share
Allocated Federal
Election Activity - Levii
Share-

‘Federal Election-Activity”

- Federal-Only
ELECTION
ACTIVITY
Total Federal
Disbursements

TOTAL

DISBURSEMENTS

1. .CASH SUMMARY
Beginning Cash On.
Hand
Ending‘Gash On Hand
Net Cont_ri:_bu'tibns'

Net Operating
Expenditures
Debts/Loans Owed By
Debts/Loans-Owed To

Committee/Candidate Details’

$0
$5.761

$0-

$0°

$5,761

: ‘532,054
"0

$0

$0

$0

$1,268,733:

$1,268,733

$1,715,96i;

$1,175,709
$719,479
$1,306

$0

http:/Miww fec.govifecviewer/CandidateCommitteeDétail do




Exhibjt 5,



9/412014

Committee/Candidate Details

Details for Committee ID : Co0341602

Two-Year Périod

Export Options:

2012 COMMITTEE INFORMATION

Name: SOUTHWEST AIRLINES CO: FREEDOM FUND.

Abm[ UpwSNear ShinnraBifice RepQuiierit X Filﬁgm‘l]_acl Us Site Map
; : KRimiawrs :

Address: P O BOX 36611, HDQ 4GA, DALLAS, TX-752351611

Treasurer Name: Sanchez, Jose Luis Mr
Type: Q - Qualified. Non-Party
Designation: 8.~ Lobbyist/Registrant Pac

hitp:/Avww fec.govfiecviewer/CandidateCommitteeDetait do

FINANCIAL SUMMARY - SOUTHWEST AKRLINES CO. FREEDOM FUND

From: 01/01/2011  To: 12/31/2012" 2

Party:

I. RECEIPTS

ltemized Individual $142,335.
huti

Uniternized Individual $0

Contributions

Total'Individual $142,325

Contributions

Party Committees $0

Contributions

Other Committees $0

Contributions '

TOTAL $142,325

CONTRIBU'_]'_IONS ' .

Iransfers from Affiliated $162;851°

" .

Loans Recéived $0°

Loan Repayments $0

Received

Offsets to: Operating $0

Expenditures

Refunds $0-

Other Receipts- $0

Non-Federal Transfers $0

Levin Funds $0

Total Transfers '$0

Total Federal Receipts.  $305,176

TOTAL RECEIPTS '$305,176

II.

DISBURSEMENTS

Allocated Operating $0

Expenditures - Federal

Allocated Operating ‘$0

Expenditures - Non-

Federal

Other Federal Operating. “$1,093.

Expenditures

TOTAL $1,003

OPERATING

EXPENDITURES

Transfers To.Affiliated $0

Committees

Cantributions fa $124,900.

Committees

Independent’ $0

Expenditures

Reeei_l_)ts

Disbursements

—|

C0034.1602

M itemized Individual
Contributions

M Transfers from Affiliated
Committees

ll Other. Disbursements

[ other. Federal Operating
Expenditures '

l Contributions to
Committees

[1 other

172
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Committee/Candidate.Details

Coordinated Party -$0
Expenditures

Loans Made ‘$0
Loan Repayments Made -$0
Individual Refunds’ $180
Political Party Refunds " .40
Othier Committee $0
Refunds

TOTAL 0
GON_’!'RIB_I._TI'ION'
REFUNDS"

Other Dishirsemants  .$26,800:
Allocated Federal .$0:

Election Activity -

Federal Share”

Allocated-Federal’ $0
Election Activity --Levin

. Share

Federal Election. Activity -$0

- Fedéral Only.

TOTAL FEDERAL -$0

ELECTION

ACTIVITY

Total Federal $152,973

Disbursements’

TOTAL. . $152,973

DISBURSEMENTS

1L, CASH.
SUMMARY

Béginning' Cash On $69,583
‘Hand

Ending Cash'On Hand  $221,787,
Net Contributions. $142,145
Net Operating $1,003
Expenditures’

.Debts/Loans Owed By .$0
Debts/Loans Owed To $0.

-htt__p:IMv\m.tec.goWlecviewerICandidateCommitte'eDetail.do
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97712014 FORMALIZE DEBATES - The New York Times

&le New Hork Eimes

This copy is for your personal, noncommercial use only. You can order presentation-ready copies for distr bution
to your colleagues, clients or customers, please click here or use the "Reprints” tool that appears next to any
article. Visit www.nytreprints.com for samples and additional information. Order a reprint of this article now. »

May 30, 1984

FORMALIZE DEBATES

By Newton N. Minow and Lee M. Mitchell : Newton N. Minow, an attorney and a former chairman of the Federal Communications Commission, was
co- chairman of the League of Women Voters' presidential debates project in 1976 and 1980. Lee M. Mitchell, president of Field Enterprises, which
has had holdings in communications and real estate, has been a member of the League's presidential debates advisory committees.

CHICAGO— If the acceptance of televised debates as an important part of running for the
Presidency can be carried into the general election, the voters, who have benefited from the
Democratic candidates' debates, will benefit yet again. But as the primary season draws to a close,
televised Presidential debates are far from assured. This year, the Republican and Democratic
Parties can make them possible. In future years, we need an institutional mechanism that will
insure that debates are part of every Presidential campaign.

As always, contenders' enthusiasm for Presidential debates hinges on assessments of the potential
impact on their candidacies rather than on the extent to which the nation might benefit. Although
the public appears to want debates, there is no organized public constituency to convince the
candidates to participate. Moreover, the Federal Communications Commission and a court of
appeals have ruled that, in addition to sponsors such as the League of Women Voters, broadcasters
can organize TV debates without having to give equal time to candidates who are not invited. This
could lead to forum-shopping by principal candidates anxious to find a sponsor who will give them
the most control over debates, and furnish a pretext for not participating in any debates.

TV debates between the principal candidates are too useful to the electorate to be left to chance,
candidates’ self-interest and jockeying among sponsors.

The League of Women Voters, which has done an outstanding job attempting to regularize
debates, deserves the nation's gratitude for its contributions in 1976, 1980 and this round of
primaries. The League, however, lacks the power and resources needed to create a national
political institution, and, just as importantly, accountability to the electorate for its decision-
making. Remember the criticism it received in 1980 after deciding to include, then exclude, John
B. Anderson in one Presidential debate.

Broadcasters and newspapers have made significant contributions by sponsoring other debates.
But the media's job is to observe and report on the political process, not conduct what should be
an integral part of the process. They should no more sponsor debates than cabinet meetings.
Because debates are political events, responsibility for them should rest with the political system -
with the Democratic and Republican Parties. After years of seeing their role weakened by

http:/Mww.nytimes.com/1984/05/30/opinion/formalize-debates.html?pagewanted=print 1/2
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candidates’ reliance on TV campaigning, both parties can serve themselves, and the electorate, by
taking responsibility for Presidential debates. Television has enabled candidates to avoid party
organizations by taking their case directly to the people. To the extent that this has reduced the
parties’ ability to produce a consensus, it has hurt the efficiency of the legislative process. Even
more important, the reduction in party power diminishes the need to resolve policy issues in the
party and increases the likelihood of factionalization in a two-party political system that has
functioned well. The Democrats and Republicans now have an opportunity to recover lost ground.
Frank Fahrenkopf, Republican National Chairman, and Charles Manatt, Democratic National
Chairman, are considering whether to act as sponsor of the debates. They could design and
mandate a series of debates, including not only the Presidential and Vice Presidential candidates
but also perhaps designated supporters and likely cabinet appointees. Although entrusting such
debates to the major parties is likely to exclude independent and minor party candidates, this
approach is consistent with the two-party system. Moreover, if the Democratic and Republican
nominees agreed, other candidates could be included. Indeed, failure to do so could generate a
public backlash, especially if other candidates sparked public curiosity. As members of a task force
on Presidential debates organized last year by the Twentieth Century Fund, a public-policy
foundation, we urged an early start on debate negotiations between the parties. The task force
declared: "The public is not well served when debates are negotiated in the heat of the fall
campaign and when the candidates' tactical advantage becomes more central to the negotiations
than the public interest." We believe both parties should act quickly to develop a plan for
Presidential debates this year.

Copyright 2014 The New York Times Company | Home | Privacy Policy | Search | Corrections { XML | Help | Contact
Us | Backto Top

http:/Mmww.nytimes.com/1984/05/30/opinion/formalize-debates.html?pagewanted=print
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9/6/2014 Former MALDEF Chief Antonia Hernandez Speaks at HLS | The Record

FORMER MALDEF CHIEF ANTONIA
HERNANDEZ SPEAKS AT HLS

NEWS / NOVEMBER 16, 2007 /

BY ANDREA SAENZ

Antonia Hernandez advised
students to use the law as a tool.

Antonia Hernandez decided to go to law school without knowing a single lawyer, inspired by walkouts at
East Los Angeles high schools in the late 1960s where students agitated for better educations. “I went to
change the world,” she told an audience of students Monday night. And through a career that includes
being counsel to the Senate Judiciary Committee, President and General Counsel of the Mexican
American Legal Defense and Education Fund, and now head of the California Community Foundation,
Hernandez has had a major influence over the course of civil rights advocacy in America.

Hernandez spoke of her career path through legal services and impact litigation work, including an
invitation from Sen. Ted Kennedy'’s staff to interview for the Senate Judiciary position, although at the
time she had no idea what the job entailed or how coveted it was. After working in D.C. both with the
Senate and the D.C. office of MALDEF, Hernandez and her husband, now-California Superior Court judge
Michael Stern returned to their home of California to raise a family. Hernandez ascended to the
leadership of MALDEF and served as the organization’s head for 18 years, coordinating litigation, media
outreach, and community organizing around education, voting rights, immigration, and many other
issues.

Hernandez discused a wide range of issues, including scapegoating of immigrants, the problem of rising
higher education costs, the presidential race, and affirmative action. She also warned against seeing the

courts as the solution to all problems.

“The law is but a tool,” she said, “It’s a skill set. Lawyers are problem solvers. But litigation should be

http:/hirecord.org/?p=12381
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the last resort, because it’s the most expensive, and it’s like playing roulette. You only litigate when
you've explored all other options.” She illustrated this by talking about the failure of a court consent
decree against the L.A. school district to gain traction without efforts to organize parents to pack school
board meetings to show support for it.

Hernandez also encouraged students in a wide variety of career paths. “I have a wide definition of
public interest,” she said. “Public interest means U.S. attorneys — we need progressive attorneys
prosecuting the laws — public defenders, city attorneys.” She also noted the value of having public-
minded lawyers in the private sector. “There’s nothing wrong with a law firm. Make money honestly,
volunteer, and give it back to the public interest. When I was raising money for MALDEF, I was looking
for those rich Latinos.”

Above all, Hernandez stressed having pride in one’s work, and the importance of education and a sense
of dignity for poor and minority youth. “What we need,” she said, repeating what she tells audiences of
low-income children, “is a bit of attitude that we belong.”

Like Be the first of your friends to like this.
AopEDRED

Comments are closed.

©2013 The Harvard Law Record Corporation. All rights reserved.

The views expressed in opinion editorials, columns, and letters do not necessarily reflect the views of The Harvard Law Record or The Harvard Law Record Corporation. The
comments posted on this Website are solely the opinions of the posters. This site is not intended or offered as legal or financial advice. Content on this site are not legal or
Jinancial advice or lagal opinions upon which readers should rely. Transmission of the information is not intended to create, and receipt does not constitute, lawyer-clu nt
relationship between this site. the author(s). or the publisher. and any readers. Readers should not act, or fail to act, upon this information with king professi

counsel. No person should act or fail to act on any legal matter based on the contents of this site.
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9/4/2014 FEC Individual Contribution Search Results

Presented by the Federal Election Commission

Individual Contributions Arranged By Type, Giver, Then
Recipient

Contributions to Political Committees

BUFFETT, HOWARD
CHICAGO, IL 60681
PTT

OBAMA, BARACK
VIA OBAMA FOR AMERICA
10/30/2008 260.00 11953109562

BUFFETT, HOWARD
DECATUR, IL 62521

OSBORNE, THOMAS WILLIAM
VIA TOM OSBORNE FOR US CONGRESS

01/30/2001 300.00 21990328208

BUFFETT, HOWARD
DECATUR, IL 62521
COCA-COLA ENTERPRISES INC

COCA-COLA REFRESHMENTS USA, INC NONPARTISAN POLITICAL ACTION
COMMITTEE FOR GOOD GOVERNMENT

02/11/1997 1000.00 97032190692

01/21/1998 1000.00 98032911869

02/11/1999 1000.00 99034543684

04/07/2000 1000.00 20035940418
BUFFETT, HOWARD

DECATUR, IL 62521
COCA-COLA ENTERPRISES INC.

COCA-COLA REFRESHMENTS USA, INC NONPARTISAN POLITICAL ACTION
COMMITTEE FOR GOOD GOVERNMENT '

hitp://docquery.fec.govi/cgi-bin/qind/ 13
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05/08/2003 2000.00

BUFFETT, HOWARD
DECATUR, IL 62521
COCA-COLA ENTERPRISES INC./BOARD

COCA-COLA REFRESHMENTS USA, INC NONPARTISAN POLITICAL ACTION

COMMITTEE FOR GOOD GOVERNMENT
03/13/2001 1000.00

BUFFETT, HOWARD
DECATUR, IL 62521
SELF

CONNEALY. MATTHEW JAMES

VIA CONNEALY 04
11/05/2004 1000.00

BUFFETT, HOWARD
DECATUR, IL 62521
SELF/FARMER

OSBORNE. THOMAS WILLIAM

VIA TOM OSBORNE FOR US CONGRESS

06/27/2002 300.00

BUFFETT, HOWARD
DECATUR, IL 62521
THE GSI GROUP

FITZGERALD, PETER G
VIA FITZGERALD FOR SENATE INC

12/04/1997 1000.00
03/03/2000 1000.00
10/31/2000 1000.00
BUFFETT, HOWARD MR.
DECATUR, IL 62521

SELF

OSBORNE, THOMAS WILLIAM

VIA TOM OSBORNE FOR US CONGRESS

09/30/2004 300.00

BUFFETT, HOWARD G
DECATUR, IL 62521

FITZGERALD. PETER G
VIA FITZGERALD FOR SENATE INC

hitp://docquery.fec.gov/cgi-bin/qind/

FEC Individual Contribution Search Results

23991570509

21990377912

26930562233

22991293541

98020012334
20020251028
21020041771

24962897183
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OBAMA, BARACK
VIA OBAMA FOR AMERICA

01/18/2008 1000.00

BUFFETT, HOWARD G
DECATUR, IL 62521
GSI GROUP

NELSON. E BENJAMIN
VIA NELSON 2000
06/17/1998 500.00

BUFFETT, HOWARD G
DECATUR, IL 62521
THE GSI GROUP

MOORE, SCOTT DALE
VIA MOORE FOR US SENATE
03/16/2000 1000.00

BUFFETT, HOWARD MR.
DECATUR, IL 62521
BUFFETT FARMS

DAVIS. RODNEY L
VIA RODNEY FOR CONGRESS

04/19/2013 1000.00

Total Contributions: 14660.00

TRY A: NEW QUERY
RETURN TO: FEC HOME PAGE

http://docquery.fec.govicgi-bin/gind/

FEC Individual Contribution Search Results

08/31/2001 -1000.00

22020022321

28932706226

98020174140

20020121251

13964097859
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9/4/2014 FEC Individual Contribution Search Results

. Presented by the Federal Election Commission

Individual Contributions Arranged By Type, Giver, Then
Recipient

Contributions to Political Committees

RIDINGS, DOROTHY
ARLINGTON, VA 22203

COUNCIL ON FOUNDATIONS
BAESLER., HENRY SCOTT
VIA BAESLER FOR CONGRESS
05/23/2000 500.00 200358423935

JORDAN, ELEANOR
VIA ELEANOR JORDAN FOR CONGRESS

10/21/2000 1000.00 _ 20036523953

WALKER. MARTHA YEAGER
VIA MARTHA WALKER FOR CONGRESS
06/25/1999 500.00 99034561088

RIDINGS, DOROTHY
ARLINGTON, VA 22203
RETIRED

WALKER. MARTHA YEAGER
VIA MARTHA WALKER FOR CONGRESS

04/19/2000 500.00 20035560581

RIDINGS, DOROTHY S
ARLINGTON, VA 22203

COWAN, FREDERIC ]
VIA COWAN FOR US SENATE
02/19/2004 -360.00 24020241413

RIDINGS, DOROTHY S

http://docquery.fec.gov/cgi-bin/qind/
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9/4/12014 FEC Individual Contribution Search Results

ARLINGTON, VA 22203
COUNCIL ON FOUNDATIONS

BAESLER, HENRY SCOTT
VIA BAESLER FOR SENATE COMMITTEE

11/03/1998 1000.00 98020273649

COWAN. FREDERIC J
VIA COWAN FOR US SENATE

10/27/2003 1000.00 24020082680
RIDINGS, DOROTHY S
LOUISVILLE, KY 40206
N/A
CONWAY. JOHN WILLIAM (JACK)
VIA CONWAY FOR SENATE
08/10/2010 500.00 10020830144

YARMUTH. JOHN A
VIA YARMUTH FOR CONGRESS

10/05/2006 1000.00 27930218725
03/31/2007 1000.00 28994120196
09/23/2007 250.00 28935205381
08/17/2008 500.00 28994179752
08/14/2010 250.00 10931493336

Total Contributions: 7640.00

TRY A: NEW QUERY
RETURN TO: FEC HOME PAGE

http://docquery.fec.gov/cgi-bin/qind/ 2/2



