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INTRODUCTIONS

As T write this, we are still more than a year away from the 2004 elections, but the
politicking is already going full swing. Presidential candidates are criss-crossing the country,
debating, cajoling, speechifying—but alas most important of all, they are fundraising.

They head from fancy dinner to fancy dinner, in the most moneyed, privileged neigh-
borhoods in this country—the Upper East Side of Manhattan, northwest Washington, DC,
Hollywood—because that is where the money is. And campaign money, more often than
not, determines who wins an election.

Hundreds of years of discrimination in this country have contributed to tremendous
economic disparity between African Americans and the white majority in this country. As
a result, as a community, African Americans are at a huge disadvantage when participating
in a political system where money buys access to a candidate and success for that candidate.

It is hardly an accident, then, that the agenda of the U.S. Congress and our executive
branch centers not on the concerns of African Americans and other underserved communi-
ties, but rather on those of the wealthy business community. Quite simply, our democracy,
which is supposed to represent the interests of all, not the few, is broken.

- Why has Congress put so much energy into reforming bankruptcy
laws to make it easier for credit card companies to collect from debtors, and
so little into preventing the redlining that banks regularly practice, making it
more difficult for African Americans to secure loans?

- Why is President George W. Bush concentrating his economic strat-
egy on tax breaks for the wealthy, when college-educated black and
Hispanic men earn on average 30% less than white men do?

- Why does Washington continue to concentrate on making criminal
justice laws ever more draconian and discriminatory, when incredible racial
disparities exist throughout the criminal justice system? An estimated 12%
of black men between the ages of 20 and 34 are incarcerated, compared to
1.6% for white men, and black men comprise a disproportionate number of
prisoners on death row.

The answer is that Washington responds to campaign donors first, and voters second.
The concerns of ordinary Americans cannot compare with the wealthy executive who raises
hundreds of thousands of dollars for a campaign.

For decades, the voting rights movement in this country has worked hard to rid this
country of the shameful system of poll taxes, discriminatory primaries, and other mechanisms




that have prevented African Americans and other people of color from participating fully
in our democracy. The Color of Money project demonstrates, in concrete terms, how peo-
ple of color are discriminated against under the current system. It is a logical and neces-
sary outgrowth of the voting rights movement's important work.

We must continue to work hard to ensure that people of color exercise their right to
vote. And we must also work to change the system so that it truly represents the democrat-
ic values of our country, so that it is our votes, not our pocketbooks, that determine our
representation in Washington. Clean Money/Clean Elections campaign reform would do
this, by giving candidates a practical way to run a viable campaign without resorting to
collecting cash from an elite group of special interest donors. We must reclaim our
democracy.

Julian Bond, October 2003
Julian Bond is the Chairman of the NAACP Board of Directors. He is a Distinguished

Professor in the School of Government at American University in Washington, DC, and a
Professor of History at the University of Virginia.
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INTRODUCCIONES

Mientras escribo este articulo, todavia estamos a mas de un afio de las elecciones del
2004, pero el politiqueo ya estd en plena actividad. Los candidatos a presidente estan
atravezando el pais, en debatiendo, engatusando, pronunciando discursos, pero alas lo mas
importante de todo, estan recaudando fondos.

Van de cena elegante a cena elegante, en los barrios mads ricos, privilegiados en este pais-
el alto barrio este de Manhattan, el noroeste de Washington D.C., Hollywood—porque ahi es
donde esta el dinero. Y el dinero de campafia, mas frecuente que no, determina quién gana
una eleccion.

Cientos de afios de discriminacion en este pais han contribuido a una tremenda dispari-
dad econdmica para los Afro-Americanos y la mayoria blanca de este pais. Como resultado,
como comunidad, los Afro-Americanos estan en una desventaja enorme cuando participan
en un sistema politico donde el dinero compra el acceso a un candidato y el éxito para ese
candidato.

No es coincidencia, que la agenda del Congreso de los Estados Unidos y nuestra rama
ejecutiva se centre no en las preocupaciones del los Afro-Americanos y otras comunidades
mal servidas, pero mas bien en las de la rica comunidad de negocios. Esencialmente, nuestra
democracia, que esta supuesta a representar los intereses de todos, no de unos pocos, esté rota.

- (Por qué el Congreso ha puesto tanta energia en reformar las leyes de
bancarrota, para hacer mas facil a las compaiiias de tarjetas de crédito cobrar
a los deudores, y tan poco para prevenir "redlining" (la practica ilegal de
negar préstamo para comprar vivienda o seguro de propietario, basado en la
comunidad o vecindario en donde uno desea comparar vivienda), haciendo
mas dificil para los Afro-Americanos obtener un préstamo?

- (Por qué el presidente Bush concentra su estrategia econdmica en
rebajar los impuestos para los ricos, cuando los negros e hispanos con edu-
cacion universitaria ganan en promedio 30% menos que los blancos?

- (Por qué Washington se empefa en hacer leyes de justicia criminal
mas severas y dicriminatorias, cuando existe una increible disparidad racial
por todas partes en el sistema de justicia criminal? Se calcula que el 12 por
ciento de hombres negros de la edad de 20 a 34 afos estan encarcelados, com-
parado al 1.6 por ciento de hombres blancos, y un nimero desproporcionado
de hombres negros prisoneros se encuentra en la fila de la muerte.

La respuesta es que Washington responde primero a los donadores de campafa, y segundo
a los votantes. Las preocupaciones de los norteamericanos corrientes no pueden compararse a




el ejecutivo rico que recauda cientos de miles de dolares para una campaia.

Por décadas el movimiento al derecho de votar en este pais ha trabajado duro para elimi-
nar de este pais el vergonzoso sistema de impuesta de votacion, las discriminatorias elec-
ciones primarias, y otros mecanismos que han impedido participar completamente en nuestra
democracia a los Afro-Americanos y a otras personas de color. El projecto "The Color of
Money" demuestra, en términos concretos, como la gente de color es discriminada bajo el
actual sistema, y es una logica y necesaria consecuencia de ese importante trabajo.

Necesitamos continuar trabajando duro para asegurar que la gente decolor ejercite su
derecho de votar. Y también debemos trabajar paracambiar el sistema para que verdadera-
mente represente los valoresdemocraticos de nuestro pais, para que sean nuestros votos, no
nuestrasbolsillos, que determinen nuestra representacion en Washington. "Clean Elections"
(Elecciones Limpias y Transparentes) harian esto, dando a los candidatos una manera practi-
ca de dirigir una campafa con posibilidad de éxito sin recurrir a recaudar dinero de un grupo
¢lite de donadores con intereses especiales. Tenemos que reclamar nuestra democracia.

Julian Bond, Octubre del 2003

Julian Bond es el presidente de la mesa directiva del NAACP. El es un distinguido profesor
en la Facultad de Govierno de American University en Washington, D.C., y profesor de his-
toria de la Universidad de Virginia.
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In the Color of Money project, we see how Latinos and other racial/ethnic minorities
are systematically excluded from the political system, simply because they are less likely to
be able to afford to give the campaign contributions that are the oil that greases the election
machine.

One out of eight Americans is Latino. Latinos, like other communities, are characterized
by both diversity and homogeneity. There are Mexican American and Puerto Rican families
who have been in this country for generations and others that have recently arrived, Cubans
who arrived after their island's revolution, war refugees from Central American countries,
and economic immigrants from the Dominican Republic. Recent trends show masses of new
immigrants from the Andean countries of South America, likely a consequence of the U.S.
government’s war on drugs.

Despite their diverse countries of origin, Latinos in the U.S. share a common experience
of systematic political, economic and social exclusion. The poverty rate for Hispanics is
21.4%, while the rate for the white majority is eight percent. Latinos are less likely to have
access to health insurance and suffer from a greater incidence of preventable illnesses, such
as diabetes, cardiovascular disease, tuberculosis, and breast and cervical cancer. Discrimi-
nation against Latinos persists in employment and housing. Latino children are less likely to
have access to quality education.

This country has always offered an answer for the underserved: Get involved. Vote.
Make your voice heard. And as every year passes, the Latino community becomes better
organized and more powerful in our nation's affairs.

But the Latino community's voices would be amplified if we had real, comprehensive
campaign finance reform. Clean Money campaign reform evens the playing field, by reduc-
ing the importance of private money donations in elections. Candidates who agree to abide
by spending limits and meet tough qualifying conditions, raising a large number of very
small contributions from in-district voters, receive equal public grants of money to run their
campaign. This makes it possible for a candidate to run a viable campaign for office without
having to rely on wealthy donors.

Clean Money campaign reform would not solve all the problems of the Latino electorate,
but it would help make the system more fair, more responsive to their needs.

Antonio Gonzalez, October 2003

The author is president of the William C. Velasquez Institute (WCVI) and the Southwest
Voter Registration Education Project (SVREP)




En el proyecto "The Color of Money", vemos como los latinos y otras minorias
raciales/étnicas son sistematicamente excluidos del sistema politico, simplemente porque es
menos probable que ellos tengan medidas para dar las contribuciones de campafias que son
el aceite que engrasa la maquina de las elecciones.

Uno de cada ocho norteamericanos es latino. Los latinos, como otras comunidades, se
caracterizan tanto por la diversidad como por la homogeneidad. Hay familas mexico-ameri-
canas y puertorriquefias que han estado en este pais por generaciones y otras que han llega-
do recientemente, exiliados cubanos que llegaron después de la revolucion de su isla, refu-
giados de guerra de los paises centro-americanos, € immigrantes econdémicos de la
Republica Dominicana. La reciente tendencia muestra que masas de los nuevos immigrantes
vienen de los paises andinos de Sudamérica, probablemente consecuencia de la guerra de los
Estados Unidos contra las drogas.

A pesar de sus diversos paises de origin, los latinos en los Estados Unidos comparten una
experiencia comun de exclusion systematica en lo politico, econdémico, y social. El indice de
pobreza para los hispanos es del 21.4 por ciento, mientras que para la mayoria blanca es del
8 por ciento. Es menos probable que los latinos tengan acceso al seguro médico, y sufren de
un indice mas alto de enfermedades que se pueden prevenir, tal como la diabetis, las enfer-
medades cardiovasculares, la tuberculosis, y el cancer del seno y cervical. La discrimi-
nacion contra los latinos persiste en el trabajo y en el alojamiento. Es menos probable que
los nifios latinos tengan acceso a la educacion de calidad.

Este pais siempre ha ofrecido una respuesta para los mal servidos: Participen. Voten.
Que oigan su voz. Y con cada afio que pasa, la comunidad latina se vuelve mas organizada,
mas poderosa, en los negocios de nuestra nacion.

Pero las voces de la comunidad latina se amplificarian, si tuviéramos una verdadera,
amplia reforma de finanzas de campana. Una reforma de campafia de Dinero Limpio nive-
lara el panorama, reduciendo la importancia de las donaciones particulares de dinero en las
elecciones. Los candidatos que estén de acuerdo con atenerse a los limites de gasto y que
cumplen con las dificiles condiciones calificativas, recaudando una gran cantidad de
pequenas contribuciones de los votantes del distrito, recibiran financiacion publica para diri-
gir su campana. Esto hace posible para un candidato dirigir una campafa viable para un
puesto sin tener que depender de contribudores ricos.

La reforma de campafia "Clean Elections" (Elecciones Limpias y Transparentes) no
resolveria todos los problemas del electorado latino, pero ayudaria a hacer el sistema mas
justo, mas cometidos a sus necesidades.

Antonio Gonzalez, Octubre del 2003

El autor es el presidente del William C. Velasquez Institute (WCVI) y del Southwest Voter
Registration Education Project (SVREP)
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Thhis report is a companion to www.colorofmoney.org, our newly launched interac-
tive website. Users can search for detailed information on campaign contributions,
race, ethnicity, and income in their own communities, looking up information about
their state, metropolitan area, and zip code. See the Web Preview section at the end
of this report for tips on how to conduct this research. We will periodically update
the Color of Money website and issue reports with new analyses on how campaign
contributions affect communities of color. We will show how our current campaign
finance system has consequences that affect people's lives, from the wages they earn
and the taxes they pay, to the quality of the schools their children attend and the air
they breathe.

MAJOR FINDINGS

Campaign money—not votes—is now the currency of our democracy, determining
who is able to run a viable campaign for office, who usually wins, and who has the ear of
elected officials. This study examines federal contribution data for the 2002 and 2000 elec-
tion cycles by zip code, side-by-side with 2000 U.S. Census data on race and ethnicity. The
unfortunate conclusion is that, in a political system in which you have to pay to play, people
of color are largely excluded from the game. This report confirms similar patterns to those
detailed in our 1998 Color of Money report, which examined federal campaign contributions
made in the 1996 elections, contrasted with 1990 U.S. Census data.

We examined more than $2 billion in individual contributions (of more than $200,
referred throughout the report as "$200+") to federal candidates, parties, and Political Action
Committees (PACs), attributable to more than 25,000 zip codes nationwide over the course
of two election cycles, 2000 and 2002. We compared these data with U.S. 2000 Census
information on race, ethnicity and income of people ages 18 and over by zip code.

While campaigns, parties, and PACs are required to provide details on the names and
addresses of donors of more than $200, they are not required to list the race or ethnicity of
these donors. Therefore, to conduct this analysis, we use zip codes as the bridge between
information on campaign contributors and U.S. Census data on race and ethnicity. This
methodology has certain limitations. We are not able to pinpoint precisely how much money
comes from a particular racial or ethnic group. Nevertheless, the geographical element is
informative, demonstrating a pattern of exclusion from the political money game in neigh-
borhoods where the population is predominantly people of color.

It must be noted here that there are many complexities in determining how to present
information about racial and ethnic minority populations, which are extremely diverse.
While "black" and "Asian" are considered racial categories by the U.S. Census, "Hispanic"
or "Latino" is not. Rather, "Hispanic" or "Latino" refers to ethnicity, and people who are
Hispanic or Latino can be of any race. These issues are discussed more thoroughly in the
methodology section of this report.




We include statistics on wealth and poverty because these are a significant determinant
of campaign contributions. The neighborhoods that contribute the most campaign cash are
also largely predominantly non-Hispanic white—but they are also among the nation's
wealthiest. This comes as no huge surprise—decades of discrimination against people of
color in this country has contributed to an uneven distribution of wealth that favors the
white majority.

OUR ANALYSIS SHOWS:

- Neighborhoods comprised mostly of people of color are severely
underrepresented in the campaign finance system. Given that money typically
determines who wins political races, this means that these neighborhoods are
effectively disenfranchised. Indeed, nine out of ten individual federal cam-
paign dollars come from majority non-Hispanic white neighborhoods. Yet
nearly one out of three adult Americans is a person of color.

- Nearly ninety percent of the more than $2 billion contributed by indi-
viduals in the two recent federal elections comes from zip codes that are
majority non-Hispanic white. In comparison, just 1.8% of campaign funds
come from predominantly Latino zip codes, 2.8% from predominantly African
American zip codes, and .6% from predominantly Asian Pacific American
neighborhoods.

- The top contributing zip code nationwide—10021, on Manhattan's
exclusive Upper East Side—is the source of $28.4 million for federal cam-
paigns in the 2002 and 2000 elections, and is home to 91,514 people ages 18
and over, 86% of whom are non-Hispanic white. Nearly 40% of the house-
holds have incomes of $100,000 or more. This one zip code contributes more
campaign cash than:

-- the 532 zip codes nationwide with the largest
percent of African American population, representing 7,654,609
people ages 18 and over, 84 times more people than live in
10021;

-- the 533 zip codes nationwide with the largest
percent of Latino population, representing 9,355,643 people
ages 18 and over, 102 times the number of people writing the
zip code "10021" on the return flap of their envelopes;

-- the 167 zip codes nationwide with the largest
percent of Asian Pacific American population, representing
3,523,852 people ages 18 and over, 39 times the number of
people who call 10021 home.




- The neighborhoods supplying most of the money for federal cam-
paigns in this country are also among the nation's wealthiest. Nearly one out
of two federal individual campaign dollars ($200+)—$991 million—comes
from a person living in a wealthy zip code, although just 12% of the adult
population lives in these neighborhoods. Meanwhile, just 5.9% of individual
campaign dollars—$118.8 million—comes from poor neighborhoods,
although nearly 9% of adult Americans live in these communities. Another
way to look at it: individuals living in wealthy neighborhoods supply eight
dollars for every one dollar that people living in poor communities give to
federal campaigns.

S1ZE OF CONTRIBUTIONS

- Contributions of $1,000 or more make up nearly $1.7 billion of the
individual contributions to federal campaigns ($200+). Predominantly non-
Hispanic white neighborhoods supplied about 90% of both large contributions
of $1,000 or more and of moderate contributions of $200-$999.

Total Federal Contributions by Size
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TorP CONTRIBUTING STATES

- The top ten contributing states account for 59% of the individual fed-
eral campaign cash contributed in the two elections; the top 20 states, 81%. In
all of these states, the pattern is sustained of most campaign cash coming from
predominantly non-Hispanic white wealthy neighborhoods.

- California supplies more individual campaign cash ($200+) to federal
campaigns than any other state—$273.1 million in the 2000 and 2002 election




cycles. (Five California metropolitan areas make the top 25 contributing metro-
politan areas nationwide list!: Los Angeles-Long Beach, San Francisco, San
Jose, Orange County, and San Diego, as well as several top contributing zip
codes nationwide, such as 90210, 90024, and 90067.) The state is immensely
diverse. Nearly one out of two of the residents are people of color (28% of
Californians are Latinos). Yet 85% of the cash comes from zip codes that are
predominantly non-Hispanic white, while these areas contain 55% of the
state's population. Two-thirds of the state's campaign cash comes from
wealthy neighborhoods, though just about one out of four Californians live in
these communities. In contrast, just eight percent of contributions come from
poor neighborhoods.

- New York ranks second in individual federal contributions
($200+)—8$205.7 million, 2000 and 2002 election cycles combined. The state
is home to top contributing metropolitan areas New York City and Nassau-
Suffolk, NY, not to mention the generous Manhattan zip codes of 10021,
10022, and 10028. Ninety-four percent of the campaign cash comes from pre-
dominantly non-Hispanic white zip codes, although only 71% of the popula-
tion lives in these neighborhoods. Sixty-four percent of the state's population
is non-Hispanic white. Wealthy neighborhoods supply 78% of the campaign
cash, even though just 19% of New York state residents live in these neighbor-
hoods. Two percent of the campaign cash comes from poor neighborhoods,
home to 16% of the state's population.

- Texas ranks third in individual campaign contributions
($200+)—$152.1 million. Houston and Dallas are among the nation's top con-
tributing metropolitan areas. Fifty-six percent of the population is non-
Hispanic white. Yet 77 % of the campaign cash comes from predominantly
non-Hispanic white neighborhoods, home to 64% of the state's population.
Nearly half (43%) of the contributions come from wealthy neighborhoods,
even though just 10% of the state's population lives in these neighborhoods.
Six percent of the contributions come from poor communities, although 15%
of the state's population lives in them.

- Florida is the source of $112.1 million in individual federal contribu-
tions ($200+). Miami and West Palm Beach-Boca Raton make the list of top
contributing metropolitan areas nationwide, and Palm Beach zip code 33480 is
one of the nation's most generous to federal campaigns. Eighty-three percent of
the contributions come from non-Hispanic white neighborhoods, where 79% of
the state's population resides. Sixty-eight percent of the state population is non-
Hispanic white. Wealthy neighborhoods supply 37% of the campaign cash,
though just seven percent of the state's population lives in these areas. Five
percent of the money comes from poor communities, which are home to seven
percent of the state's population.




- Eighty-nine percent of New Jersey's $92.3 million in individual cam-
paign contributions ($200+) in the 2000 and 2002 election cycles come from
majority non-Hispanic white neighborhoods, home to 78% of the state's popu-
lation. The state is home to Newark and Bergen-Passaic, two of the country's
top contributing metropolitan areas (both bedroom suburbs of New York City).
Nearly 70% of the state population is non-Hispanic white. Three-fourths of the
contributions come from wealthy neighborhoods, although just one-third of the
state's population lives in these neighborhoods. Meanwhile, about two percent
of contributions come from poor neighborhoods, home to four percent of the
state's population.

Tor CONTRIBUTING METROPOLITAN AREAS

- More than half—$1.1 billion—of the individual campaign contribu-
tions ($200+) made to federal campaigns in the 2000 and 2002 elections come
from just twenty-five metropolitan areas. The campaign money flows dispro-
portionately from non-Hispanic white and wealthy neighborhoods.

- New York City, where much of the nation's financial industry is cen-
tered, tops the list for contributions, with $155.7 million ($200+) contributed
by individuals to federal campaigns in the 2002 and 2000 elections. People of
color make up more than half of the population. But 93% of contributions
come from non-Hispanic white zip codes, where just half of the metropolitan
area's population lives. More than 84% of contributions come from wealthy
neighborhoods, although just 19% of the metropolitan area's population lives
in them. Just two percent of contributions come from poor neighborhoods,
although 28% of the metropolitan area's population lives in these communities.

- The nation's capital, Washington, DC-MD-VA-WYV, home to thou-
sands of lobbyists, ranks second for contributions with $141.8 million in indi-
vidual contributions ($200+) to federal campaigns 2000 and 2002 election
cycles. One out of four of the metropolitan area’s residents is African
American, and another 17% are Latino, Asian, or other racial/ethnic minorities.
However, 85% of the metropolitan area’s contributions come from majority
non-Hispanic white neighborhoods, home to 67% of the metopolitan area’s
population. Seventy percent comes from wealthy neighborhoods, where 44%
of the metropolitan area's population lives. Poor neighborhoods supply just
under three percent of the contributions.

- Los Angeles-Long Beach, the epicenter of the entertainment industry, is
the third top contributing metropolitan area, with $101.7 million in individual
contributions ($200+) to federal campaigns in the 2000 and 2002 election
cycles. Sixty-five percent of Los Angeles' adult residents are people of color,
40% of whom are Hispanic. Yet 85% of contributions come from majority non-




Hispanic white neighborhoods, home to 32% of the population. Wealthy neigh-
borhoods donate 64% of the contributions, although just 16% of the metropoli-
tan area's population lives in them.

- Chicago, home of the commodity markets, is the fourth top contribut-
ing metropolitan area, with $80.2 million in individual contributions ($200+) to
federal campaigns in the 2000 and 2002 election cycles. Ninety-three percent
of the money comes from majority non-Hispanic white neighborhoods, home to
66% of the metropolitan area's population. People of color account for nearly
40% of the metropolitan area's population. Seventy-eight percent of the contri-
butions comes from wealthy neighborhoods, although just one out of four
Chicagoans lives in them. Only two percent of contributions come from poor
neighborhoods, home to nine percent of the metropolitan area's population.

- San Francisco is the fifth top contributing metropolitan area, with
$51.5 million in individual contributions ($200+) to federal campaigns in the
2000 and 2002 election cycles. Nearly one out of two San Franciscans is a per-
son of color. Nevertheless, 82% of the contributions come from majority non-
Hispanic white neighborhoods, home to 57% of the metropolitan area's popula-
tion. Wealthy neighborhoods supply 81% of the contributions, while 61% of
the metropolitan area's population lives in them.

Tor CONTRIBUTING ZI1P CODES

- The neighborhoods providing the most campaign cash are among the
most exclusive nationwide—and are all predominantly non-Hispanic white and
wealthy. Unsurprisingly, all of these zip codes are in metropolitan areas that are
on the top contributing metro area list.

- On the Upper East Side of Manhattan, where top zip codes 10021 (#1,
$28.4 million), 10022 (#2, $15.1 million), and 10028 (#7, $8.8 million) are
located, family-sized apartments often sell for $10 million.2 Dwellers have the
Guggenheim Museum as a neighbor, and shopping at Bloomingdale’s, Calvin
Klein, and Versace, is all near by. Between 86% and 88% of the population is
non-Hispanic white and nearly 40% of households enjoy incomes of at least
$100,000. Big contributors from these zip codes include Republican donor
Henry Kravis of Kohlberg Kravis Roberts, a firm well known for leveraged
buyouts in the 1980s and Democratic donor Bernard Schwartz, CEO of satellite
communications company Loral Corporation.

- Lincoln Park (60614, #3, $12.7 million), in Chicago, is an upscale
lakeside neighborhood, home to many of the city's most popular restaurants.
Eighty-six percent of the population is non-Hispanic white, 35% of the house-
holds enjoy incomes of $100,000 or more. Big donors from the zip code




include Democratic donor Fred Eychaner, president of Newsweb Corporation.

- In Los Angeles, the famous zip code of Beverly Hills, 90210 (#10, $8
million), where 85% of the population is non-Hispanic white and 55% of
households enjoy incomes of $100,000 or more, makes the list. So does 90024
(#4, $11.9 million), in Westwood. Sixty percent of the population is non-
Hispanic white, and one out of four households has incomes of $100,000 or
more. (The zip code also includes parts of the UCLA campus, and it is likely
the student population accounts for the somewhat increased diversity and
lower income level in this zip code.) Century City, 90067 (#5, $11.2 million),
is home to the posh Century Plaza Hotel. Eighty-five percent of the population
is non-Hispanic white, and 40% of households have incomes of $100,000 or
more. Big contributors from these zip codes include Universal Studios patri-
arch and the late Democratic donor Lew R. Wasserman (90210)3 and Gerald
Parsky (90024), president of Aurora Capital Partners and key operative for
President George W. Bush's campaign in California.

- In Washington, DC, 20007 (#8, $8.4 million) is in the exclusive north-
west quadrant of the city. It includes sections of Georgetown with its tony bou-
tiques and posh restaurants, one of the most expensive neighborhoods in the
city. Eighty-three percent of the population is non-Hispanic white, and nearly
40% of households have incomes of $100,000 or greater.

- Palm Beach, Florida, 33480 (#9, $8.4 million), is oceanside and
boasts expensive hotels such as The Four Seasons and Hilton. Ninety-five per-
cent of the population is non-Hispanic white, and 45% of households have
incomes of $100,000 or more. Wealthy contributors include Republican donor
Robert Rich, Sr., founder of Rich Products Corporation, which produces a
wide range of processed food items.




POLITICAL INEQUALITY AND CAMPAIGN FINANCE

When large groups of Americans are effectively excluded from our political process, then the
very core values of our democracy are threatened. Because money has become the currency of
our elections, determining who runs and who wins, those who don't have cash are not able to
participate equally. The value of traditional grassroots activities, such as organizing a potluck
dinner, or going door-to-door to get people out to vote, is severely diminished, despite the
importance of these activities and how they demonstrate popular support. The politician who
raises the most money wins more often than not, not the one who has the most volunteers.

Many years of systemic racial discrimination in this country have resulted in severe
inequities in the distribution of wealth among people of color. African American and Latino
communities on the whole are far less likely to have access to wealth than the established white
majority. The under-representation of these communities in a money-driven political system
excludes them from full democratic participation in two major ways. They are not able to help,
in as significant a way, their candidates of choice run and win, since money has become an
increasingly far more important kind of "help" in campaigns than stuffing envelopes or putting
up lawn signs. Second, incumbent lawmakers pay less attention to non-contributors than they
might under a different system, because they hold no promise of financial support for the next
election.

This not only belies the American promise of political equality inherent in the Supreme
Court's phrase "one person, one vote," but also has direct consequences that affect people's
lives.

MONEY MATTERS

In the 2002 elections, House candidates who outspent their opponents won 94% of the time.
Even in open-seat races, in which no candidate had an incumbent advantage, the top spender
won 79% of the time in House races, according to the Center for Responsive Politics (CRP).4
Spending, in fact, is rarely even close. In two-thirds of House races in 2002, winning candidates
outspent losing candidates by a factor of 10 to 1 or more.5 Furthermore, the amount of money
required to succeed is enormous. In 2002, Senate candidates spent an average of $4.8 million,
and House candidates, nearly $900,000.6

Where does all this campaign money come from? The majority of campaign contributions
come from the wealthiest Americans. Less than one-tenth of one percent of the U.S. population
gave 83% of all campaign contributions of more than $200 in the 2002 elections, according to
CRP.7 A 1998 survey of Congressional donors by a group of academics funded by the Joyce
Foundation found that nine out of ten donors identify themselves as white and that eight out of
ten have household incomes of $100,000 or more.8

This elite group of campaign donors is hardly a representative sample of America.
Latinos, African Americans, and Asian Pacific Americans and other races/ethnicities other than
non-Hispanic white make up 28% of the adult population. That means that nearly one out of
three Americans is a member of a racial or ethnic minority.
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METROPOLITAN AREA MAPS




T he old adage says that one picture is worth a thousand words. When it
comes to the lack of representation of people of color in the campaign finance
system, one map is worth at least that many words, or maybe more.

The following pages display maps of the top contributing metropolitan areas
to federal campaigns in the 2002 and 2000 election cycles (individual contribu-
tions of $200+). All show that campaign money comes from predominantly non-
Hispanic white zip codes, comprising mostly business districts or neighborhoods
with high-priced homes. The maps are based on the U.S. Census Bureau's codes
for “metropolitan statistical areas’ and "primary metropolitan statistical areas,"
so many show neighborhoods that are outside city boundaries, but are closely
linked economically and socially.

On the maps, the green dots represent per capita campaign contributions,
while the assorted colors show which racial/ethnic group predominates. Zip codes
are assigned racial/ethnic labels based on which racial/ethnic group is the largest
in that zip code. In other words, if there are more non-Hispanic white residents
than any other racial/ethnic group in a given zip code, that zip code is coded
"non-Hispanic white." In zip codes where the top two or more groups are within
five percent of each other, the neighborhood is labeled as "mixed." That is, if
there are 100 African Americans, 98 Latinos, 25 non-Hispanic whites, and 15
Asian Pacific Americans, then the zip code is labeled "mixed." This method allows
us to show where particular racial/ethnic groups are concentrated in a metropoli-
tan area.

On our website, www.colorofmoney.org, maps for all 25 top contributing met-
ropolitan areas are available for viewing. In addition, for each of these metropoli-
tan areas, there are separate maps displaying campaign contributions compared
by each racial/ethnic group.
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COLOR OF MONEY: 2003

NEw York, NY

It's one hell of a town for
fundraising. Especially the
wealthy, non-Hispanic
white neighborhoods on
the Upper East Side of
Manhattan and in the
financial district, which
contribute the most feder-
al campaign cash
($200+). Large
swaths of the city like
Harlem, the South Bronkx,
Bedford-Stuyvesant and
Flushing, which are pre-
dominantly African
American, Latino, or Asian
Pacific American, are the
source of little or no cam-
paign money.

WasHINGTON, DC
-MD-VA-WV

The capital city's vast
African American popula-
tion is left out of the cam-
paign money equation.
Most campaign contribu-
tions cluster in the lobby-
ist:dominated areas of
downtown Washington and
Capitol Hill, as well as
largely non-Hispanic white
Northwest Washington
and the suburbs.




Los ANGELES-
LonGg BEACH, CA

Entertainment capital of
the world, most of the
metro area's campaign
contributions come from
non-Hispanic white Los
Angelenos living in the
mansions of Bel Air, shop-
ping along Rodeo Drive in
Beverly Hills, and working
in the glimmering media
buildings in Century City.
In contrast, East Los
Angeles, home to much
of the city's vast Latino
population, barely regis-
ters on the campaign con-
tribution scale. Neither do
African American neigh-
borhoods.

CHicaGo, IL

The Windy City's cam-
paign cash clout comes
from the predominantly
non-Hispanic white lake-
side neighborhoods, start-
ing with the Loop and
including Lincoln Park and
stretching up the north
shore. Areas of the city
where African Americans
and Latinos reside, large-
ly on the South and West
Sides, are not the source
of much campaign money.
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COLOR OF MONEY: 2003

SAN FraNncisco, CA

San Francisco's campaign
contributions are concen-
trated in the predominant-
ly non-Hispanic white
downtown Financial
District and the wealthy
non-Hispanic white sub-
urbs, such as Marin
County. Areas where the
population is largely peo-
ple of color, such as
Chinatown, the Mission
District and Bayview /
Hunters Point, are the
source of very little cam-
paign money.

PHILADELPHIA, PA-NJ

Suburban Philadelphia is
the source of most of the
metro area’s campaign
contributions, along with
downtown business dis-
tricts, all majority non-
Hispanic white. Majority
African American and
Latino neighborhoods are
largely left out of the cam-
paign contribution game.
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Boston, MA - NH

Downtown Boston, encom-
passing the exclusive
neighborhood of Beacon
Hill as well as being home
to some of the nation's
largest legal and financial
institutions, is predomi-
nantly non-Hispanic white
and is the source of most
of the campaign contribu-
tions for the metro area,
along with the wealthy
suburbs to the West. The
working-class African
American and Latino
neighborhoods in the
Southwest sections of the
city, as well as in a few
surrounding communities,
are the source of minimal
campaign contributions.

HousTton, TX

Houston's downtown
neighborhoods, which are
majority non-Hispanic
white, provide most of the
campaign cash in the
metropolitan area.
Majority African American
and Latino neighborhoods
provide little or no cam-
paign money.
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While the country's communities of color are extremely diverse, representing a wide spec-
trum of cultural and socioeconomic backgrounds, it nevertheless remains true that prior and
ongoing barriers to quality education and employment increase the chances that Latinos and
African Americans will be economically disadvantaged and therefore possess less disposable
income to spend on campaign contributions. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, Latinos,
African Americans, and Asian Pacific Americans are more likely to live in poverty than non-
Hispanic whites. The poverty rate for non-Hispanic whites is eight percent, but for African
Americans is 23%, and for Latinos, 21.4%, and for Asian Pacific Americans, 10%. Latinos earn
less than non-Hispanic white workers, and are more likely to be unemployed, as are African
Americans.?

With fewer financial resources, is it any wonder that communities of color are vastly under-
represented in and lack access to the halls of Congress, state legislatures, and other governmen-
tal bodies? Many cannot afford to contribute to candidates, and if they do, they cannot con-
tribute the large amounts necessary to buy the television advertisements and help of pollsters
and consultants, crucial to modern campaigning. In the words of George Orwell, some people
in this country are "more equal than others."

A POLL TAX BY ANY OTHER NAME IS STILL A POLL TAX

The concept of structural barriers to democratic participation is an old, all too familiar one
in this country. The Declaration of Independence famously declared slaves to be equivalent to
3/5 of a person, and only white men of property were permitted to vote in the new union.

Even after African Americans gained the right to vote after the Civil War, they faced new
impediments. White-controlled legislatures gerrymandered election districts, making it more
difficult for African Americans to win elections. Many states also instituted poll taxes and liter-
acy tests as requirements to vote, and these were enforced selectively against the black popula-
tion. There was even a system adopted called the "white primary." In the South, which was pri-
marily Democratic, the primary election was far more important than the general election. The
Democratic Party declared the primary the internal election of a private organization, one that
was allowed to exclude blacks.

According to the U.S. Department of Justice, "the net effect of these efforts was the disen-
franchisement of nearly all black citizens and the removal from office of nearly all black legis-
lators in the former Confederate states by 1910."10

It wasn't until the 1950s that the courts and Congress began to address some of these
structural barriers to participation. In 1960, the U.S. Supreme Court, in Gomillion v.
Lightfoot, struck down an apportionment scheme in Alabama that discriminated against
African Americans. In 1964, the 24th Amendment of the Constitution was enacted, which
banned poll taxes in federal elections. That same year, in Reynolds v. Sims, the Supreme
Court established the principle of "one person, one vote" as fundamental to equal representa-
tion without regard to race, sex, or economic status. The following year, Congress approved
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the Voting Rights Act, which prohibited the abridgement of the
right to vote on account of race or color. And in 1966, in
Harper v. State Board of Elections, the Supreme Court struck
down the use of poll taxes in state elections.

All of these changes were important and necessary in
strengthening the nation's democracy; however, structural bar-
riers to equal participation have not been eliminated. And
while much of this discrimination occurred against African
Americans, given this nation's history with slavery, Latinos
and Asian Pacific Americans also faced bias, especially with
legal barriers constructed to prevent them from becoming citi-
zens and, consequently, denying them the right to vote. Now,
with the ever changing face of America, and many waves of
immigration, these groups and other members of racial and
ethnic minorities find themselves subject to similar barriers to
full participation in this nation's political system. These com-
munities suffer the consequences: school systems lack neces-
sary resources; it is often tough to get financing to buy a
home; their air and water is often dirtier. Meanwhile, the areas
where generous campaign donors live are well served by the
government with pristine parks, quality schools, and safe
streets.

One need look no further than the 2000 elections in Florida
to see the ways in which people can continue to be excluded on
the basis of race and ethnicity. After the contest between
George W. Bush and Al Gore came down to ballot-counting in
Florida, African American and Latino leaders called attention
to many practices that discriminated against people of color.
Thousands of voters claimed they were unfairly deterred from
voting. The NAACP held hearings soon after the election and
collected hundreds of pages of testimony that included accusa-
tions of intimidation, people being turned away from polls, and
interpreters being barred from helping non-English speaking
voters.

"The bottom line is this," the Advancement Project, a
national organization committed to building a fair and just
multi-racial democracy in the United States, has noted, "even
though the most overt forms of disenfranchisement have been
outlawed, structural disenfranchisement continues to perpetu-
ate inequity and exclusion."!!

In this way our current system of campaign financing can

Clean Money campaign finance reform
meets the “Fannie Lou Hamer Standard,”
developed by the Fannie Lou Hamer
Project, a national advocacy organiza-
tion dedicated to strengthening U.S.
democracy through bringing justice and
equality to the campaign finance system
(http://www.flhp.org/FLHPStandard.htm).

Fannie Lou Hamer (1917-1977) repre-
sents many leaders among people of
color with great political talent who,
because of the many structural barriers
to civic participation, do not have equal
access to democracy.

The Fannie Lou Hamer Standard

The Fannie Lou Hamer Standard (also
known as the "political equality stan-
dard")—named after the legendary
African-American voting rights champion
who led the Mississippi Freedom
Democratic Party delegation to the
Democratic National Convention in
Atlantic City in 1964—provides a way to
see immediately what constitutes real
reform and what doesn't. It is a standard
based on the sacred principle of political
equality.

1. Political equality means, according
to the Voting Rights Act, equal opportuni-
ty for everyone to participate in the politi-
cal process, regardless of race, gender
or economic status and access to
wealth.

2. Political equality means "one per-
son, one vote," not one dollar, one vote.

3. Political equality means, in the
words of President Abraham Lincoln,
"government of, by, and for the people"
—~by which he meant all the people, not
just those who can raise, or who can
afford to give, big-money campaign con-
tributions.
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William C. "Willie" Velasquez -
"Su Voto es Su Voz"

Willie Velasquez (1944-1988) raised a
battle cry for political activism that still
resonates today when he coined the
phrase "su voto es su voz," "your vote is
your voice." As a founder of the
Southwest Voter Registration Education
Project and the Southwest Voter
Research Institute (now called the Willam
C. Velasquez Institute), Velasquez and his
colleagues registered Hispanics, Native
Americans, and low-income citizens
across the country in unprecedented
numbers. In large part due to these
organizations founded by Velasquez, voter
registration grew from 2.4 million regis-
tered Latinos in 1974 to nearly 8 million
in 2000.

Velasquez devoted his life to projects
and activities that assist the politically
disenfranchised in becoming more
involved in the political process.
Recognizing that the vote alone will not
guarantee political empowerment for
Latinos, the William C. Velasquez
Institute in the 24st century is also har-
nessing its research capacity to promote
more equitable redistricting schemes for
state legislatures and Congress, as well
as to educate the public on the merits of
the Arizona "Clean Money" campaign
finance program and how it is a model for
state campaign finance systems through-
out the Southwest.

These reform proposals, along with
robust voter registration and education
programs, provide a means for the Latino
community to more fully participate in
and be represented by the electoral
process and moves the nation as a
whole towards Velasquez's vision that su
voto es su voz.

be seen as yet another barrier to participation, essentially a
poll tax by another means. John Bonifaz, executive director of
the National Voting Rights Institute (NVRI), and Jamin
Raskin, a law professor at American University coined the
phrase "wealth primary" to describe this phenomenon. "Those
who cannot compete in the wealth primary cannot find repre-
sentation in government," states the NVRI website.!2 If you
can't afford to write a $1,000 or $2,000 check to a candidate,
you are being excluded from access and influence as effec-
tively as if Congress re-enacted the poll tax to charge people
for their right to vote. It's that simple.

THE CLEAN MONEY SOLUTION

Just because our current campaign finance system requires
people to pay to play doesn't mean that there is not another
way. Under the Clean Money, Clean Elections approach,
already law in five states—Arizona, Maine, North Carolina,
New Mexico, and Vermont—candidates who agree to abide by
strict spending limits and to raise no private money can qualify
for a full and equal grant of public funds for their campaigns.

Typically, Clean Money systems require a candidate to col-
lect a large number of very small contributions (say $5) within
his or her district, which helps the candidate prove broad pop-
ular support. Once candidates meet these requirements, then
they qualify for a full and equal public grant to run their cam-
paign. Because the system is voluntary, a Clean Money candi-
date often runs against a privately funded candidate who may
raise more campaign cash than is available in the initial Clean
Money grant. To keep such contests competitive, Clean
Money provides additional matching funds up to a certain
limit. Such matching funds are also available for Clean
Money candidates when a third-party group uses independent
expenditures to boost an opposing candidate.

Clean Money systems are still in their infancy, in place for
statewide elections in Arizona and Maine only since the 2000
election cycle. Nevertheless, in Arizona, there are already
promising results showing that the system gives a boost to
candidates of color. From 2000 to 2002, Arizona saw a sub-
stantial increase in the number of Latino and Native American
candidates. Thirty-seven candidates from racial and ethnic
minority communities ran for office in 2002, compared to only
13 in 2000. Of those 37 people, 21 opted for public funding.
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The Clean Money, Clean Elections system helps eliminate the "wealth primary" for candi-
dates of color by providing an alternative to privately financed elections. Where there is pub-
lic funding available for races, there is no need for a candidate to have money or be connect-
ed to money to be competitive. The currency of the election is no longer cash, but rather the
broad support a candidate can muster. Ordinary voters matter again—the principle of "one

person, one vote" is upheld.
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WEB PAGE PREVIEW: WWW.COLOROFMONEY.ORG

Y ou can conduct research about your own neighborhood by visiting our interactive web
page at www.colorofmoney.org. Make a "Color of Money" report or presentation about your
community. You can:

- Find out how the campaign finance system excludes people of color
in your state. See where the money is coming from in your own state. Look at
the top contributing zip codes and sort them by race and ethnicity. Compare
neighborhoods that are predominantly non-Hispanic white with those that are
predominantly people of color, and see how levels of wealth and poverty affect
the results. Compare your state with other states.

- View maps of top contributing metropolitan areas that show how cam-
paign money comes from areas where neighborhoods are predominantly non-
Hispanic white. Explore the demographics of a top contributing metropolitan
area, such as Washington, DC, New York City, or Los Angeles. View color
maps showing where the campaign money comes from compared to where
people of color reside. Separate maps show details on the African American,
Latino, and Asian Pacific American communities.

- See how your zip code ranks. See how your zip code compares to
other zip codes nationwide in terms of campaign giving, racial/ethnic makeup,
and wealth and poverty rates. Sort zip codes nationally to compare wealthy zip
codes to poor ones, and predominantly non-Hispanic white zip codes to those
that are predominantly people of color.

- Examine different election cycles. You can search for statistics for the
2002 elections, the 2000 elections, or both elections combined.
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SAMPLE WWW.COLOROFMONEY.ORG SEARCHES:

LOOK UP YOUR STATE:
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COLOR OF MONEY: 20033
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METHODOLOGY
RACE AND ETHNICITY

The categorization of the population into racial and ethnic categories is politically
charged as it has often been used to determine citizenship and its attendant benefits, as well
as access to education and employment opportunities. The history of slavery in this country,
and the racism that persists long after its abolition, makes race, usually associated with skin
color, a potent point of discrimination. Yet the United States also continues to evolve into an
increasingly diverse country, with waves of immigration from all parts of the world. The
Latino population, which recently surpassed African Americans as the largest U.S. minority,
according to the U.S. Census Bureau, is tremendously varied, including people whose her-
itage is Mexican, Cuban, Guatemalan, and Dominican, just to name a few. Latinos may iden-
tify as white, black, or opt not to identify by race. In addition, there are an increasing number
of mixed race and mixed ethnicity Americans who may identify as both black and white, or
Asian and white, or any number of combinations.

Unfortunately, many people of color do share the experience of discrimination. While
there is an enormous variety in the socioeconomic status of African Americans, Latinos,
Asian Pacific Americans and other ethnic and racial minorities in this country, there are com-
mon barriers to achieving parity economically, in education, and employment.

So when social scientists and statisticians go about counting members of racial and ethnic
populations, how do they meet these challenges? Interviewed by The New York Times,
William A. Darity, director of the Institute of African American Research at the University of
North Carolina, says the best possible way is through self-identification. He adds it is impor-
tant to be “careful that how they are seen by others can be quite different from the way they
label themselves—and that may be more important in the kind of social treatment they face."!3

The methodology used in this report for determining the racial and ethnic makeup of the
U.S. population was developed by the Lewis Mumford Center at the University of Albany,
with support of the Ford Foundation, which provided the U.S. Census 2000 data used in this
report. The Lewis Mumford Center is a recognized authority on interpretation of census data,
publishing dozens of reports on segregation and racial and ethnic patterns throughout
America (http://mumfordl.dyndns.org/cen2000/report.html).

The Lewis Mumford Center takes the data collected by the U.S. Census and assigns indi-
viduals to particular categories accordingly. For example, any person identifying themselves
as Hispanic, is coded as "Hispanic"; "non-Hispanic white" are those people who answer only
"white" as their race; and a person is coded as African American if they identify themselves
as such, do not indicate that they are also Hispanic, and regardless if they also identify them-
selves as another race. For more details on the Mumford Center's methodology, please view
the technical notes at http://mumfordl.dyndns.org/cen2000/technote.html. At present, the
Lewis Mumford Center does not provide census data on Native Americans and other racial
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and ethnic minorities in the United States, although these are captured partly by the category
of "other." We recommend that this be an avenue of future inquiry in order to determine how
other groups are affected by inequities in our current political system.

As with any methodology, there will be inevitable inaccuracies in how a person is coded,
particularly the more minutely an individual's background is examined. However, when look-
ing at the big picture—the statistics for an entire metropolitan area or state—then distinct pat-
terns emerge that can be useful in examining the problem of lack of representation of people
of color in the current campaign finance system and the consequences of how this manifests
in daily life.

Note: In this report, we use the terms "Latino" and "Hispanic" to refer collectively to
Central and South Americans, Cubans, Dominicans, Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and others of
Spanish and Latin American descent.

GEOGRAPHY

U.S. Census Bureau ZCTAs (Zip Code Tabulation Areas), used to link census information
with campaign finance data in this report, are generalized area representations of U.S.
Postal Service (USPS) zip code service areas. In most cases, the ZCTA matches the zip
code for a given area; however, there are some exceptions. For more information see
http://www.census.gov/geo/ZCTA/zcta.html.

We omitted zip codes with prefixes of XX or HH. These refer to large land areas where
the U.S. Census Bureau did not have information for determining a zip code, generally rural
areas with extremely small populations, such as forest and mountainous areas. They also refer
to areas with water features.

U.S. Census MSAs/PMSAs (Metropolitan Statistical Areas / Principal Metropolitan
Statistical Areas) are used to delineate metro areas. Therefore totals for metropolitan areas

include neighborhoods beyond city boundaries, but which have strong economic and social
links.

INCOME

Data on poverty levels were provided by the Lewis Mumford Center, based on Census 2000
statistics. The U.S. Census Bureau determines "poverty" by setting income thresholds that vary
according to family size and makeup. Poverty statistics are therefore presented by household,
not by individual. For example, the poverty threshold in 2000 for a single-parent family with
three children was $17,524. Census poverty statistics are widely considered to underestimate the
true levels of poverty in this country, since they are based on an outmoded definition developed
in the 1960s. (For more information, see: http://www.census.gov/hhes/poverty/povdef.html.)
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We keep our estimates of neighborhoods with high levels of poverty conservative, by
making our threshold twice the poverty level, or 23.5% of households in poverty. We fol-
lowed a similar strategy when calculating "wealthy zip codes," our measure being zip codes
with twice the national average, 24.6%, for households over $100,000.

POPULATION

Throughout the report, we use total population over 18 years of age as our comparison
point for calculating per capita campaign contributions, etc. We do this for two reasons: one,
only people over 18 can vote; and two, while there are certainly examples of minors giving
campaign contributions, almost all campaign contributions come from the adult population.

For lists of top ranking zip codes, we omitted zip codes with populations under 100 resi-
dents. Including them would have skewed the data, since low-density population areas would
not normally provide very much campaign money, regardless of their racial and ethnic make-
up. In addition, zip codes with population of 10 or under were excluded from calculations.

CAMPAIGN FINANCE DATA

Campaign finance data in this report were provided by the Center for Responsive Politics
(www.opensecrets.org), a nonpartisan, nonprofit organization dedicated to analyzing cam-
paign finance data from the Federal Election Commission (FEC).

Campaign contribution data include all contributions from individuals of more than $200
to federal candidates, Political Action Committees (PACs) and political parties, totaled by zip
code listed by the donor. The FEC does not require the itemization of contributions under
$200, so addresses and zip codes are not available for these transactions and therefore cannot
be included in this report. These contributions include "hard money"—contributions subject
to limits under the law—and "soft money"—unlimited contributions to political parties. For
the 2000 and 2002 election cycles, limits were $1,000 per candidate per election per individ-
ual. However, with the passage of the McCain-Feingold Bipartisan Campaign Finance
Reform Act (BCRA), effective in November 2002, limits for the 2004 election cycle are
$2,000 per candidate per election per individual, and soft money is banned. As we update
Color of Money with data from the 2004 cycle, it will reflect these changes.

The percentages for contributions to Democrats and Republicans are based only on contri-
butions to candidates and party committees, not PACs, as these are not attributable to politi-
cal parties.

We use zip codes to link the campaign finance data to census data on race/ethnicity, a
method that brings its own problems. The FEC does not require contributors to list their
race/ethnicity along with their campaign contributions, so it is necessary to consult the census
data. We use zip codes as the best, if imperfect, option. Because we are using zip codes, how-
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ever, there is some inevitable distortion of the data. For example, there are a number of cases
in Washington, DC, where there are downtown zip codes with high numbers of people of
color as residents that are also generous sources of campaign contributions. This is most like-
ly not because people of color are giving the campaign contributions, but rather because a
large number of lobbyists and other professionals either reside or, more likely, have offices in
the same zip codes, and skew the picture. Indeed, contributions by zip code may generally be
skewed by people who list their place of work rather than their home address on contributions.

In addition, contributions associated with zip codes with no Census information on race/eth-
nicity are not included in this study, since we cannot determine what the racial/ethnic makeup
of the neighborhood is. There are a number of reasons why this situation may occur. For exam-
ple, a zip code may be taken up entirely by the headquarters of a company, or may be the loca-
tion of an airport or an Army base. The amount of campaign contributions coming from these
zip codes is not enormous when compared to the total contributed, but neither is it insignifi-
cant—Iess than eight percent of the 2000 and 2002 contributions analyzed in this study. It can
be assumed that, were it possible to determine the racial/ethnic makeup of the donors of this
sum, that the pattern of giving, of non-Hispanic white donors dominating, would be similar to
that demonstrated in this report.

In rare cases where there are negative campaign contribution amounts—which are attribut-
able to refunded contributions—these contributions are added to totals.
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APPENDIX I: CONTRIBUTIONS BY STATE

FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS, RACE, ETHNICITY, AND INCOME BY STATE
Individual Federal Contributions ($200+)
2000 & 2002 Election Cycles Combined

State Total federal Amount % from % from % from % from
contributions per capita  predominantly zip codes wealthy zip codes with
(population non-Hispanic predominantly  zip codes high levels
18 and over)  white zip codes  people of color of poverty
California $273,093,840 $11.09 84.6% 15.4% 65.6% 8.3%
New York $205,682,579 $14.40 93.6% 6.4% 77.5% 2.3%
Texas $152,074,175 $10.17 77.2% 22.8% 42.7% 6.0%
Florida $112,127,585 $9.09 83.4% 16.6% 36.6% 4.7%
New Jersey $92,272,171 $14.58 89.1% 10.9% 73.5% 1.8%
lllinois $91,217,094 $9.94 93.5% 6.5% 69.0% 2.3%
Virginia $77,657,924 $14.54 93.6% 6.4% 60.2% 2.1%
Pennsylvania $75,721,689 $8.09 96.3% 3.7% 42.8% 5.5%
Ohio $59,606,043 $7.04 93.3% 6.7% 35.5% 9.9%
Massachusetts $55,439,428 $11.43 97.4% 2.6% 72.3% 3.0%
Michigan $53,855,493 $7.33 91.7% 8.3% 44.7% 7.3%
Maryland $51,434,748 $13.05 83.7% 16.3% 67.8% 7.5%
District of Columbia $51,194,290 $112.01 72.3% 27.7% 50.5% 8.0%
Georgia $51,047,116 $8.48 86.5% 13.5% 38.7% 8.4%
Connecticut $43,988,986 $17.16 94.5% 5.5% 79.5% 1.3%
Missouri $40,837,394 $9.80 94.4% 5.6% 43.9% 6.8%
Tennessee $37,371,919 $8.72 93.9% 6.1% 36.5% 71%
Washington $36,601,350 $8.36 94.7% 5.3% 34.9% 3.8%
North Carolina $36,126,900 $5.94 91.7% 8.3% 27.9% 4.4%
Colorado $33,857,011 $10.58 97.8% 2.2% 35.6% 1.5%
Minnesota $33,718,308 $9.28 99.3% 0.7% 36.9% 1.4%
Indiana $27,796,791 $6.17 92.8% 7.2% 23.4% 6.2%
Kentucky $27,637,699 $9.06 97.0% 3.0% 11.0% 12.5%
Arizona $24,247 177 $6.44 93.9% 6.1% 36.9% 71%
Alabama $23,519,739 $7.08 88.2% 11.8% 20.4% 15.0%
Louisiana $22,159,666 $6.82 73.4% 26.6% 1.6% 36.4%
Nevada $17,753,393 $11.97 96.7% 3.3% 12.8% 2.6%
South Carolina $16,417,759 $5.47 87.0% 13.0% 3.8% 7.9%
Wisconsin $14,902,481 $3.73 98.3% 1.7% 17.4% 2.7%
lowa $14,661,691 $6.69 99.7% 0.3% 5.0% 6.0%
Oklahoma $14,221,583 $5.56 96.3% 3.7% 3.4% 10.9%

28



State Total federal Amount % from % from % from % from

contributions per capita  predominantly zip codes wealthy zip codes with
(population  non-Hispanic predominantly  zip codes high levels
18 and over)  white zip codes  people of color of poverty
Arkansas $13,756,739 $6.90 90.6% 9.4% 6.5% 11.6%
Oregon $13,635,872 $5.30 100.0% 0.0% 15.4% 9.9%
Kansas $12,920,118 $6.54 99.2% 0.8% 45.7% 6.0%
New Mexico $10,751,566 $8.22 68.2% 31.8% 7.9% 10.5%
Nebraska $10,082,982 $8.00 99.9% 0.1% 7.4% 4.8%
New Hampshire $9,499,613 $10.26 100.0% 0.0% 28.6% 0.8%
Mississippi $9,133,945 $4.42 76.9% 23.1% 3.1% 33.7%
Utah $8,655,457 $5.72 99.6% 0.4% 23.2% 0.3%
Delaware $7,551,229 $12.82 97.4% 2.6% 63.9% 1.6%
Maine $7,488,340 $7.70 100.0% 0.0% 16.9% 0.9%
Rhode Island $6,458,985 $8.07 99.2% 0.8% 22.6% 9.2%
West Virginia $6,336,394 $4.51 100.0% 0.0% 13.9% 17.6%
South Dakota $6,216,089 $11.26 99.5% 0.5% 5.6% 2.2%
Wyoming $4,171,055 $11.44 100.0% 0.0% 10.1% 2.0%
Montana $3,959,270 $5.89 99.4% 0.6% 5.3% 0.9%
Hawaii $3,738,711 $4.08 6.6% 93.4% 23.5% 0.3%
Idaho $3,545,655 $3.84 100.0% 0.0% 5.1% 0.6%
Alaska $3,133,938 $7.21 96.0% 4.0% 19.4% 0.2%
Vermont $2,682,478 $5.82 100.0% 0.0% 17.3% 0.0%
North Dakota $2,297,010 $4.78 99.6% 0.4% 0.1% 0.7%

*While it may appear that a large amount of campaign money comes from people of color in Hawaii, it muts be noted that the state ranks
47th among all 50 states and the District of Columbia in terms of federal contributions, contributing just .0019% of total federal contributions
examined in this report. In addition, the state is unusual in that it contains a majority minority population—75% of the population is people
of color (66% is Pacific American).
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APPENDIX II: TOP 25 CONTRIBUTING METROPOLITAN AREAS

ToP CONTRIBUTING METROPOLITAN AREAS*

Individual Federal Contributions ($200+)
2000 & 2002 Election Cycles Combined

Metropolitan Area Total federal Amount % from % from % from % from
Contributions per capita predominantly zip codes wealthy zip codes with
(population non-Hispanic predominantly zip codes high levels
18 and over)  white zip codes  people of color of poverty
New York, NY $155,704,363 $22.14 93.0% 7.0% 84.5% 2.0%
Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV $141,792,404 $38.47 84.8% 15.2% 70.0% 2.9%
Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA $101,699,587 $14.86 84.5% 15.5% 63.8% 16.5%
Chicago, IL $80,165,295 $13.26 92.8% 7.2% 77.9% 1.8%
San Francisco, CA $51,525,985 $36.35 82.2% 17.8% 80.7% 7.1%
Philadelphia, PA-NJ $47,338,765 $12.47 96.9% 3.1% 67.0% 2.4%
Boston, MA-NH $46,395,633 $17.58 97.2% 2.8% 80.7% 3.2%
Houston, TX $45,011,243 $15.28 75.1% 24.9% 57.6% 1.3%
Dallas, TX $44,225,172 $17.31 80.4% 19.6% 61.3% 0.4%
Atlanta, GA $35,325,823 $11.71 88.6% 11.4% 53.4% 5.7%
Detroit, MI $33,776,560 $10.33 87.3% 12.7% 62.4% 5.0%
Newark, NJ $32,322,398 $21.09 87.0% 13.0% 83.2% 4.3%
Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI $28,766,551 $13.20 99.2% 0.8% 42.4% 1.3%
Nassau-Suffolk, NY $28,229,615 $13.71 95.2% 4.8% 84.1% 0.0%
St. Louis, MO-IL $26,979,390 $14.11 93.8% 6.2% 59.9% 7.4%
Seattle-Bellevue-Everett, WA $26,574,480 $14.45 93.3% 6.7% 45.7% 3.2%
San Jose, CA $26,015,832 $20.79 89.6% 10.4% 90.8% 0.6%
West Palm Beach-Boca Raton, FL $25,711,187 $28.72 97.3% 2.7% 61.5% 0.4%
Stamford-Norwalk, CT $25,391,418 $95.69 95.9% 4.1% 95.9% 0.0%
Denver, CO $23,857,848 $14.98 96.8% 3.2% 41.0% 1.9%
Miami, FL $21,279,598 $12.56 32.0% 68.0% 36.0% 13.8%
Orange County, CA $20,952,541 $10.06 82.4% 17.6% 71.7% 0.0%
San Diego, CA $19,376,728 $9.27 97.1% 2.9% 65.7% 0.4%
Bergen-Passaic, NJ $18,990,987 $18.23 84.5% 15.5% 78.3% 0.3%
Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN $18,357,154 $15.12 94.8% 5.2% 52.3% 3.4%

*pased on U.S. Census Metropolitan Statistical Areas and Primary Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs/PMSAs)
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APPENDIX III: Tor 25 CONTRIBUTING Zi1P CODES

Tor CONTRIBUTING ZiP CODES
Individual Federal Contributions ($200+)
2000 & 2002 Election Cycles Combined

Zip Code  City / State Total federal Per capita %Asian  %African %Latino  %Other %non-  %households %housholds
contributions  contributions Pacific American Hispanic over below
American white $100K poverty
level

10021 New York, NY $28,354,950 $309.84 6.8% 1.6% 4.6% 0.7% 86.4% 39.7% 5.5%
10022 New York, NY $15,149,025 $530.74 7.0% 1.3% 4.7% 0.6% 86.3%  40.9% 4.9%
60614  Chicago, IL $12,685,571 $214.44 4.5% 4.0% 4.9% 0.7% 85.9%  351% 7.7%
90024 Los Angeles, CA  $11,863,816 $288.05  27.9% 2.5% 7.6% 2.0% 60.0%  25.9% 23.8%
90067 Los Angeles, CA  $11,206,224 $4,667.32 9.9% 1.6% 3.0% 0.9% 84.7%  40.3% 9.0%
94022 Los Altos, CA $9,201,024 $642.89  16.0% 0.6% 2.6% 0.8% 80.0% 64.6% 1.5%
10028 New York, NY $8,780,212 $223.68 5.7% 1.5% 4.1% 0.7% 88.1%  40.0% 5.5%
20007  Washington, DC $8,384,906 $316.35 6.7% 4.1% 5.3% 1.1% 829%  37.2% 10.2%
33480 Palm Beach, FL $8,365,803 $820.82 0.7% 1.5% 2.6% 0.2% 95.0%  45.3% 7.0%
90210 Beverly Hills, CA  $8,048,115 $466.18 6.1% 1.5% 5.2% 2.5% 84.7%  54.7% 6.0%
10128 New York, NY $7,719,879 $149.34 7.4% 4.5% 8.2% 1.0% 79.0%  36.1% 8.2%
20854 Potomac, MD $7,578,780 $224.85  14.6% 4.6% 4.8% 0.8% 75.3% 69.2% 2.1%
22101 Mc Lean, VA $7,574,600 $357.07  11.6% 1.7% 3.7% 0.9% 820%  62.4% 1.8%
10023 New York, NY $7,270,520 $129.63 7.8% 5.0% 7.7% 0.9% 786%  37.9% 7.1%
10019 New York, NY $6,913,588 $208.47  11.4% 54% 15.2% 1.6% 66.4%  28.9% 11.9%
90035 Los Angeles, CA  $6,697,701 $294.09 7.1% 13.2% 7.4% 3.4% 69.0%  21.0% 11.2%
20008  Washington, DC $6,503,707 $272.25 6.7% 5.6% 6.3% 1.0% 80.5%  31.6% 5.3%
20815  Chevy Chase, MD  $6,335,820 $285.95 5.2% 3.5% 5.0% 0.8% 85.4%  47.7% 3.2%
77002 Houston, TX $6,332,797 $501.25 1.3% 404%  21.6% 0.3% 36.3% 19.4% 19.8%
77019 Houston, TX $6,291,752 $480.29 3.5% 5.6% 16.1%  1.0% 738%  33.8% 8.7%
75205 Dallas, TX $6,022,591 $317.65 2.8% 2.0% 6.1% 0.6% 88.5%  39.5% 7.0%
10024 New York, NY $5,990,310 $112.88 4.9% 56% 10.5% 0.9% 782%  40.7% 8.6%
06830 Greenwich, CT $5,850,696 $309.12 4.9% 3.2% 8.9% 0.8% 822%  42.5% 5.3%
60611 Chicago, IL $5,701,727 $226.86  10.1% 5.0% 33% 0.8% 80.7%  35.8% 7.1%
10017 New York, NY $5,653,153 $369.68  15.7% 3.7% 54% 1.3% 740%  33.7% 6.8%
45243 Cincinnati, OH $5,495,370 $473.94 3.1% 1.6% 06% 0.3% 943%  39.8% 2.5%
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ABOUT US
PuBLIC CAMPAIGN

Public Campaign (www.publicampaign.org) is a non-profit, non-partisan organization dedi-
cated to sweeping reform that aims to dramatically reduce the role of big special interest
money in American politics. Public Campaign is laying the foundation for reform by working
with a broad range of organizations, including community groups around the country that are
fighting for change in their states and national organizations whose members are not fairly
represented under the current system. Together we are building a network of national and
state-based efforts to create a powerful national force for change.

Public Campaign
1320 19th Street, NW
Suite M-1
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 293-0222

THE FANNIE LOoU HAMER PROJECT

Founded in 1999, the Fannie Lou Hamer Project (www.flhp.org) is a national education
and advocacy organization dedicated to strengthening our democracy through bringing justice
and equity to the campaign finance system. The Fannie Lou Hamer Project recognizes that any
system of privately financed election campaigns, if only because private wealth is so unequal-
ly and unjustly distributed, guarantees grossly unequal political opportunity. As such, it makes
impossible full and equal access to the political process that is of all our people's birthright.

Committed to building an intergenerational, multicultural constituency, the Project is guid-
ed by perspectives and interests of people of color, youth and disenfranchised communities
around the world. The Project advocates for an authentically democratic campaign finance sys-
tem that ensures political power and voice to everyone.

Through issue education, constituency training and power public policy advocacy, the
Fannie Lou Hamer Project is raising the consciousness of the electorate, galvanizing a grass-
roots movement for a transformation in the way we finance our elections. Together, these
efforts bring the people's perspective and human dignity to the electoral process in the United
States.

Fannie Lou Hamer Project
729 Academy Street
Kalamazoo, MI 49007
(269) 349-9760
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THE WILLIAM C. VELASQUEZ INSTITUTE (WCVI)

The William C. Velasquez Institute (WCVI) is a tax-exempt, non-profit, non-partisan
organization chartered in 1985. The purpose of WCVI (www.wcvi.org) is to conduct research
aimed at improving the level of political and economic participation in Latino and other under-
represented communities. WCVI holds a unique position among national Latino organizations.
In its tradition of working with grassroots organizations, academic institutions and local elect-
ed officials, WCVI fills the gap between intellectual think tanks and community groups.
WCVI conducts research in selected areas of concentration and follows up the implementation
stages: WCVI translates ideas into research, research into education, education into policy
advocacy and policy advocacy into action. WCVI was created:

-To provide information to Latino leaders relevant to the needs of their
constituents

-To inform the Latino leadership and public about the impact of public and
international policies on Latinos

-To inform the Latino leadership and public about political opinions and
behavior of Latinos

William C. Velasquez Institute
2914 N. Main Street
Ist floor
Los Angeles, CA 90031
(323) 222-2217
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