
�
�

����������	����
�
��

�����������
�	����������  
�	���
���  

        Contributions to California Ballot Measures in 2008 
         

A Truth in Governance report from 



�

�

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 
TABLE OF CONTENTS  .......................................................................................................... 2 
 
INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................................. 3-4 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  .................................................................................................... 5-6 
 
BALLOT MEASURE INDEX  ............................................................................................. 7-10 
 
RESEARCH ....................................................................................................................... 11-18 
 
CONCLUSION ....................................................................................................................... 19 
 
METHODOLOGY  ................................................................................................................. 19 
 
GLOSSARY ............................................................................................................................ 20 

 



�

�

INTRODUCTION 
About  
Citizens in Charge Foundation (CICF) is the only national organization dedicated to the belief that citizens 
should be in charge of their government. One of the best tools that citizens have for enacting change is the 
initiative and referendum process. The organization is made up of activists, legislators, opinion leaders, and 
most importantly—citizens—who come together to protect and defend this process in the 26 U.S. states where it 
exists, and extend the process to states currently without the initiative and referendum process. Citizens in 
Charge Foundation works to educate the general public on the benefits of citizen initiative, referendum and 
recall as well as litigate through the court system to protect and expand these petition rights. 
 
Ballot Initiative Primer 
Ballot measures provide citizens the opportunity to discuss and vote on policy issues at the local and state level. 
Using this process, citizens can bring an issue to a public vote by gathering a pre-determined number of 
signatures from registered voters. Some common names for ballot measures include initiative and referendum 
(I&R), voter initiatives, propositions, citizen initiatives, or questions. There are three basic types of ballot 
measures: initiatives, referendums and recalls. These terms are defined in more detail in the Glossary section of 
this report. 
 
Role of Initiative and Referendum 
One might wonder about the role of the initiative and referendum process and ask, “Isn’t it the legislature’s role 
to make laws?” Though state legislatures serve as the main source of lawmaking, sometimes a legislature may 
become unresponsive to the needs or wishes of the people that elected them, thereby prompting a need for 
citizens to act. Sometimes legislators weigh well financed special interest groups over public interests or the 
public will of the general electorate. The initiative and referendum process provides citizens with a way to 
rectify this situation.   
 
Money as a Concern in Initiative and Referendum 
Over the years, widespread concerns about the detrimental effects of money in lawmaking, which may, from 
time-to-time, favor private over public interests or overshadow the public will of the general citizenry, has 
prompted investigations into the ability of average citizens or communities to be heard by their legislators. 
Because some individuals, interest groups, religious institutions, trade associations, corporations, etc. often 
contribute millions of dollars to a ballot measure committee (or an elected official’s campaign), enormous 
political influence can be exerted upon the legislative process. In itself, this is constitutional. However, this 
report seeks to begin an inquiry that clarifies the role of money in I&R, to see if in fact, money plays as 
influential a role in the outcome of ballot measures as generally perceived.  
 
Citizens in Charge Foundation commissioned this Truth In Governance report, an in-depth look into the 
dynamics of different types of contributors, all competing to influence the outcome of ballot measures. This 
report explores two overarching questions. 
 

� Who spends? For example, which industries, unions or entities across all sectors of society tend to exert 
the most financial influence? Focusing on California, are most ballot measure committee contributions 
from outside the state?  

� Who wins? For example, when ballot measure committees outspend the opposition, to what degree does 
this factor lead to winning outcomes? To what degree do large contributions fund ballot measures? 
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The Scope of This Report 
This report invites readers to see a snapshot 
or window into the financial world of 
California’s direct democracy. From here the 
reader may begin a larger inquiry. The 
purpose of this report seeks to present an 
independent analysis and synthesis of 
findings; it does not take a position on any 
issue nor seek a predetermined outcome. 
 
In presenting “Money In The Initiative 
Process,” the principal findings are based on 
a comprehensive investigation based on the 
California Secretary of State Campaign 
Finance Activity online database, examining 
the contribution patterns of the 2008 election 
cycle.  

- Jose Saramago, Nobel Prize winning author 

“It is difficult to 
understand these 

people who 
democratically take 

part in elections and a 
referendum, but are 

then incapable of 
democratically 

accepting the will of 
the people.” 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Historical Context 
For over a century, the initiative and 
referendum process has given voters a 
greater voice in their government. The right 
to initiative and referendum is recognized by 
26 states, as well as thousands of local 
jurisdictions all across the country. These 
processes operate under widely varying 
laws, rules, regulations, and restrictions, so 
that the petition rights of citizens in one state 
may be quite different than the rights of 
citizens in another state. 
 
As the political process has increasingly 
become polarized by competing political 
interests, the power of entrenched interest 
groups grows, vis-à-vis the citizenry. As a 
result, traditional representative government 
often struggles with making heads or tails 
between various policy measures to serve the 
public interest. Institutions of direct 
democracy have evolved in part to help 
clarify the consent of the governed, if and 
when, confusion arises among lawmakers. If 
well-organized, coordinated and respectfully 
honored, the right to petition can ensure both 
public priorities and public interests. 
 
Though the right to petition government has 
several centuries of development, and 
institutionalized rights to initiative and 
referendum just over a century of practice in 
this country, these mechanisms are by no 
means universal throughout the United 
States. 

Recent Work on California  
In early 2010, the Citizens in Charge Foundation published Of 
the People, By the People, For the People: A 2010 Report 
Card on Statewide Voter Initiative Rights, documenting the 
extent to which California citizens enjoy the right to propose 
constitutional amendments and state laws (statutes) by 
petition, and to call a People’s Veto (a statewide referendum) 
on laws passed by the legislature. 
 
Looking Ahead 
Citizens in Charge Foundation has commissioned this report 
to give a clearer picture of the extent to which residents of 
various states have the ability to influence their government 
through the initiative and referendum process—specifically 
from a fiscal perspective. The findings serve as a starting 
point for citizens, news professionals, scholars, public 
officials and citizens alike to explore how to move forward 
and improve the initiative and referendum process.  
 
Citizens in Charge Foundation hopes that the following report 
findings will be regarded for establishing verifiable evidence 
and uncovering surprising insights—the grist for future 
inquiry.  

Key Findings 
 
This report, based on an initial review of over 167,000 
transactions compiled from the California Secretary of State 
Campaign Finance Activity 2008 Propositions website, 
identifies nine important findings that clarify the role of 
money in the initiative process. We hope it stimulates further 
inquiry into how California can open the initiative process to 
more average citizens.  
 
Who Spends 

1. Californians contribute more. Californians contributed 
84% of the total contributions (gross receipt) to ballot 
measures, compared to 16% out-of-state contributions.  

2. The majority of contributions. A significant majority 
of the funding for all 2008 California ballot measures 
came from contributions of $10,000 or more. In fact, 
48% of total contributions (gross receipt) to California 
ballot measures derived from contributions of a 
million dollars or more by corporations, Indian tribes, 
unions and wealthy individuals. In addition, 88% of 
total contributions (gross receipt) to California ballot 
measures derived from donations of $10,000 or more  
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NOVEMBER 4, 2008 GENERAL ELECTION  

by corporations, Indian tribes, unions and 
large contributions by individuals. 

3. Correlations with contributions. Ballot 
measure contribution amounts rise in 
proportion to the degree of ideological or 
financial consequence, hence top spending 
after gaming focused on energy policy. Of 
significant financial consequence, three 
ballot measures (Prop 7, 10 and 94-97) 
received a majority of total contributions 
derived from large donations of 
$1,000,000 or more. Similarly, a 
correlation exists between ballot measure 
subject matter and increases in the amount 
of contributions. Ballot measures about 
legal changes that directly impact specific 
demographic constituencies—gay 
marriage or ethnic communities—tended 
to outspend other types of ballot measures. 
Those that outspent the opposition on such 
issues in 2008 tended to win.  

4. In-kind contributions play a surprisingly 
significant role. Given the gross receipt of 
the top five contributions per proposition, 
in-kind contributions comprised an 
unusually significant amount; they ranged 
from roughly $122,000.00 to 
$1,400,000.00 in gross per measure. 
 

Who Wins 
 
5. Money does not guarantee successful 

ballot measure outcomes. While these 
large contributions may dwarf the 
financial clout of the average citizen, 
outspending a ballot measure does not 
guarantee success at the polls, when every 
citizen’s vote counts the same. In many 
cases, measures passed or failed though 
the spending was lopsided against such an 
outcome. The incredible example is found 
in Proposition 10 (Alternative Fuel and 
Renewable Energy Bonds), which lost 
even though the Yes side outspent the No 
side by a whopping ratio of 161 to 1. 
Other examples include two underdog 
measures—Proposition 5 (Nonviolent 
Drug Offense. Sentencing, Parole and 
Rehabilitation) and Proposition 93 (Limits 
On Legislator’ Terms In Office)—where 

the ballot opposition committees were outspent 2 
to 1, yet witnessed their desired outcome.   

6. Supporters outspent opponents. Winning ballot 
measure committees received 69% of total 
contributions. 

7. Big contributions spent to pass measures 
improve chances to win. In total, five out of eight 
ballot measures won where ‘yes’ ballot measure 
committees outspent ‘no’ ballot measure 
committees by 2 to 1 or better, resulting in a win-
loss ratio of 62.5%. 
 

Who Spends the Most to Win 
 

8. Top contributors are advocates. As a correlation, 
most top five contributors by industry per ballot 
measure across various constituent groups derive 
from advocacy interest groups, ballot measure 
committees, or individuals more than others (i.e. 
Prop 5, 8, 92-99).  

9. Top 21 largest contributors spend majority of 
million dollar or more contributions. In total, the 
top 21 biggest contributors spent 
$151,124,750.00 (gross receipts), roughly 80% 
of the total $1,000,000 or greater type of 
contributions. Of these, the top three contributors 
from both the gaming and energy industry (six 
contributors) combined outspent all other 
industries within the top 21 contributors by a 
margin of 5 to 1.  

 
Background Notes  

Several campaign committees organized to support or 
oppose ballot measures on a variety of issues. Note: For 
2008 CA ballot measures, the 94-97 and 98-99 grouping 
occurred because each ballot measure committee voted 
consistently across propositions. According to the 
California Secretary of State database of campaign 
finance disclosures on ballot measures, Proposition 12 
and 91 received a zero amount of contributions and 
expenditures from ballot measure committees during the 
2008 election cycle. Therefore, these two ballot 
measures are exempt from scrutiny.   

Also, each 2008 California ballot measure is a type of 
proposition, often denoted in shorthand as “Prop”. In 
addition, term ‘ballot measure committee’ refers 
synonymously with ‘political action committee’ (PAC). 

 

List order: Name, Type, Yes/No Contributions (to nearest one million dollars) and Yes/No vote totals. 
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Proposition 5. Nonviolent Drug Offense. Sentencing, Parole and Rehabilitation. 
Type: Citizen Initiated State Statute.  
 
                       $7,611,966.03 for YES                      $2,878,307.07 for NO 

Failed 5,155,206 voted YES 40.5% 7,566,783 voted NO 59.5% 
 

Proposition 1A. Safe, Reliable High-Speed Train Bond Act.  
Type: Legislatively Referred. 
 
                     $2,694,854.96 for YES                         $0 for NO 

    Passed 6,680,485 voted YES 52.7% 6,015,944 votes NO 47.3%  
 

Proposition 3. Children's Hospital Bond Act. Grant Program. 
Type: Citizen Initiated State Statute.  
 
                       $6,823,455.04 for YES                                         $0 for NO  

Passed 6,984,319 voted YES 55.3% 5,654,586 voted NO 44.7% 
 

Proposition 4. Parent Notification Before Terminating Minor's Pregnancy. 
Type: Citizen Initiated Constitutional Amendment.  
 
                       $2,376,485.91 for YES                    $10,046,073.86 for NO 

Failed 6,220,473 voted YES 48.0% 6,728,478 voted NO 52.0% 
 

Proposition 2. Standards for Confining Farm Animals. 
Type: Citizen Initiated State Statute.  
 
                       $7,850,058.66 for YES                      $8,505,354.14 for NO 

Passed 8,203,769 voted YES 63.5% 4,731,738 voted NO 36.5% 
 

2008 BALLOT MEASURE INDEX 



�

�

Proposition 10. Alternative Fuel Vehicles and Renewable Energy Bonds. 
Type: Citizen Initiated State Statute.  
                     $22,499,850.00 for YES                         $139,207.99 for NO 

Failed 5,098,666 voted YES 40.5% 7,464,154 voted NO 59.5% 
 

Proposition 9. Criminal Justice System. Victims' Rights. Parole. 
Type: Citizen Initiated Constitutional Amendment.  
 
                       $5,110,002.65 for YES                                         $0 for NO 

Passed 6,682,465 voted YES 53.9% 5,728,968 voted NO 46.1% 
 

Proposition 8. Eliminates Right of Same-Sex Couples to Marry.  
Type: Citizen Initiated Constitutional Amendment. 
 
                     $40,489,470.00 for YES                     $62,392,010.00 for NO  

Passed 7,001,084 voted YES 52.3% 6,401,482 voted NO 47.7% 
 

Proposition 7. Renewable Energy Generation. 
Type: Citizen Initiated State Statute.  
 
                       $7,532,004.00 for YES                    $29,778,549.00 for NO 

Failed 4,502,235 voted YES 35.5% 8,155,181 voted NO 64.5% 
 

Proposition 6. Police, Law Enforcement Funding. Criminal Laws. 
Type: Citizen Initiated State Statute.  
 
                          $843,323.00 for YES                      $2,333,023.90 for NO 

Failed 3,824,390 voted YES 30.9% 8,559,647 voted NO 69.1% 
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Prop 99. Eminent Domain. Limits on Government Acquisition. 
Type: Citizen Initiated State Statute.   
                     $10,752,751.90 for YES                      $5,444,969.94 for NO 

Passed 2,678,106 voted YES 62.0% 1,644,509 voted NO 38.0% 
 

Special Recall Election. Special Recall Election-Senate District 12. 
Type: Recall 
                                          $0 for YES                       $1,829,618.95 for NO 

Failed 20,043 voted YES 24.6% 61,309 voted NO 75.4% 
 

Prop 12. Veteran’s Bond.  
Type: Legislatively Referred. 
No contributions to ballot measure committees. 

Passed 7,807,630 voted YES 63.6% 4,481,196 voted NO 36.4% 
 

Prop 11. Redistricting. 
Type: Citizen Initiated Constitutional Amendment.  
 
                     $15,774,712.00 for YES                      $1,525,816.00 for NO 

Passed 6,095,033 voted YES 50.9% 5,897,655 voted NO 49.1% 
 

Prop 98. Eminent Domain. Limits on Government Authority.  
Type: Citizen Initiated State Statute.  
                       $5,444,969.94 for YES                    $10,752,751.90 for NO 

Failed 1,675,213 voted YES 38.4% 2,677,456 voted NO 61.6% 
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Proposition 93. Limits On Legislators' Terms In Office. 
Type: Citizen Initiated Constitutional Amendment.  
                     $10,281,947.75 for YES                      $3,939,463.00 for NO 

Failed 3,961,466 voted YES 46.4% 4,574,826 voted NO 53.6% 
 

Prop 94-97.Referendum on Amendment to Indian Gaming Compact. 
Type: Veto Referendum. 
                     $70,588,870.10 for YES                    $45,862,822.00 for NO 

Passed 4,812,313 voted YES 55.6% 3,848,998 voted NO 44.4% 
 

FEBRUARY 5, 2008 PRIMARY ELECTION 

Proposition 91. Transportation Funds.  
Type: Citizen Initiated Constitutional Amendment. 
No Contributions to ballot measure committees.  

Failed 3,427,588 voted YES 41.6% 4,794,776 voted NO 58.4% 
 

Proposition 92. Community Colleges. Funding. Governance. Fees. 
Type: Citizen Initiated State Statute.  
                          $642,221.23 for YES                      $2,148,000.00 for NO 

Failed 3,613,332 voted YES 42.7% 4,831,445 voted NO 57.3% 
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47%53%

Total 2008 Contributions = 
$390,222,192 

Yes vs. No

No Votes (In Opposition) =
$182,137,434
Yes Votes (In Favor) =
$208,084,758

31%
69%

Total 2008 Contributions = 
$390,222,192 

Winning vs. Losing

Losers Contribution Amount =
$122,604,767
Winners Contribution Amount =
$267,617,425

84%

16%

Total 2008 Contributions = 
$390,222,192   

In-State vs. Out-Of-State

In-State Contributions =
$327,857,642
Out-Of-State Contributions =
$62,364,550

Legend: For California 2008 ballot measures, each dual dollar figure taken together equals $390,222,192.00, 
rounded to the nearest dollar. This figure includes in-kind contributions, loans and cash contributions. 

Who Spends 

Californians contribute more. See above: Aggregating and sorting the data proves most contributions derive 
from transactions registered in-state, signifying a donor’s residency. For those who assume a larger portion of 
contributions occur from out-of-state donors, this data comes as a surprise. In fact, in 2008, Californians 
contributed over $327,000,000 or 84% of the total funding (gross receipt) to advance ballot measures. 

Winning vs. losing & yes vs. no. See above: Ballot measure committees who suffered defeat received just over 
$122,000,000, roughly 31% of the total contributions reported. Conversely, the gross receipt of ballot measure 
committees who succeed in passing a measure received 69% of the total 2008 contributions. Interestingly, the 
first two pie charts suggest that most contributions went to winning ballot measure committees.       

Correlations with contributions. See page 12: In 2008, For every ballot measure large contributions related to 
three variables: 1) subject matter; 2) potential economic impact; and 3) specific industries or constituencies. In 
the chart on page 12, the ballot measures with the largest contributions—which includes ‘yes’ and ‘no’ ballot 
measure committee contributions—focused on Marriage law and Indian gaming. Unlike the other ballot 
measures, Prop 8 and Prop 94-97 involved specific demographic constituencies—one sexual orientation, one 
ethnic, respectively.  

Secondly, a correlation also exists between the degree to which a ballot measure offers significant economic 
impact and higher contributions. Each ranking represents the total amount (gross receipt) of million dollar 
donations attributable to the particular contributor, some of which include other ballot measure committees. As 
a case in point, three ballot measures (Prop 7, 10 and 94-97) received a vast majority of contributions derived 
from large donations of $1,000,000 or more. For example, of the roughly $23,000,000 in contributions Prop 10 
received, $18,000,000 or 78% derived from donations of $1,000,000 or more. 

Thirdly, correlated with additional data sets about top donors (see pages 15-16), Prop 8 and Prop 94-97 
comprised the most funds from ballot measure committees giving to other ballot measure committees and 
interest groups. Second greatest spending for these two measures derived from interest groups and tribal 
communities. 

RESEARCH 
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Prop 93

Prop 94-97
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Recall

$10,000+ $1,000,000+ Contributions

Legend: Technically, Proposition 98 and 99 deal with different sub-issues within the eminent domain policy 
and though each witnessed different ballot results, ballot measure committees advocated a consistent position 
toward each: supporters of 98 opposed 99, as well as vice versa—supporters of 99 opposed 98. Thus, the 
chart groups these two propositions together. Note $10,000+ refers to contributions that range from $10,000 
to below $1,000,000, whereas $1,000,000+ refers to the total amount of contributions equal to or greater than 
$1,000,000.  

Who Spends (continued) 

The majority of contributions.  See above: A significant majority of the funding for all 2008 California 
ballot measures came from large donations of $10,000 or more. In fact, 48% of total contributions (gross 
receipt) to California ballot measures derived from donations of a million dollars or more by corporations, 
Indian tribes, unions and large contributions by individuals. In addition, 88% of total contributions (gross 
receipt) to California ballot measures derived from donations of $10,000 or more by corporations, Indian 
tribes, unions and large contributions by individuals. 
 
Top contributors by industry.  As pages 15-16 indicate, a significant portion of the top five contributions 
for�each ballot measure originate from ballot measure committees, interest groups or lucrative individual 
contributors. For example, from the top five contributors (i.e. five transactions) of Proposition 8, just over 
$7,500,000.00 or 65% of the total amount contributed originated from the combination of ballot measure 
committees, interest groups and individual donations.  

In-kind contributions play a surprisingly significant role.  See previous two charts on pages 15-16: For 
each ballot measure, toward the top is a band of light pink. This signifies the amount of in-kind contributions. 
Given the gross receipt of the top five contributions per proposition, in-kind contributions comprised an 
unusually significant amount; they ranged from roughly $122,000.00 to $1,400,000.00 in gross per measure. 
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2008 CA Ballot Measure Contributions - Yes vs. No
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Legend: Red bars signify failed measures; green bars signify passed measures. Proposition 98 and 99 deal with 
different sub-issues within eminent domain policy and though each witnessed different ballot results, ballot 
measure committees advocated a consistent position toward each. Four committees comprised the opposition 
side, whereas one committee comprised the support side for Proposition 98. Thus the support column in blue 
indicates nearly $5,500,000 in favor of Proposition 98. The opposition column in yellow indicates just over 
$10,000,000 in contributions to reject Proposition 98.   
 

Who Wins 
 
Money does not guarantee successful ballot measure outcomes. See below: Though Proposition 94-97 ballot 
measure committees in favor of passing the measure outspent the opposition and won, one cannot assume that 
money guarantees victory. Thus, in the Proposition 8 contest, advocates for passage were outspent by a margin 
of 3 to 2, yet won. Even underdogs can win: In Proposition 5 and 93 the ‘yes’ ballot measure committees 
outspent the ‘no’ committees by more than 2 to 1, yet lost (see below).  However, sometimes outspending the 
opposition makes a difference. In Proposition 94-97, advocates for a ‘yes’ vote to pass the measure cleared the 
widest margin between spending, roughly spending just over $70,000,000.00 compared to the ballot measure 
committees opposed, who received over $45,000,000 in total contributions (gross receipt). 
 
The big upsets. See below: In Proposition 5, 10 and 93 the ballot measure committees who opposed the passage 
of the measures were outspent by a margin of 2 to 1 or more, yet claimed victory. In the biggest upset of ballot 
measure for 2008, supporters in favor of passing Prop 10 invested nearly $22,500,000, whereas opposing 
contributors invested a little over $139,000 to defeat the measure—a spending margin of 161 to 1. 
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Prop 93 (Term Limits)

Prop 5 (Law Enforcement)

Prop 10 (Energy)

Prop 94-97 (Gaming)

Prop 1A (Transportation)

Prop 3 (Healthcare)

Prop 9 (Law Enforcement)

Prop 11 (Election Reform)

Win-Loss Ratio for when Yes Outspends No By 2 to 1 

999% or Higher for $ Over No % Yes $ Over No

�
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Legend: Red bars signify failed measures; green bars signify passed measures. A percentage change is a way to 
express a change between amounts. In this case, it represents the relative change between the No contributions 
and Yes contributions.  

Big contributions spent to pass measures improve chances to win. See above: It can be said that the dollars 
contributed from the No side were outspent from the Yes side by over 999% for three ballot measures in 2008: 
Prop 1A, 3 and 9. These three ballot measures passed. Similarly, Prop 11 received ‘yes’ contributions at 933% 
the amount of ‘no’. In total, five out of eight ballot measures won where ‘yes’ ballot measure committees 
outspent ‘no’ ballot measure committees by 2 to 1 or better, resulting in a win-loss ratio of 62.5%. 

 

Who Spends to Win 

When analyzing the data to measure financial clout, our research approach took a slice of the comprehensive 
database, attempting to drill down at the greatest swath of financial influence: the top five contributions by 
industry per ballot measure. In the following pages (pp. 15-16), columnar bar charts illustrate this particular set 
of data. Several patterns emerge as findings related to the frequency and influence of certain industries across 
ballot measures—sometimes in surprising places.  
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Property Assoc.

Conservation
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Religious

Civic

Top 5 In-Kind

Construction

Legal

Transportation

Health

Business

Finance

Education

Trade Unions

Individ. Donors

Agriculture

Interest Groups

Gaming

Energy

Law Enforcement

PAC

Sum of top 5 contributions by industry per 2008 CA propositions ($10,000-$999,999.99). See above: Each 
column represents the total amount of contributions from the five largest contributors, aggregated by industry. 
According to the California’s Secretary of State database of campaign finance disclosures, several patterns 
emerge with respect to contributors and the nature of the issue at stake. For example, in the issues at stake that 
involve energy (Propositions 7 and 10) or health (Propositions 3 and 4) policy, a significant majority of the top 
five donors or transactions derive from associations, interest groups and individual donors with an ideological 
or financial stake in energy and health issues. 
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Sum of top 5 contributions by industry per 2008 CA propositions ($10,000-$999,999.99) continued. See 
above: Each column represents the total amount of contributions from the five largest contributors, aggregated 
by industry. In a similar example, Propositions 92-99 accumulated a simple majority of their contributions from 
associations, interest groups and individual contributors with an ideological or financial stake in eminent 
domain (Prop 98-99), Indian gaming (Prop 94-97), term limits (Prop 93) and community colleges (Prop 92).  
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$107M or 57%

$3M or 
2%

$1M or 
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Total of $1 Million+ Donations = $187,749,750.00

Prop 94-97 Prop 93 Prop 11 Prop 10 Prop 9 Prop 8 Prop 7 Prop 5 Prop 2

Who Spends to Win (continued) 

2008 California ballot measure million dollar contributions. See above: Analyzing the data per ballot 
measure, Proposition 94-97 garnered 57% of the total sum of million dollar contributions, which equaled 
$187,749,750.00. Proposition 7 garnered the next highest amount at 18% or $34,479,750.00, while Proposition 
10 ranked third at 10% or $18,000,000.00.  

2008 California top large contributors. See page 18: A ranking of top ballot measure contributors offers a 
snapshot of the 48% of total $1,000,000 or more contributions, which appear in various ballot measures. A 
correlation exists between the degree to which a ballot measure offers significant economic impact and higher 
contributors. Each numbered ranking represents the total amount (gross receipt) of million dollar contributions 
attributable to the particular contributor for the corresponding ballot measure. Of particular interest, some ballot 
committees contribute to others, as in the case of Prop 8 where ‘No On 8, Equality For All’ contributed roughly 
$5,500,000.  
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California's Top Large Contributors 

1) GAMING-($31.5M) Morongo Band of Mission Indians-Yes on
94-97)

2) GAMING-($25.6M) Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission
Indians-Yes on 94-97)

3) GAMING-($20.5M) Tribes For Fair Play (Californians Against
Unfair Deals, No on 94-97)

4) ENERGY-($15M) Clean Energy Fuels Corporation
(Californians For Energy Independence - Yes on Prop 10)

5) ENERGY-($13M) PG&E Corpporation (Californians Against
Another Costly Energy Scheme-No On 7)

6) ENERGY-($12.2M) Edison International (Californians Against
Another Costly Energy Scheme-No on 7)

7) ENERGY-($7.2M) Peter Sperling (Californians For Solar And
Clean Energy-Yes on Prop 7)

8) MARRIAGE-($5.5M) No On 8-Equality California (No On 8,
Equality For All)

9) LAW ENFORCEMENT-($4.8M) Mr. Henry T. Nicholas III
(Marsy's Law: Justice for Crime Victims, Yes on Prop 9)

10) ENERGY-($3M) Chesapeake Energy (Californians For
Energy Independence - Yes on Prop 10)

11) AGRICULTURE-($2M) Human Society of The United States
(Yes on Prop 2-Californians For Humane Farms)

12) LAW ENFORCEMENT-($1.4M) Bob Wilson (loan) (Nora
Campaign, Yes on 5)

13) MARRIAGE-($1.2M) Robert W. Wilson (No On Prop 8,
Campaign For Marriage Equality-ACLU of Northern CA)

14) MARRIAGE-($1M) Knights of Columbus Headquarters
(Protectmarriage.com-Yes on 8)

15) MARRIAGE-($1M) California Teachers' Association Issues
PAC (No on 8-Equality For All)

16) LAW ENFORCEMENT-($1M) George Soros (Nora
Campaign, Yes on 5)

17) LAW ENFORCEMENT-($1M) CA Correctional Peace
Officers Assoc. (People Against The Prop 5 Deception)

18) ELECTIONS-($1M) Charles T. Munger, Jr. (Yes On 11-Hold
Politicians Accountable)

19) ELECTIONS-($1M) Poizner Family Trust (Poizner's Alliance
For California's Renewal, No on Prop 93)

20) ELECTIONS-($1M) CA Correctional Peace Officers Assoc.
(Poizner's Alliance For California's Renewal, No on 93)

21) ELECTIONS-($1M) California State Council of Service
Employees Issues (Yes on Prop 93)

Million dollar c ontributions. See above: 
In total, the top 21 biggest contributors 
spent $151,124,750.00, roughly 80% of the 
total $1,000,000 or greater type of 
contributions (see chart on preceding page). 

Lowest million dollar contributions.  See 
above: Law enforcement (i.e. Prop 5 and 9) 
and elections (i.e. Prop 11 and 93) ranked 
the lowest in contributions of $1,000,000 or 
greater. These two issues comprised 
roughly 7% of the total amount spent in the 
top 21 ballot measure committee 
contributors.  

Notable findings. 

� The top three contributors from 
both the gaming and energy 
industry (first six contributors listed 
left) combined outspent all other top 
industries within the top 21 
contributors by a margin of 5-to-1.  

� Though big spending may have 
aided passage of Props 94-97, both 
Prop 7 and 10 failed, demonstrating 
that $1,000,000 contributions offer 
no guarantee of winning.  

Humane 

Corporation 
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A significant majority of the funding for all 2008 California ballot measures came from large donations of 
$10,000 or more. In fact, 48 percent of contributions to California ballot measures derived from donations of a 
million dollars or more by corporations, Indian tribes, unions and wealthy individuals. While these large 
contributions may dwarf the financial clout of the average citizen, significantly outspending one's opponents on 
a ballot measure does not guarantee success at the polls, when every citizen’s vote counts the same. In many 
cases, measures passed or failed though the spending was lopsided against such an outcome. The most 
incredible example is found in the case of Proposition 10, which lost even though the Yes side outspent the No 
side by a whopping ratio of 161 to 1. 
 
It is the desire of Citizens in Charge Foundation that this report – as well as forthcoming reports in California 
and the other states with initiative and referendum processes – will prompt greater discussion about the impact 
of money in the initiative and referendum process. 
 

CONCLUSION 

To conduct the research for this report, “Money in the Initiative Process: Who Spends? Who Wins?”, Citizens 
in Charge Foundation enlisted Alexander D. Moll as principal investigator of over 167,000 financial records 
within the California Secretary of State Campaign Finance Activity online database. The research entailed 
examining contribution patterns in the 2008 election cycle. Campaign finance disclosure forms and 
downloadable excel formatted spreadsheets were collated and integrated into a digital master file by which to 
sort the data under various categories. This master file database permitted analysis and the ability to recognize 
data patterns or correlations. The master file of California campaign finance transactions for 2008 is the first 
step in a national project to compile campaign finance information for each of the 26 state with statewide 
initiative and/or referendum processes into a searchable database permitting additional study. Further details on 
the design, execution and analysis of the research findings can be obtained from the Citizens in Charge 
Foundation. 

METHODOLOGY
NCLUSION 
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Definitions used in this report. 

Ballot measure: The right reserved to the people to approve or reject an act of the 
legislature, or the right of the people to approve or reject legislation that has been 
referred to them by the legislature. Examples include the initiative and referendum. 

Initiative: is the procedure by which the people instead of the legislature introduce and 
enact a law. A specified number of voters propose the law they wish to be placed on a 
ballot to have it voted up or down by their fellow citizens. 

Legislatively referred: is a form of referendum in which a legislature puts proposed 
legislation up for popular vote (either voluntarily or, in the case of a constitutional 
amendment, as a necessary part of the procedure), rather than through the initiative or 
referendum process. 

Ballot measure committee or political action committee (PAC): is the name 
commonly given to a private group, regardless of size, organized to elect political 
candidates or to advance the outcome of a political issue or legislation. 

Recall: is the procedure by which the people may remove the governor, lieutenant 
governor, or members of the state legislature from office. The recall question appears on 
a special election ballot.  

Referendum: is the procedure by which the people approve or reject a law already 
passed by the legislature. The referendum petition must be filed within a set amount of 
time after the adjournment of a legislative session at which the law was passed, in order 
for it to appear on a ballot to be voted on. 
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A Truth in Governance report from Citizens in Charge 
Foundation  
 
© Copyright 2010, Citizens in Charge Foundation 
Citizens in Charge Foundation is the only national 
transpartisan voter rights group dedicated to protecting and 
expanding the ballot initiative and referendum process. 
 

For more information visit: 
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