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Take this little quiz to
test your background
knowledge of campaign
finance and party affili-
ation. 

1. What do Jamie Di-
mon, Loyd Blankfein,
and Larry Fink have in
common?

a) All played the lead
in “Fiddler on the Roof”

b) All are Wall Street
bankers

c) All had a rare form
of cancer that was treat-
ed by liver cells from jel-
lyfish

d) Hungarian wives
2. In the 2012 presi-

dential campaign, what
activity did these three
men undertake?

a) They helped raise
$100 million for the Oba-
ma campaign

b) They helped raise
$100 million for the Rom-
ney campaign

c) Dirty tricks cam-
paigns on behalf of the
Democrats

d) They helped raise
$100 million for the
Green Party

3. Of the 12 richest
people in Congress, what
is the breakdown be-
tween Democrats and
Republicans?

a) 6 Democrats, 6 Re-
publicans

b) 10 Republicans, 2
Democrats

c) 8 Democrats, 4 Re-
publicans

d) 8 Republicans, 4
Democrats

4. Of the 20 richest zip
code areas in the U.S.,
which of the following

describes their cam-
paign contribution pat-
terns?

a) 10 areas donated to
Republicans, 10 donated
to Democrats

b) 14 areas donated to
Republicans, 6 donated
to Democrats

c) 19 areas donated to
Republicans, 1 donated
to Democrats

d) 19 areas donated to
Democrats, 1 donated to
Republicans

5. Four of the five
richest zip code areas
are located in or near
what U.S. city?

a) New York City
b) Washington, D,C,
c) Dallas
d) Seattle
e) Los Angeles
6. The East Coast is

well known for its Ivy
League schools, largely
prestigious and private.
Of all professors tenured
at Ivy League schools,
how were their cam-

paign donations distrib-
uted?

a) 87 percent of their
donations went to Demo-
crats

b) 67 percent of their
donations went to Re-
publicans

c) 67 percent of their
donations went to Demo-
crats

d) 54 percent of their
donations went to Re-
publicans

7. In 2004, the New
York Times studied the
wealth distribution
among members of Con-
gress. What was their
conclusion?

a) 70 percent of the
richest members of Con-
gress were Republicans

b) 50 percent of the
richest members of Con-
gress were Democrats,
50 percent were Republi-
cans

c) 60 percent of the
richest members of Con-
gress were Democrats

d) 60 percent of the
richest members of Con-
gress were Republicans

8. Elizabeth Warren
was elected to the U.S.
Senate in 2012 from the
State of Massachusetts.
Candidate Warren had
proclaimed the system
to be “corrupt.” What
was Sen. Warren’s posi-
tion before being elected
to the Senate and what
was her compensation?

a) A world renowned
criminal investigator
earning $640,000+ per
year

b) CEO of an electron-
ics company earning
$190,000 plus stock op-
tions

c) Harvard Law Pro-
fessor earning $356,000+
per year

d) A high velocity
trader earning $300,000
per year

9. A billionaire recent-
ly committed to spend-
ing $100 million in 2014 to

elect candidates com-
mitted to climate change
legislation. Who is he?

a) Leonard di Caprio
b) Matt Damon
c) Tom Steyer
d) George Soros
Right wing money,

left wing money — it is
all the same. 

Don’t fall for the par-
tisan buffoonery or the
syrupy righteous rheto-
ric. Nobody is clean
here. 

Right and left wing
money are corrupting
the system, but, fortu-
nately, they are making
the public campaign fi-
nance option a whole lot
more attractive.

Answers: 1 .(b) 2. (a) 3.
(c) 4. (d) 5. (b) 6. (a) 7. (b)
8. (c) 9. (c) 

Jim Hettinger is the chief
provocateur of Urban(e)
development Services and
retired chief executive of
Battle Creek Unlimited.

Take this quiz to follow political money

JIM HETTINGER
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Many trends in Amer-
ican politics and govern-
ment today make me wor-
ry about the health of our
representative democra-
cy. These include the de-
cline of Congress as a
powerful, co-equal
branch of government,
the accumulation of pow-
er in the presidency, and
the impact of money on
the overall political proc-
ess.

Recently, the Supreme
Court’s five-member ma-
jority declared that it’s
unconstitutional to limit
the aggregate amount an
individual can give to
candidates, political par-
ties, and political action
committees. 

Campaign contribu-
tions amplify free
speech, these justices
maintain, and campaign
finance laws violate the
First Amendment: any
limit on the ability of indi-
viduals to contribute to
candidates is a restraint
of free speech. 

The only legitimate
cause for the government
to step in is to fight bla-
tant, obvious corruption;
it should not act to limit
access and influence by
well-to-do donors. The re-
sult of this decision will
almost certainly increase
the impact of money on
the political system.

The problem is, money
doesn’t have to be handed
over in an envelope filled
with one-hundred-dollar
bills to be harmful. The
Supreme Court decision
seems to be insensitive to
what money is doing to
the political system.

Big money is here to
stay in politics. Those of
us who wish it were other-
wise have lost that argu-
ment — at least for the
near term.

But we weren’t mis-
taken about the impact of
free-flowing campaign
cash on the system. 

Politicians need large
sums of money to run for
office, and they spend a

lot of time raising it. They
are keenly attuned to gen-
erous donors. 

Inevitably, this gives
more political influence
to the relative handful of
wealthy donors (only a
few thousand at best) who
choose to “invest” in poli-
tics and often, though not
invariably, get what they
want. The influence of
voters without the finan-
cial means to command
attention is diminished.

Lawmakers, of course,
insist that big donors get
nothing in response for
their contributions ex-
cept, perhaps, for a little
face time. 

I am skeptical of that
claim. Money buys access
that people without money
don’t get, and access is
nothing less than an oppor-
tunity to affect legislation.

It is a rare politician
who can remain entirely
uninfluenced by large po-
litical contributions to his
or her campaign. After
all, members of Congress
seek assignments to com-
mittees that are known to
be useful for fundraising.

Over many years both
inside and outside Con-
gress, I saw very little
outright corruption, but
on a frequent basis I
could see money’s dispro-
portionate influence on
the decisions of govern-
ment and its distortion of
our representative de-
mocracy. 

With their decision,
the justices may have ex-
panded personal liberty,
but they’ve done so lop-
sidedly: boosting the lib-
erty of ordinary individ-
uals who cannot afford to

give to political cam-
paigns gains them noth-
ing in the way of political
influence.

The Court’s decision
further empowers a few
rich people and disem-
powers many ordinary
people. This is not a desir-
able direction for our rep-
resentative government. 

Our system should en-
courage a government
responsive to all citizens,
not just a few.

What can we do? I
would prefer that the
president and Congress
step in and design rules of
campaign finance that
would reverse the grow-
ing influence of money on
our campaigns, but that
does not appear likely to
happen.

Indeed, even now op-
ponents of campaign fi-
nance laws are preparing
challenges to the remain-
ing limits on individual
contributions and to the
easily avoided disclosure
laws we already have. 

I’m certain they’ll get
a sympathetic hearing in
the Supreme Court.

Paradoxically, this
may be our best hope. Be-
cause I also believe that
Americans are growing
tired of the outsized im-
pact that great wealth en-
joys in politics, and that a
backlash to the Court’s
decisions is taking shape. 

My sense is that grow-
ing numbers of ordinary
voters are recognizing
that money is a poison in
our system.

I fervently hope that
support for public financ-
ing and for muscular dis-
closure laws will grow
with time, because our
politics will be more dem-
ocratic, more honest, and
more free if we reduce
the impact of money on
elections.

Lee Hamilton is director of the
Center on Congress at Indiana
University. He was a member
of the U.S. House of
Representatives for 34 years.

Growing backlash
blessing in disguise

LEE HAMILTON
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

In Douglas Adams’
classic novel, The Hitch-
hiker’s Guide to the Gal-
axy, an immense super-
computer spends mil-
lions of years solving the
Great Question of Life,
the Universe and Every-
thing. At long last, the
computer delivers its an-
swer: 42.

As the people decry
this meaningless re-
sponse, the computer ex-
plains, “I think the prob-
lem, to be quite honest
with you, is that you’ve
never actually known
what the question is.”

In many ways, that’s
what we, the greater Bat-
tle Creek community,
face as we strive to fix
what ails us. We desper-
ately want there to be a
simple answer to vastly
complex problems. So
when the silver bullet
eludes us, the temptation
is to start placing blame.

That narrative needs
to change.

The challenges that
plague Battle Creek did
not emerge overnight,
nor did they spring from
a single cause. And they
won’t be solved by a sin-
gle person or institution.
Addressing them effec-
tively means first chang-
ing the conversation-
—moving beyond indi-
vidual concerns, pro-
grams and outcomes, and
engaging with one anoth-
er in collective problem
solving. When we focus
initially on comprehend-
ing the problems togeth-
er and eliminating the ob-
stacles to change, we
take the first real steps
toward transforming our
community.

That’s easy to say,
much tougher to do. Non-
profits exist in a state of
perpetual urgency; they
must deliver results in
order to satisfy their sup-

porters. That urgency
can drive many to pursue
solutions without fully
defining the problem.
They work hard, they de-
liver wonderful out-
comes, but they may
make little progress on
changing the underlying
issues.

Fortunately, that prac-
tice is changing. There
are many examples of
this shift locally, includ-
ing the more than 20 or-
ganizations who work
with families of young
children being supported
by BC Pulse through
coaching and technical
assistance. They come
together to dissect the
complex issues we all
want to solve and devel-
op actions that will

change the way families
are effected. That move-
ment, summarized in a
cycle built on defining,
designing, doing, and
learning; involves ro-
bust, community-wide
dialogue, sharing of
knowledge and a collec-
tive willingness to focus
on the “how” we work,
both independently and
collectively.

That may sound time-
consuming and risky; it
is. That might even
sound like a huge shift in
our community’s culture;
it most definitely is.

Across the country,
other communities have
embraced this shift—un-
derstanding the root
causes and encouraging
one another to excel in a
coordinated way. It’s
about getting out of our
own limited orbits. It’s
not about declaring our
nonprofits individual or
collective failures. And
it’s not about blaming
grantmakers for failing
to magically “pay off”
the problems.

Before we settle on
the answers for Battle
Creek, let’s figure out to-
gether what the question
really is.

Maria Drawhorn and Kathy
Szenda Wilson are
co-executive directors of BC
Pulse, a community resource
providing support to collective
action and learning aimed at
system change. On the web:
bcpulse.org. 

To solve B.C.’s
problems, we need

to ask right question

KATHY WILSON
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The challenges
that plague
Battle Creek did
not emerge
overnight, nor
did they spring
from a single
cause. And they
won’t be solved
by a single
person or
institution. 

This will be my last col-
umn written in Battle
Creek (I will continue to
write from sunny Florida!)
I’m leaving to pursue a
long held interest of bring-
ing naturism/nudism to
America. 

Some readers will re-
call the occasional column
I have done on nudism.
Nudism is a philosophy of
living based on healthy liv-
ing, fresh air, sunshine, ex-
ercise, respecting oneself
and others and living with-
out clothes when and
where possible. 

It is a particular passion
of mine and I’ve been given
the opportunity to pursue
that dream on a full time
basis. My new position, ex-
ecutive director of the
American Association for
Nude Recreation
(www.aanr.com/), is locat-
ed in Kissimmee, Florida.
While, I’m excited about
this opportunity, I have
many regrets about leav-
ing my adopted home of 30
years and some wonderful
friends.This is a great

town, with many terrific
people and a huge amount
of potential. 

In a way, Battle Creek
and naturism are similar.
Both are relatively small.
Battle Creek at 50,000 resi-
dents is the 30th largest
city in Michigan. AANR
with over 35,000 members
is not very large compared
with other national mem-
bership associations.

Both Battle Creek and
nudism suffer discrimina-
tion and misperceptions.
Battle Creek is seen by
some as the poor cousin of
Kalamazoo, a blue collar
community with limited

culture, a rust-belt history
and a lot of crime. Nudism
is often equated with sexu-
al promiscuity, exhibition-
ists or people who are sus-
piciously self- closeted in
“nudist colonies.” Neither
set of perceptions is accu-
rate but perceptions are re-
ality for many.

Just as we’ve had trou-
ble gaining traction on the
future economic prospects
of Battle Creek in attract-
ing industry or getting
white collar managers to
live here vs. living in Por-
tage, Kalamazoo or Gull
Lake, nudism has had trou-
ble being accepted as a
mainstream way of living
and being accepted by the
law as a nonsexual and
healthy, positive way to
live.

But I never gave up on
Battle Creek. As chair of
the Downtown Partnership
I continued to observe
good faith efforts to bring
the downtown back —
small business owners put-
ting their money and sweat
equity into shops and busi-

nesses that could be suc-
cessful and help bring not
only prosperity to them-
selves but vitality to the
community, the city en-
couraging these efforts
and allocating time and
money to build a better
community, large donor or-
ganizations like the Kel-
logg Foundation and the
Kellogg Company invest-
ing in the downtown and
the entire community year
after year. 

I believe Battle Creek
will survive and thrive, as I
suggested in my column
last week on celebrating
the honest work of manu-
facturing. 

I believe nudism will
also become increasingly
accepted here in America,
as it is in much of Europe.
Munich just designated six
large “zones” within the
city where people could be
nude to stroll, sunbathe or
just sit on a bench and read
the paper. Cap d’Agde is a
completely nude commu-
nity in France. 

In Germany, Sweden,

France and other devel-
oped countries, visiting a
nude beach or sunbathing
in a city park is not seen as
a “guilty” pleasure but as a
pleasure and therapeutic
interaction with nature to
be savored. Can we, as
Americans, ever relax
enough about our bodies to
visit a nude beach, have a
nude barbecue in our back-
yard or hike the national
forest nude (as is done in
Switzerland) and/or toler-
ate others who do? 

I think so. Many of you
know Battle Creek was
home to one of the oldest
nudist resorts in the coun-
try in Sunshine Gardens.
You may not know Turtle
Lake Resort just outside of
Union City is one of the
largest and most success-
ful nudist resorts in the
Midwest. 

I’m torn between pursu-
ing the continued evolution
of Battle Creek and the fu-
ture of nudism in America.
Both are enormous chal-
lenges and yet both strike a
sense of passion and com-

mitment for me. I will con-
tinue to support both. 

I lived and worked in
Battle Creek for 30 years,
devoting much free time to
the naturist cause. Now, it
will be the reverse. But no
matter which way it is, life
is about pursuing a pas-
sion.

Family is terribly im-
portant, and if you have a
family you are very fortu-
nate. But beyond family,
there are causes and
places and things worth
being passionate about.
I’ve found mine, and if
you haven’t, I hope you’ll
take some time to find
yours. 

Whatever you choose,
put your heart and soul
into it. Consider how you
can pursue that passion —
for love or money, and
sometimes, if you’re very
lucky, for both. 

Bill Schroer is now the
Executive Director for the
American Association for Nude
Recreation in Kissimmee,
Florida. 

Life is about pursuing a passion — find yours

BILL SCHROER
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NOTHING TO HIDE
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