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Lawrence Norton

General Counsel

Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Dear Mr. Norton:

Enclosed for your information is a complaint we have filed today with the Federal Election_
Commission against America Coming Together, the Leadership Forum and The Media Fung

Fred Wertheimer

President
Democracy 21

January 15, 2004

Sincerely,

Glen Shor
FEC Program Director
Campaign Legal Center
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1. InMarch, 2002, Congress enacted the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002
(BCRA) in order to stop the injection of soft money into federal elections. The relevant provisions
of BCRA were upheld by the Supreme Court in McConnell v. FEC, 540 U.S. ___ (slip op.
December 10, 2003).

2. Since the enactment of BCRA, a number of party and political operatives, and
former soft money donors, have beén engaged in efforts to circumvent BCRA by planning and
implementing new schemes to use soft money to influence the 2004 presidential and congressional
elections. These schemes, for the most part, involve the use of so-called “section 527 groups” —
entities registered as “political organizations” under section 527 of the Internal Revenue Code, 26
U.S.C. § 527 — as vehicles to raise and spend soft money to influence the 2004 federal elections.
They were, as one published report noted, “created after McCain—Feingold. to circumvent the ban
on soft money.”"

3. In pursuing these schemes, these section 527 groups are attempting to replace the
political parties as new conduits for injecting soft money into federal campaigns. As one
published report has noted, several pro-Democratic section 527 groups have ;‘stepped in this year
to attempt to fill the vacuum created by the soft money ban. These groups are accepting large
contributions from labor unions that the parties are prohibited from accepting....In the process
[these groups] are taking over many of the functions traditionally associated with the parties,

”2

including voter registration, canvassing [and] turnout.” Another report states that two of the

respondents here, ACT and The Media Fund, are engaged in “an outreach to urge individuals,

! C. Hayes, “Door by Door: Progressives hit the streets in massive voter outreach,” In

These Times (Jan. 5, 2004). (Exhibit A).

2 T. Edsall, “Democratic ‘Shadow’ Groups Face Scrutiny,” The Washington Post (Dec.

14, 2003). (Exhibit B).



1.
=
(]
=

J
o
o
I
"

o , @

unions and corporations that used to give their millions to the Democratic National Corﬁmittee to
send their largess instead to the so-called 527 committees....”” Another report similarly noted that
“a growing roster” of section 527 groups is “gathering millions of dollars of unregulated soft
money for the 2004 election, to be deployed in much the same way that the party used to use soft
money.™ And a fourth report called these pro-Democratic section 527 groups “the heart of the
big-money movement to unseat George W. Bush...These groups are, in effect, taking over the
function of the Democratic National Committee, now barred by law, that once took in the much-
vilified and unrestrained contributions called soft money.””

4. These schemes to inject soft money into the 2004 federal elections are illegal. The
Supreme Court in McConnell took specific note of “the hard lesson of circumvention” that is
taught “by the entire history of campaign finance regulation.” Slip op. at 57. The deployment of
“section 527 groups” as the néw vehicle for using soft money to conduct partisan actilvities to
influence federal elections is simply the latest chapter in the long history of efforts to circumvent
the federal campaign finance laws.

5. The section 527 groups named as respondents in this complaint — including their
purported “nonfederal” accounts that have been established to raise and spend soft money to
influence federal elections — are in fact federal “political committeeé.” These section 527 groups
are entities which have a “major purpose,” indeed an overriding purpose, to inﬂuenée candidate

elections, and more specifically, federal candidate elections, and which have spent, or are planning

3 J. Neuman, “Clinton Loyalist Returns as a Go-to Man for Money,” The Los Angeles

Times (Dec. 26, 2003). (Exhibit C).
4 L. Feldmann, “Now it’s thunder from the left, too, in the ad war,” The Christian
‘Science Monitor (Dec. 5, 2003). (Exhibit D).

> J. Birnbaum, “The New Soft Money,” Fortune (Nov. 10, 2003). (Exhibit E).
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to sbend, millions of dollars for the announced purpose of influencing the 2004 federal elections.
These “political committees” are therefore required to register under the federal campaign finance
laws, and are subject to the federal contribution limits and source prohibitions on the funds they

receive. Accordingly, these “political committees” may not receive more than $5,000 per year

- from an individual donor, and may not receive any union or corporate treasury funds. 2 US.C. § §

441a(a)(1)(C), 441b(a). These limits and prohibitions apply to all “political committees,”
including those that engage in independent spending. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(n).

6. As noted above, this is true not just for any “federal account” established by these
respondents, but also for the purportedly “nonfederal,” or soft money, accounts established by
these groups. These purportedly “nonfederal” accounts themselves meet the legal definition of a
federal “political committee,” since their “major purpose,” in fact, their overriding purpese, is to
spend mohey to influence federal elections.

7. Further, at least one of these groups, America Coming Together, is operating, or
intending to operate, as a conduit for indirect spending by unions of their treasury funds on
partisan voter mobilization activities aimed at the general public to influence the 2004 presidential
election. Since fhe law prohibits both the direct and indirect spending of union (and corporate)
treasury funds in connection with a federal election, including spending on partisan voter
mobilization efforts aimed at the general public, the use of any “section 527 group” as a conduit
for such indirect spending is illegal.

8. The Supreme Court in McConnell took specific — and repeated — note of the centrél
role of the Federal Election Commission in facilitating past efforts to circumvent the federal
campaign finance laws. The massive flow of soft money through the political parties into federal

elections was made possible by the Commission’s allocation rules, which the Court described as.
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“FEC regulations [that] permitted more than Congress, in enacting FECA, had ever intended.”
Slip op. at 33, n.44. Indeed, the Court noted that the existing Federal Election Campaign Act
(FECA), which had been upheld in Buckley, “was subverted by the creation of the FEC’s
allocation regime” which allowed the parties “to use vast amounts of soft money in their efforts to
elect federal candidates.” Slip op. at 32-33 (emphasis added). The Court _ﬂatly stated that the
Commission’s rules “invited widespread circumvention” of the law. Slip. op. at 35.

9. Having been rebul_ced by the Supreme Court for its flawed administration of the law
that allowed the use of soft money in federal elections, it is critically important that the
Commission not repeat this history here. The Commission must take steps to ensure that it does
not once again invite “widespread circumvention” of the law by licensing the injection of massive
amounts of soft money into federal campaigns, this time through section 527 groups whose major,
indeed overriding, purpose is to influence federal elections.

10. The Commission has the authority to take enforcement action based on a complaint
where it finds reason to believe that a person “has committed, or is about to commit,” a violation
of the law. 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(2), 437g(a)(4)(A)(i), 437g(a)(6)(A); see also 11 C.F.R. 111.4(a)
complaint...”) (emphasis added). Based on published reports, the “section 527 groups” named as
respondents in this complaint have either committed or are “about to commit™ massive violations -
of the law by spending millions, or tens of millions, of dollars of soft money — including union and
corporate treasury ﬁxnds, and large individual contributions — to influence the 2004 presidential
and congressional elections. Respondents are doing so without registering their purportedly

“nonfederal” accounts as federal political committees and complying with the rules applicable to

‘such political committees, and in the case of ACT, by impermissibly acting as conduits for
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funneling illegal union treasury funds into federal elections. As the 2004 presidential and
congressional campaigns begin in earnest, it is vitally important that the Commission act
effectively and expeditiously to pre_vént the massive violations of the law threatened by the widely
publicized activities of these section 527 groups. |
America Coming Together

11. America Coming Together (“ACT”) was established on July 17, 2003 as a “political
organization” under section 527'of the Internal Revenue Code, 26 U.S.C. § 527.

12. ACT has made clear that its major, indeed overriding, purpose is to defeat
President George W. Bush in the 2004 presidential election. In a press release issued on August 8,
2003, ACT president Ellen Malcolm states, “President Bush is taking this country in the wrong
direction. ACT’s creation is further evidence that mainstream America is coming together in
response to President Bush’s extremism.. N According to a report in The Washington Post about
the formation of ACT, Malcolm said that ACT will conduct “a massive get-out-the-vote operation
that we think will defeat George W. Bush in 2004.”” A story in The Washington Post said that
ACT (and other similarly situated section 527 organizations) “are explicitly opposed to President
Bush.”®

13. According to its release, ACT is léunchihg “the largest field operation this country

has ever seen.” A press report quotes Steve Rosenthal, one of ACT’s founders and its chief

6 A copy of this release is attached as Exhibit F. While this release also refers to electing

“progressives officials at every level,” statements by ACT’s organizers and donors make clear
that the overriding purpose of ACT is to defeat President Bush.

4 T. Edsall, “Liberals Form Fund to Defeat President; Aim is to Spend $75 Million for
2004,” The Washington Post (Aug. 8, 2003). (Exhibit G).

8 T. Edsall, Dec. 14, 2003, supra. (Exhibit B).
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executive officer, as.statiné that ACT will hire “hundreds of organizers, state political directors
and others...™ Another press report states that ACT “already has get-out-the-vote specialists
canvassing homes in Ohio to identify the most virulent opponents of” President Bush.'® The
object of this effort, according to the ACT director in Ohio, “is to fegister 200,000 new voters in
all 88 counties and target each of them with the kind of information that will propel them to the
polls on Election Day.”"

14. George Soros, a key donor who pledged $10 million in soft money to ACT as
“seed money,” has made clear that this money is for the purpose of defeating President Bush. Mr.
Soros, referriﬁg expressly to ACT, explained in an op-ed column in The Washington Post why he

and others are, in his words, “contributing millions of dollars to grass-roots organizations engaged

in the 2004 presidential election.” '> He said that he and the other donors “are deeply concerned

with the direction in which the Bush administration is taking the United States and the world.”"?
Another article describes Soros meeting “with half a dozen top Democratic political strategists” in
an effort “to try to figure out how he could help bring down [President] Bush....”"* Following this
meeting, “he agreed to lead severél other major donors in what Democrats hope will be $75

million in spending on a grass-roots get-out-the-vote effort in 17 battleground states. Called

? T. Edsall, Aug. 8, 2003, supra. (Exhibit G).
10 J. Bimnbaum, supra. (Exhibit E).
Y

G. Soros, “Why I Gave,” The Washington Post (Dec. 5, 2003) (emphasis added).
(Exhibit H).

13 Id.

e M. Gimein, “George Soros Is Mad As Hell,” Fortune (Oct. 27, 2003). (Exhibit I).




o
L]
=
e
woe]

2

Py

(Y

¢ ;8
America Coming Together, it’s directed by top Democratic fundraisers Steve Rosenthal and Ellen
Malcolm. That makes Soros a key player in the huge ‘soft money’ push that the Democrats...hope
will be one of the keys to matching Bush’s formidable fundraising apparatus in the 2004
election.”’> According to a report in The Washington Post, Soros “has a new project: defeating
President Bush. ‘It is the central focus of my life,” Soros said, his blue eyes settled on an unseen
target. The 2004 presidential race, he said in an interview, is ‘a matter of life and death.””'® The
same report provides an additional explanation from Soros: “’ America, under Bush, is a danger to
the world,” Soros said.. Then he smiled: ‘And I’m willing to put my money where my mouth is.””!?
In an interview on public television, Soros also made clear his purpose in giving $10 million to
ACT:

BRANCACCIO: All this has led Soros to conclude the most important thing
he can do is stop George Bush.

SOROS: I think he's a man of good intentions. I don't doubt it. But I think
he's leading us in the wrong direction.

BRANCACCIO: So just last month, Soros put his money where his mouth is
one more time. He gave $10 million to America Coming Together, a liberal
coalition pledged to defeat the President in 2004.

SOROS: By putting up $10 million and getting other people engaged, there's
enough there to get the show going. In other words, to get the organizing
going. Half of it still needs funding.

BRANCACCIO: What is the show? It's a get out the vote effort.

SOROS: Get out the vote and get people engaged on issues.
This is the same kind of grassroots organizing that we did or we helped in

15 Id.

16 L. Blumenfeld, “Soros’ Deep Pockets vs. Bush,” The Washington Post (Nov. 11, 2003).
(Exhibit J).

"M



My
cal
woe]
=y
o
™~

¢ , 8

Slovakia when Mechar was defeated, in Croatia when Tudjman was defeated

and in Yugoslavia when Milosevic was defeated.'®

15. A report in ~T he Seattle Times states that two other major donors to ACT from the
Seattle area said that ACT “will present a cogent, focused message to help defez_lt [President] Bush
no matter who the Democratic nominee is.”"?

16. The organizers of ACT, and its executive committee members, have close ties to the
Democratic Party. They include several prominent labor leaders, such as ACT chief executive
officer Steve Rosenthal, former political director of the AFL-CIO, Andy Stern, president of the
Service Employees International Union (SEIU), and Gina Glantz, assistant to the president of
SEIU.? (Glantz has subsequently joined the campaign of Democrat Howard Dean as a “senior

21 In his capacity as political director of the AFL-CIO, Rosenthal worked closely for

adviser.
many years with Democratic candidates for federal office and Democratic party officials. Another
ACT organizer, ACT president Ellen Malcolm, is also the head of Emily’s List, which has worked
for many years to elect women Democratic candidates to federal office by raising funds for them.

Minyon Moore, another member of ACT’s executive committee, is a former White House political

director under President Clinton. Cecile Richards, another member of ACT’s executive

18 “Transcript — David Brancaccio interviews George Soros,” NOW with Bill Moyers

(Sept. 12, 2003). (Exhibit K).
R D. Postman, “Democrats worried by emerging liberal force” The Seattle Times (Dec. 6,
2003). (Exhibit L).

20 See ACT press release, supra. (Exhibit F).

2 L. Sidoti, “Dean hires Bradley manager, union assistant™ Associated Press (Nov. 21,

2003). (Exhibit M).
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committee, is the former deputy chief of staff to Rep. Nancy Pelosi (D-CA), the current
Democratic leader in the House of Representatives.

17. ACT’s headquarters is currently in the same building in downtown Washington, DC
as the temporary headquarters of the Democratic National Committee. According to press reports,
ACT is located on the fourth floor of this building, while the DNC is located on the seventh and
eighth floors of the same building.??

18. The press release issued by ACT stétes that ACT’s goal is to raise $75 millionto
“create and coordinate massive registration and get-out-the-vote efforts.” According to press
reports, ACT, to date, has raised about $30 million of its proposed budget. According to The
Washington Post, ACT has received $8 million from labor unions, including SEIU, an additional
$10 million from George Soros, and a total of $12 million from six other'“philanthropists.”23
According to a story in Roll Call, ACT “is expected to be the primary conduit for huge soft-money
donations from the labor movement...” in addition to the funds already pledged by SEIU.**

19. The evidence set forth above makes clear that the overriding purpose of ACT is to
engage in partisan voter -mobilization activities aimed at the general public for the purpose of
promoting or subporting the election of the Democratic nominee for- President and attacking or
opposing the reelection of President Bush. The evidence also makes clear that the soft money
i)éing given to ACT and put into purportedly “nonfederal” accounts is being given and will be

spent for the purpose of influencing the 2004 presidential election.

2 “Soros, Lewis Push Campaign Law Limits to Counter Bush,” Bloomberg News Wire

(October 28, 2003). (Exhibit N).
2 T. Edsall, Aug. 8, 2003, supra. (Exhibit G).

24 C. Cillizza, “Soros, Labor Pooling Efforts,” Roll Call (Sept. 18, 2003)..(Exhibit O).
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The Media Fund

20. The Media Fund was established on November 5, 2003 as a “political

- organization” under section 527 of the Internal Revenue Code, 26 U.S.C. § 527. The Media Fund

has made clear that its major, indeed overriding, purpose is to defeat President George W. Bush in
thé 2004 election.

21. The purpose of The Media Fund is to run broadcast ads supporting the putative
Democratic presidential nominee in the period beginning when the likely nominee emerges from
the primary elections in March, 2004, through the Democratic convention in July, 2004.
According to the National Joufnal, The Media Fund to date has raised $10 million, and would like
to raise as much as $70 to $95 million, in order to broadcast television and radio ads in support of
the Democratic presidential nominee, particularly in the period from March, 2004 through the
Democratic convention in July, 20(.)4.25 According to this report, “The Media Fund is looking to.
run telev.ision and radio ads to help the Democratic candidate stay competitive from late March
until the paﬁy convention in late July.”?® The Media Fund is taking on this role in recognition of
the fact that the prospective Democratic nominee may, during that period, be unable to spend any
funds to promote his or her campaign if that candidate has agreed to abide by the spendiné limits
applicable in the presidential primary funding system and the candidate is at or near that spending
ceiling by late March, or alternatively, if the Republican presidential nominee, President Bush, has

much more money to spend than the prospective Democratic nominee during that period. - The

25 E.N. Carney et al, “New Rules of the Game,” The National Journal (Dec. 20, 2003) at

3803, 3805. (Exhibit P).

% - Id at 3805.
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Media Fund, according to published reports, was created to fill this “gap” by spending money on
ads to support the prospective Democratic nominee in this period and/or to attack President Bush.
22. According to the National Journal, The Media Fund will sponsor so-called “issue”

advertising “to help boost the Democratic presidential nominee.”*’

Another report states, “While
ACT is the major ‘ground war’ vehicle for the Democratic groups, The Media Fund will finance
radio and television commercials...Over the next 11 months leading up to the 2004 general

election, the groups will be flooding 17 key states with campaign workers, mail, phone banks and

radio and television commercials, all with the single goal of putting a Democrat in the White

228

House.”™ Another report states that The Media Fund “will buy TV and radio commercials to

promote the policies of whoever gets the Democratic nod for President.”*

23. The Media Fund is headed by Harold Ickes, a current member of the executive
committee of the Dechratic National Committee and a former White House deputy chief of staff
to President Bill Clinton.>® Ickes has been quoted as saying of his fundraising effort for The
Media Fund, “T’ve been heartened by the number of people who think George Bush should find
other employment.”' This report refers to Ickes as “a broker whose media money could make the

difference in the 2004 election.”>?

2 Id. at 3805.

2 T. Edsall, “Money, Votes Pursued for Democrats,” The Washington Post (Dec. 7, 2003)

(emphasis added). (Exhibit Q).

2 J. Birnbaum, supra. (Exhibit E).

30 E.N. Camey, supra at 3805. (Exhibit P).

3 J. Neuman, supra. (Exhibit C).

32 Id.
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24. According to published reports, The Media Fund is “working in tandem” with ACT
and other pro-Democratic section 527 groups.” The Meéiia Fund and ACT are “collaborating en
fundraising and strategy,” according to published reports.”* The two groups have established
another section 527 group, “The Joint Victory Campaign,” which one published report describes as
“a partnership of two néwly formed organizations that say they will raise more than $100 million
for voter outreach and a media campaign.”® The Media Fund will run its broadcast ads in the
same 17 “battleground” states in which ACT will be conducting volter mobilization efforts in
support of the Democratic nominee.>® One published report states, “The Media Fund and America
Coming Together plan separate but coordinated TV ads and a voter education/mobilization drive in
as many as 17 battleground states next year.”™’ According to one report, Ickes has “made a
strategic judgment that the 2004 presidential election will turn on the vote in 17 battleground
states,” and quotes Ickes as saying that “those 17 states will decide the presidc.ency.”3 8
25. According to The National Journal, The Media Fund has located, or is intending

to locate, its headquarters in the same building in downtown Washington, DC as the temporary

headquarters of the Democratic National Committee.® According to press reports, ACT is already

3 E.N. Camney, supra at 3804. (Exhibit P).

3 Id. at 3806.

35 D. Postman, supra. (Exhibit L).
36 E.N. Carney, supra at 3806. (Exhibit P).

37 E.N. Carney, supra at 3806. (Exhibit P).

38 J. Neuman, supra. (Exhibit C).

9 E.N. Camey, supra at 3804. (Exhibit P).
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located on the fourth floor of this building, where The Media Fund will also lo;:ate,40 while the
DNC is located on the seventil and eighth floors of the same building.

26. The evidence set forth above makes clear that the overriding purpose of The
Media Fund is to sponsor broadcast ads for the purpose of promoting or supporting the election of
the Democratic nominee for President and attacking or opposing the reelection of President Bush.
The evidence also makes clear that the soft money being given to The Media Fund and put into
purportedly “nonfederal” accounts is being raised and spent for .the purpose of influencing the.
2004 presidential election.

The Leadership Forum

27. On October 23, 2002, a week before the effective date of the BCRA, Rep. Tom
Davis, chairman of the National Republican Congressional Committee (NRCC), was quoted as
saying, “We want to make sure there are adequate conduits for our supporters to help get our

message out, SO we can compete with what they’re doing on the other side...We’re having stuff set

up right now. We’re making sure there are appropriate routes so that issue advocacy continues.”!

The term “issue advocacy” in this context means the practice of running non-“express advocacy”
candidate-specific broadcast ads supporting Republican House candidates or attacking Democratic
House candidates, and paid for by soft money. Prior to BCRA, the NRCC spent millions of dollars

of soft money on such candidate-specific ads. The Washington Post earlier had reported that

N 40 Id.

4l A. Bolton, “Both Parties Race To Set Up New Soft-Money Mechamsms ” The Hill

(Oct. 23, 2002) (emphasis added). (Exhibit R).
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activity.” Id. at 69. A “political organization” as defined in section 527 must register as such with
the Secretary of the Treasury, and must file periodic disclosure reports with the Secretary as
required by section 527(j). All of the reépondents in this matter have registered with the Secretary
as “political brganizations” under section 527.%°

44. Thus, by deﬁnition, any entity that registers with the Secretary as a “political
organization” under section 527 is “organized and operated primarily” for the purpose of
“inﬂﬁencing or attempting to influence the selection, nomination, election or appointment of” an
individual to public office. The; Commission has frequently cited the section 527 standard as
identical to the “major purpose” prong of the test for “political committee” status. See e.g,;
Advisoty Opinions 1996-13, 1996-3, 1995-11. Accordingly, any group that chooses to register as
a “section 527 group” — including each of the section 527 group respondents named in this
complaint -- is by definition an entity “the majof purpose of which is the nomination or election of
a candidate...” Under the “major purpose” standard set forth in Buckley, this is sufficient to meet
the first prong of the “political committee™ test.

45. But even if that standard is further narrowed by GOPAC, each of the rgspondent

section 527 groups in this matter has a “major purpose” of influencing the nomination or election

. of a “particular candidate or candidates for federal office...” 917 F.Supp. at 859. Multiple

published reports, as discussed above, plainly indicate that ACT and The Media Fund each have as
their “major purpose” the defeat of President Bush. The Leadership Forum has the “major

purpose” of supporting the election of specific Republican candidates to the House of

"Representatives or defeating specific Democratic candidates to the House. All three groups have

made clear that they intend to spend millions or tens of millions of dollars on partisan voter

33 The Form 8871 registrations filed with the Internal Revenue Service by each of the

respondents are attached as Exhibits CC, DD and EE.
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- mobilization activity aimed at the general public and/or broadcast ads that are intended to

influence the 2004 presidential and congressional elections. In the case of The Me;d{a Fund,
broadcast ads will in many, if not all, cases expressly refer to President Bush, and attack or oppose
his reelection, and/or refer to the Democratic presidential nominee and support or promote his
election. In the case of ACT, its leaders have made unambiguously clear that their overriding goal
is to defeat President Bush and that‘they will engage in voter mobilization activities to accomplish
this objective. In the case of the Leadership Forum, its leaders and Republican House members
have made clear that their overriding goal is to help elect Republican candidates to the House
and/or defeat Democratic candidates. In all three cases, the section 527 group respondents have a
“major purpose’ to support or oppose particular federal candidates, thus meeting even the most
rigorous definition under GOPAC of the first prong of the test for “political committee.”

46. Prong 2: “Expenditures” of $1,000. The second prong of the definition of “political
committee” is met if an entity which meets the “major purpose” test also receives “contributions”
or makes “expenditures” aggregating in excess of $1,000 in a calendar year. Both “contributions”
and “expen&itures” are defined to mean funds received or disbursements made “for the purpose of
influencing” any federal election. 2 U.S.C. § 431(8), (9).

47. This second prong test of whether a group has made $1,000 in “expenditures” is

not limited by the “express advocacy” standard when applied to a section 527 group, such as all of

the respondents here. Rather, the test is the statutory standard of whether disbursements have been

made “for the purpose of influencing” any federal election, regardless of whether the
disbursements were for ahy “express advocacy” communication. The Supreme Court made clear
in Buckley that the “express advocacy” standard does not apply to an entity, like a section 527

group, which has a major purpose to influence candidate elections and is thus not subject to
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concerns of vagueness in drawing a line between issue discussion and electioneering activities.
Groups such as section 527 “political organizations” are formed for the principal purpose of
influencing candidate elections and, as explained by the Court in Buckley, their expenditures “can
be assumed to fall within the core area sought to be addressed by Congress. They are, by
definition, campaign related.” /d. The Court affirmed this position in McConnell. Slip op. at 62,
n.64. Thus, the “express advocacy” test is not relevant to the question of whether a section 527
organization is spending money to influence the election of federal candidates.

48. The respondent section 527 groups — including all of the federal and “nonfederal”
accounts they have established — have all made, or are imminently planning to make,
“expenditures” in amounts far in excess of the $1,000 threshold amount of the second prong of the
test for “political committee” status. Each respondent has stated that it has made or intends to
make large expenditures for the purpose of defeating President Bush, or (in the case of the
Leadership Forum) supporting the election of Republican candidates for the House.

49. Some of these expenditures may be made for partisan voter mobilization activities
aimed at the general public, and some may be made for broadcast advertisements that refer to
President Bush or other federal candidates. In all cases, these disbursements will be made “for the
purpose of influencing” federal ele(;,tions, and thus constitute “expenditures” under the law.

50. Partisén voter mobilization activity is clearly intended to influence federal
elections. The Supreme Court in McConnell said, “Common sense dictates. . .that :;1 party’s efforts
to register voters sympatﬁetic to that party directly assist the party’s candi(iates for'federal office.
It is equally clear that federal candidates reap substantial rewards from any efforts that increase the

number of like-minded registered voters who actually go to the polls.” Slip op. at 59. The Court

~ further noted that “voter registration, voter identification, GOTV and generic campaign activity all
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confer suﬁstantial benefits on federal candidates....” Slip op. at 60. Indeed, to qualify as an
“exempt function” under section 527 of the Internal Revenue Code, a voter mobilization
expenditure by a section 527 group must be partisan in nature. E.g. IRS Priv.Ltr.Rul. 1999-25-051
(Mar. 29, 1999). Thus, this partisan voter mobilization activity to be conducted by one or more of
the respémdents is, by definition, “for the purpose of influencing” a fedeéral election.

51. Broadcast ads run by a section 527 “political organization” that promote, support,
attack or oppose federal candidates are also clearly for the purpose of influencing a federal
election, even if such ads do not contain “express advocacy” or are not “electioneering
communications,” as defined in 2 U.S.C. § 434(f)(3)(A)(i). Because the “express advocacy” test
does not apply to section 527 groups, and thus does not limit the statutory definition of
“expenditures” made by such groups, all funds spent by the respondent section 527 groups to

promote or support a Democratic nominee or attack or oppose President Bush, or various

. congressional candidates, are “expenditures” because they are being made “for the purpose of -

influencing” the 2004 presidential and congressional elections.

52. Two of the respondents - The Media Fund and the Leadership Forum — to date
have not registered any federal account with the Commission. These two groups are presumably
intending to make all of their.disbur'sements regarding federal candidates from a purportedly
“nonfederal” account funded with money raised for the purpose of influencing federal elections.
For the reasons stated above, these purportedly “nonfederal” accounts are in fact federal “political
committees’ and should be registered as such with the Commission and should comply with
federal contribution limits, source prohibitions and reporting requirements.

53. ACT has created a “federal” account - i.e., a federal “political committee” — as

well as a “nonfederal” account. The analysis set forth above, however, makes clear that the “major
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purpose,” indeed the overriding purpose, of ACT’s activities, including its purportedly
“nonfederal” account, is to promote the election of the Democratic nominee for president, and to
defeat President Bush. In fact, the soft money being given to the purportedly “nonfederal” account
is clearly being donated explicitly for the purpose of defeating President Bush, as George Soros
and other donors have made clear. Thus, the purportedly “nonfederal” account itself is a federal
“political committee” and must comply Qith federal contribution limits, source prohibitions and
reporting requirements. In other words, money being raised and spent for the purpdse of
ihﬂuencing a federal election cannot evade federal law simply by being funneled through an
account that is denominated as “nonfederal.” The same is true of the “nonfederal” accounts

created by the other respondents, whether or not they also have federal “political committee”

accounts as well.

54. ACT may attempt to claim that Commission regulations theoretically allow it to
engage in an “allocation” of its expenditures between its federal and “nonfederal” accounts. This
is not correct. The Commission’s allocation regulations do not apply in the circumstances here,
where an entity as a whole has a major, indeed overriding, pﬁmose to influence federal elections.

55. The Supreme Court in McConnell specifically and repeatedly criticized the
Commission’s use of allocation methodology as failing to properly implement the FECA. See Slip
op. at 32 (noting that the FECA “was subverted by the creation of the FEC’s allocation
regime...”), 33 (noting under “that allocation regime,” national parties were able to use “vast
amounts of soft money in their efforts to elect federal candidates...”), 35 (noting that “the FEC’s
allocation regime has invited widespread circumvention of FECA’s limits on contributions....”),
58 (noting that “FECA’s long-time statutory restriction” on contributions to state parties for the

purpose of influencing federal elections was “eroded by the FEC’s allocation regime...”). In light
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___'_u'ri'de'rtakén' to influence non-federal elections as well as federal elections.- The overridif

R of ACT as-well of The Media-Fund and the Leadership Forum is to 1nﬂuence federal electlons -

- _Lead__ershrp F_orum,,1nd1v1dual 2004 House races. The evidence set forth above _l_eaves';no._-r omfor R

e . &

- of the Supreme Court’s discussion of allocation any use of an allocation regime in the case of
. ACT would be inconsistent with FECA, with BCRA, and with the McConnell decrsron and would o
' '_."allow the respondents to, in the words of the. Supreme Court subvert ” “erode” and crrcumvent L

- '_the contnbutron 11m1ts and source prohibitlons of the law.

R ) ...56.._ In theory, allocation formulae were created for organizations whose activ_i:'

m the case of ACT and The Media Fund ke 2004 p.e51dent1a1 races, and in the case of

L . cohcluding o'therw'ise. Under such circumstances, it would be absurd to apply "Commis'smn- o
' allocatlon regulatlons here, even if they may appropriately be applied in other crrcumstances To.

e allow allocation here would fundamentally undermme the BCRA soft money ban whlc"" was

intended precisely to stop soft money from being injected into federal elections. It would-a_lso

 make a mockery of the Supreme Court decision in McConnell, which explicitly labeled the

allocation scheme created by the FEC as the means by whic':h‘ the federal campaign ﬁnande_ laws

had been subverted. Slip op. at 32.

57. Because all'three section 527 group respondents — including all of the

““nonfederal” accounts they have established — have a “major purpose” to support or oppose the

election of one or more particular federal candidates, and because all.three respondents have spent
or imminently intend to spend far in excess of the statutory $1,000 threshold amount on
“expenditures” for this purpose, the Commission should find that all respondents, including all of
their “nonfederal” accounts, are “political committees” under the Act. Because the respondents

have not filed a statement of organization as a political committee, as required by 2 U.S.C. § 432,
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and have not complied or do not intend to comply with reporting requirements of 2 U.S.C. § 434,
and have not complied and do not intend to comply with the contribution limits and source
prohibitions of 2 U.S.C. §§ 441a and 441b, the Commission should find respondents in violation of
all of these provisions of law.

Count 2
(Conduit for corporate and union spending)

58. The evidence set forth above shows that labor organizations have donated or
pledged treasury funds to ACT to be spent to conduct partisan voter mobilization activities aimed
at the general public in connection with the 2004 federal elections. The facts also make clear that
ACT’s voter mobilization activities will be conducted with the intent of defeating President Bush
by targeting Democratic voters.

59. The FECA prohibits a labor organization or corporation from making a
“contribution” or “expenditure” “in Iconnection with” a federal election. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). This
includes any “direct or- indirect payment...or gift of money...or anything of
value...to...any...organization, in connection with any [federal] election....” Id. (emphasis
added).

60. The definition of “expenditure” excludes “nonpartisan activity designed to
encourage individuals to vote or to register to vote...” 2 U.S.C. 431(9)(B)(ii). Thus, partisan voter
mobilization activity in connection with a federal election aimed at the general public is included
in the definition of “expenditure” and covered by the ban on the direct or indirect épending of

union or corporate treasury funds for these purposes. C.f 11 C.F.R. § 114.4(d).*®

56 The FECA makes other exceptions to the prohibition on spending corporate or union

funds “in connection with” a federal election, but these exceptions are not applicable here. These
exceptions includes any communication “on any subject” by a corporation or labor union aimed at
their respective restricted classes, i.e., by a corporation to its stockholders and executive or
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61. Thus, a union cannot use its treasury funds to pay for partisan voter mobilization
in connection with a federal election activity aimed at the general public. Nor can a union give
treasury funds to another group, such as a section 527 group, to be spent on partisan voter
mobilization activities in connection with a federal election aimed at the general public. “To do so
would constitute “indirect” spending of union treasury funds for purposes that such funds cannot
be spent directly. Such “indirect” spending of union treasury funds on prohibited activity is as
illegal as the direct spending of such funds on the same activity.

62. The evidence set forth above demonstrates that labor unions have contributed or
pledged contributions to ACT to be spent on partisan voter mobilization activities in connection
with a federal election aimed at the general public. Such expenditures constitute a violation of the
law.

Prayer for Relief

Wherefore, the Commission should conduct an immediate investigation under 2 U.S.C.
§437g, should determine that the respondents have violated or are about to violate 2 U.S.C. §§
432,434, 441a and 441b(a), and 11 C.F.R. § 114.4, should impose appropriate sanctions for such
violations, should enjoin the respondent from all such violations in the future, and should impose

such additional remedies as are necessary and appropriate to ensure compliance with FECA and

‘BCRA.

administrative personnel and their families, or by a labor organization to its members and their
families. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(b)(2)(A). Another exception to the prohibition is for “nonpartisan
registration and get-out-the-vote campaigns” by a corporation or by a labor organization aimed at
their respective restricted classes. /d. at (B). Because the voter mobilization activities in this case
are aimed at the general public, these statutory exceptions do not apply.
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Verification

The complainants listed below hereby verify that the statements made in the attached

Complaint are, upon their information and belief, true.

Sworn to pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 1001.
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plaipant Democracy 21
N Public - .
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My Commission EXP“'BS: Fred Wertheimer

November 30, 2008 |

¢
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Vivian Ham |
Notary Public

My Commission Expires:
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. 4
Sworn tg/and subscribed before me this \L_ﬁimday of January, 2004

Kotafy PyBlic
NVMan P.;H‘b,rlc For Complainanf Centel.' for Responsive Politics
District of Columbla - M
My Commission Expires: Lawrence M. Noble.

November 30, 2008

' Swog’ d subscribed before me this\@fd‘é}?‘;‘f January, 2004
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lection Day is a year away and the Democrats don't
B yet have a presidential nominee, but for labor
SR acrivists, environmentalists, pro-choice advocates
' and other progressives, the battle for the White
House is well under way.

About a dozen groups—backed by the likes of EMILY’s List,
the AFL-CIO, the Sierra Club and MoveOn.org—are quietly
building an infrastructure to undertake the most extensive door-
to-door grassroots voter contact operation in U.S. history. [ts
potential to turn the election already is well understood on both
sides: Longtime activists say they haven't felt this energized in
decades—and Republicans are using congressional hearings to
shut down the operation or steal directly from its playbook.

“lt's never been done before on this level,” says Steve
Rosenthal, the former political director of the AFL-CIO and
current president of America Coming Together, a voter out-
reach group funded by EMILY's List, organized labor and private
donors such as George Soros. “It's something that the parties
should have been doing but were neglecting.”

Cecile Richards, former chiet of staff to House Minority
Leader Nancy Pelosi, is director of America Votes, a coalition of
24 progressive organizations that will be coordinating field
efforts. She echoes Rosenthal und adds, “For me, personally,
that's the best kind of politics, direct retail, engaging voters
about issues. [ think it's a really welcome change and emphasis.”

These tield operations will be supervised, coordinated and exe-
cuted by these same Jdozen so-called 527s, such as Americans
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Coming Together and America Votes,
created after McCain-Feingold to circum-
vent the ban on soft money. Named for the section
of the tax code that regulates them, these progressive

527s—nearly all funded and organized by rtraditional
Democratic allies such as labor, environmental and reproductive
rights groups—can raise huge sums of unregulated money for voter
education and registration so long as they do not advocate for a
specific candidate.

The party that sticks together

Issue advocacy and voter contact in an election year is nothing
new, but never before have progressive groups come together to
coordinate their efforts, pool their resources and collectively exe-
cute the program. Although the organizational structure binding
the half-dozen largest 527s is to a certain extent ad hoc, most of
the groups are staffed by the same pool of veteran political organ-
izers and headquartered in the same office building at 888 16th
St.—across the street from the AFL-CIO in Washington, D.C.

Each 527 has a specific geographic or demographic niche.
America Coming Together, which with a projected budget of $98
million is the largest, is looking to register and educate
Demacratic-leaning voters in 17 battleground states. Partnership
for America's Families is focusing on registering minority voters
in swing state urban centers like Cleveland and St. Louis. And
‘Voices for Working Families is working on registering and con-
tacting black, Latino and women voters in other hotly contested
areas such as Dade and Broward counties in Florida.

Alongside groups that will manage and execute the field oper-
ations are a few 527s, like America Votes, dedicaced solely to
coordinating these efforts.

“We want to make sure everyone isn't knocking over each
other in the same neighborhoods,” Richards says. “lt’s a big

- Exhibit A
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country and there are a lot of voters.”

Nearly all 20 organizations within the America Votes coali-
tion routinely meet to share ideas and strategies. Richards says
that groups with more experience, such as organized labor, have
been mentoring units newer to the field: “It’s an opportunity for
those who are established to work with groups that are newer,
that have more flexibility.”

A few of the 527s plan to use their funds for media and adver-
tising, but most will focus on getting out into people’s neighbor-
hoods and knocking on doors. “Everyone’s leamed their lesson
from the 2000 election,” says Aimee Christensen, executive
director of Environment 2004, a 527 put together by a coalition
of environmental groups. “A lot of money went into media and
not into peer-to-peer contact and it wasn't effective because [TV]
markets were overwhelmed. [t increases the credibility of the
information when it comes from someone in their community.”

Turning off TV

Since the '70s, presidential campaigns have centered on raising
the massive funds needed to buy expensive television airtime.
This emphasis on big media and big money meant that the grass-
roots, person-to-person campaigning traditionally at the core of
the Democratic Party’s strategy fell by the wayside.

Political veterans now say that in this time of waning ratings
and increased media saturation, TV ads no longer provide the
value they once did.

“Really it’s been the orthodoxy of campaigns for the last 20
years that money for TV is the whole ball game,” says Dan
Berwick, an associate at the grassroots consulting firm
FieldWorks. “But you can't cut through all the schlock that’s on
TV, so you have to go for quality over quantity and that's why
people are ending up on people’s doors.”

If door-to-door canvassing seems a throwback to the oldest
and most basic kind of politicking, the technique has been rad-
ically updated. “We're doing a precinct-level analysis to figure
out who the voters are we need to reach and then where they
are and how we can talk to them,” Rosenthal says. “We're using
a pretty sophisticated Web-based voter data base and we're using
Palm Pilots so we can load all of the questions to voters into the
Palms and then take their responses and hot sync back onto the
system at the end of the day.”

By developing a detailed profile of each voter or potential
voter's concerns, organizers can target messages with an unprece-
dented degree of specificity. “What | think you'll see is a signifi-
cant amount of localization of message,” says Laurie Moskowitz,
former director of the National Coordinated Campaign and co-
founder of FieldWorks. “We're not just talking about Superfund
sites, but Superfund sites in your neighborhood.”

The local message also will be combined with a local face, as
groups look toward hiring canvassers from within the commu-
nities. Arlene Holt-Baker, who heads up Voices for Working
Families, says she's hoping to channel the energy of local com-
munity activists angered by the war and the radical Bush
agenda in their canvassing and registration efforts. “We are not
sending people in,” she says. “We really believe that the people
who are on the ground, the ones who are interested in what's
happening in their communities, are the best people to be going
door to door.”

Aside from updaring their techniques, the field-oriented 527s
ate starting their operations earlier than ever before. “In 2002
you saw people paying attention to field, but they didn't start

early,” Moskowitz says. “That’s the biggest difference. The whole
realm of activity and planning is going to be so different because
people are backing up their timeline."

Service Employees [nternational Union Local 1199 in New
York announced that it would pay the salaries of 1,000 union
workers to take a full year’s leave from their jobs and spend the
time canvassing in batrleground states; America Coming
Together began setting up field offices a year ahead of election
day; and Voices for Working Families started knocking on their
first doors in Florida in mid-November.

“We're going to have a year’s worth of contacr that is layered
and meaningful,” Rosenthal says, “as opposed to bombarding
people with a lot of mail and prerecorded phone calls that they
just turn off to.” .

This year's massive field effort is the culmination of years of
efforts by Rosenthal and others to make grassroots politics the
center of the left’s political agenda. In the '90s, Rosenthal, then
political director of the AFL-CIO, undertook a concerted effort
to reassert labor’s political influence by turning out more union
voters. He began a program of sustained voter registration and
outreach among union members, and the results were impres-
sive. Between the 1992 presidential election and the election
in 2000, the percentage of the electorate who were union
household members increased to 26 percent from 19 percent.
Over the course of the last eight years, 15.5 million non-union
household voters dropped out of the electorate, but 4.8 million
more union household voters were added.

“The lessons were pretty basic,” says Rosenthal. “One, we
found that when we talked to people about issues they cared
about, they responded. Two, when you talked to people face-to-
face, as close to where they live as you can get, they responded.
Three, when you talked to them a lot over the course of several
months, they responded.”

Rosenthal applied what he leamed to the 2000 presidential
election, where labor's canvassing and voter contact operations
helped Al Gore receive more votes than any other Democratic
presidential candidate in history, and is credited with providing
the margin of victory in a number of states that he won by less

than 10,000 votes.

Grassroots arms race
The GOP, which has historically put far less emphasis on field

" operations, learned from the Democrats, and in 2001 initiated a

massive voter registration drive among Republican constituen:
cies. [t also instituted the “72-Hour Project,” a concerted get-
out-the-vote operation that many Republicans credited with the
party’s success in the midterm elections and prompted Ralph
Reed to boast that the “the story of 2002 is not that Democrats
stayed home, it was that Republicans came to the polls in his-
toric numbers.”

“The Republicans weren't shy about the 72-Hour Project,”
says Amy Chapman, director of Grassroots Democrats, a 527
working with state parties to coordinate campaigns. “They said
it was a page out of the Dems’ playbook-—and it was.”

[ wasn't the first time Republicans took their techniques from
the Democrats (voter guides and direct mail also were Democratic
innovations), but it stunned the party and hammered home
Rosenthal’s point: Aggressive field operations can win campaigns.

With just about everyone predicting that the 2004 election
will be as close and bitterly contested as 2000, the stakes are
even higher. “It’s like a grassroots arms race,” says Ruy Teixeira,
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co-author of The Emerging Democratic Majority. “The
Reépublicans turned up it a notch and now the Democrats rec-
ognize that they have to turn it up a notch.”

The energy surrounding field efforts is palpable, and many vet-
eran party activists and organizers who were critical of the ways
in which the Bipartisan Campaign Finance Reform Act would
end up handcuffing the Democrats now say that birth of the 527s
has reinvigorated the party by moving money and manpower
outside the Democratic National Committee and closer to
activists. “There are some functions that historically the parties
did that are going to fall to other organizations,” Richards says.
“If you look at what labor has done—increasing their share of

“the vote and focusing their efforts on direct contact with union

members in the workplace, in their homes, on the phones—
they've really demonstrated the impact of direct contact. You
don't inherit a lot of the institutional baggage that anyone who
runs the DNC or the state party has to deal with.”

Palm piloting voters

Lurking in the background is the possibility that the soft-money
ban, the central provision in McCain-Feingold that gave rise to
527s, might be overturned by the Supreme Court. If that were
to happen, it would present progressive activists with a dilemma:
collapse the infrastructures already erected into the DNC ot
forge ahead with the 527s.

The decision likely will rest on groups' fundraising prospects.
So far the 527s haven't had much of a problem finding cash,
thanks in no small part to billionaire financier George Soros,
who has donated $12 million so far to 527s and has pledged mil-
lions more.

Republicans and the right-wing press have seized on the Soros
contributions as evidence that the Democrats are campaign
finance reform hypocrites who have been bought. Drawing a dis-
tinction between his actions and theirs, Soros recently defended
his decision on public radio’s “Marketplace.”

“ am contributing to independent organizations that are by
law forbidden to coordinate their activities with political parties
or candidates,” Soros said. “l am not motivated by self-interest

‘Our mission is to expand the electorate by
registering hundreds of thousands of black,
Latino, women and union voters, and there are
way more of us than there are of them.’

but by what [ believe is in the public interest. So when the
Republican National Committee attacks me and distorts my
motives [ say the pot is calling the kettle black. You see, ['m dif-
ferent from their contributors. I'm not trying to buy influence.
I'm acting out of the conviction that the Bush administration is
leading us and the world in a dangerous direction.”

Organizers agree with Soros, saying that that the goal of this
sustained and sophisticated person-to-person contact with vot-
ers is not just to defeat Bush but to reconnect people with the
political process. : :

“A lot of voters feel like you come a little too late and you
take me for granted,” Holt-Baker says. “With people of color and
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women that tends to happen with one particular party.”

“Both parties have so neglected their organization and their
voters, and kind of insulted voters for so long, that people are
just yearning for and dying for people to come talk to them
again,” Rosenthal says. “People are fed up with the political sys-
tem as we know it and they’re dropping out of it, and what we're
trying to do is bring them back.”

GOP wants Dems’ blueprint

As heartening as it is for progressive groups to be pounding the
pavement, one question remains: Will the effort work? The last
mayoral election in Philadelphia provides a clue. In the three
months leading up to the election, Partnership for America's
Families, another 527 headed by Rosenthal, registered 86,000
new, mostly black and Latino voters. Democratic Mayor John
Street won the election by 85,000 votes.

The histrionic reaction of the right is another good indica-
tion. In mid-November, Republicans lashed out at 527s, with
RNC chairman Ed Gillespie writing letters to campaign finance
watchdogs urging them to investigate groups like America
Coming Together for violations of the Bipartisan Campaign
Finance Reform Act. The same week directors of six progres-
sive 527s received “invitations” to testify before the House
Administration Committee chaired by Rep. Bob Ney (R-
Ohio). Ney, who oversees the GOP’s House incumbent reten-
tion program, said he was concerned that “organizations have
been formed in the wake of BCFRA with the apparent intent
of using soft money to influence federal elections—something
the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act purported to ban.”

Rosenthal, Richards and the rest declined to show, given that
they weren't subpoenaed, and Rosenthal issued a statement say-
ing: “It is clear that President Bush and the Republican
Leadership are intimidated by the prospect of our registering,
educating and turning out hundreds of thousands of progressive
voters in 2004 so they'll do whatever they can to hamstring our
operations and attempt to harass us. ... We will not be bullied
by partisan abuse of congressional power.”

Ney says he's now planning to subpoena Rosenthal and oth-
ers to testify. Those in the 527 commu-
nity have taken Ney’s pledge as a sign
that Republicans are desperate to get the
details on the progressive 5275’ plans so
they can once again copy the model, if
not shut down the operation.

The country's shifting demographics
already favor Demoacrats who consis-
tently win huge pluralities of the non-
white vote, which is why Karl Rove has
focused the GOP effort on registering 4
million evangelicals. But Rosenthal says that strategy can take
the Republicans only so far. “The reason it will work better for
our side than theirs is because our vote is more expandable,” he
says. “Our mission is to expand the electorate by registering hun-
dreds of thousand of black, Latino, women and union voters,
and there are way more of us than there are of them."

For Rosenthal, the effort isn't just about winning in 2004.
“We're not talking about folding up our tents on November 10,
2004, and going home,” he says. “The idea is to create a sus-
tained program that we can build on well into the future.” l

Christopher Hayes is a writer in Chicago.
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Democratic 'Shadow' Groups Face Scrutiny
GOP, Watchdogs to Challenge Fundraising

By Thomas B. Edsall
Washington Post Staff Writer
Sunday, December 14, 2003; Page A0S

Leading campaign finance watchdog organizations as well as Republican activists intend
to challenge the new "shadow" Democratic Party -- a network of independent groups

- gearing up to spend as much as $300 million on voter mobilization and pro-Democratic

TV ads.

The organizations -- the Center for Responsive Politics, the Campaign Legal Center and
Democracy 21 -- contend that the pro-Democratic groups are violating prohibitions on

~ the use of corporate and labor money for partisan voter registration and mobilization

drives.

Trevor Potter, chairman of the Campaign Legal Center, said the groups have become "the
new soft money loophole. . . . This is the beginning of an important discussion about how
these groups are going to operate." d

Judith L. Corley, who represents America Coming Together (ACT) and other groups
under fire, disputed Potter's contention. "The law has permitted this type of activity all
along," she said.

Harold Ickes, who runs the pro-Democratic Media Fund, contended the Republican and
watchdog critics are "one, trying to tie us up; two, divert our attention; three, force us to
spend money on legal fees rather than electoral activities; and four, to try to chill our
contributors."”

Republican activists have created a group, Americars for a Better Country (ABC), in part
for the purpose of getting the Federal Election Commission to rule on the legality of the
objectives and practices of the pro-Democratic groups.

"There is this gray area that right now liberal groups are operating in," said Craig Shirley,
one of the founders of ABC. "We'd like to operate in that area if it is legal. . . . We are
still at the starting gate, and they are four furlongs ahead of us."

The 2002 McCain-Feingold law upheld by the Supreme Court last week banned parties
from raising "soft money." Although supported by overwhelming Democratic majorities
in the House and Senate, Democrats were far more dependent on those donations than the
GOP, which has been more successful raising smaller, and still-legal, "hard money"
contributions.

Exhibit B
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New pro-Democratic organizations such as ACT, Voices for Working Families (VWF),
America Votes and the Media Fund have stepped in this year to attempt to fill the
vacuum created by the soft money ban. These groups are accepting large contributions

from labor unions that the parties are prohibited from accepting. Most are explicitly
opposed to President Bush.

In the process, ACT, VWF, America Votes and the others are taking over many of the
functions traditionally associated with the parties, including voter registration,
canvassing, turnout. The Media Fund plans to run radio and television "issue" ads critical
of Bush and supportive of Democrats.

Now the watchdog organizations contend that ACT and some of the other groups have
become "pass-throughs" or "conduits" for labor unions seeking to use treasury money for
partisan registration and turnout efforts. The unions, they argue, are effectively violating
federal law and FEC regulations prohibiting corporate or labor treasury money from
being used for partisan purposes with the general public. They cite FEC regulations that
say: :

"The corporation or labor organization shall not make any communication expressly
advocating the election or defeat of any clearly identified candidate[s] or candidates of a
clearly identified political party as part of the voter registration or get-out-the-vote drive.
. . . The registration drive shall not be directed primarily to individuals previously
registered with, or intending to register with, the political party favored by the
corporation or labor organization."

Corley said the Campaign Legal Center and allied organizations are "trying to expand the
soft money ban to all activities, but they are doing it increment by increment by
increment."

"What we are trying to do is get the FEC to enforce the law as intended," said Larry
Noble, executive director of the Center for Responsive Politics. "All we are saying is:
Enforce this law as intended, and don't repeat the mistakes of the past."

© 2003 The Washington Post Company
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TN .'by Johanna Neuman
" 'December 26 2003

,The day after Jim Jordan was unceremonrously dumped as Sen. John F. Kerry's campalgn
__~manager, he got a call from a veteran Democratic insider: Harold M Ickes. Don't take it "
-personally, Ickes said. You can come back.

. He should know Ickes, deputy chief of staff in Bill Clinton's first term, took the brunt of S

Republican ire in a scandal-plagued White House. The Lincoln bedroom sleepovers. Whitewater:- -

_ - The FBI files. Clinton passed him over for chief of staff in the second term - by then, he had too-
o much political baggage He learned of his dismissal from a newspaper account s

- Cllnton Loyalist Returns as a Go-to Man for Money; -
__ Supreme Court ruling that upheld the ban on "soft' donations made Harold
o -|ckes a player once again for the Democratic Party

Now he has emerged as a major power in the Democratic Party, a broker whose media money
could make the difference in the 2004 election. When the Supreme Court gave its blessing to the -
McCain-Feingold law that bans "soft money" -- unlimited contributions from corporations,
individuals and labor unions — to political parties, Ickes became a player, right up there with his

o father and namesake, Harold L.. ickes, who served as Franklin D. Roosevelt's lntenor secretary -
- and troubleshooter . :

"The Supreme Court just made him one of the 10 most important people in the Democratic-' L
Party," said-Mike McCurry, Clinton's former press secretary.

Ickes' new prominence stems in part from the money he is raising for the race. As president of
the Media Fund, a new Democratic advocacy group created with millions of dollars in seed
money from philanthropist George Soros, Ickes has been crisscrossing the country with Ellen’
Malcolm, president of Emily's List, a political action committee that backs Democratic, pro- -
abortion rights female candidates.

Ickes and Malcolm are talking to wealthy donors -- now prohibited from giving soft money. to:
political parties — about contributing to the Media Fund as well as to Americans Coming Together,
another Soros-backed advocacy group headed by Malcolm and aimed at improving voter turnout
in November. ickes calls it "a seamless campaign,” an outreach to urge individuals, unions and
corporations that used to give their millions to the Democratic National Committee to send their
largess instead to the so-called 527 committees (named for the Internal Reve:ue Code section
that sanctions them) that are the new power brokers.

"I've been heartened by the number of people who think George Bush should find other
employment,” Ickes said in an interview in his Washington office on a recent Saturday, just back
from fundraising trips to Los Angeles, New York, Denver and Silicon Valley. "We expect well over
$100 miltion. We're shooting for $190 million. It's a very big goal.”

But the key to Ickes' newfound influence is not so much the money as the mission. Like other’
politicos, he has made a strategic judgment that the 2004 presidential election will turn on the
vote in 17 battieground states. "Every poll you read suggests that this country is as divided as it
was in 2000," ickes said. "There's been no sea change in favor of the president because of 9/11.
Only 10% of the vote is up for grabs, and those 17 states will decide the presidency.”

Exhibit ¢
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Democratic-flavored law firm in New' York.

He was often away from the firm running campaigns or organizing conventions. Like Forrest
Gump, Ickes shows up in most-frames of political life in the second half of the 20th century. He
was in Eugene J. McCarthy's insurgent campaign when Robert F. Kennedy was assassinated.
He worked for Edmund Muskie's campaign in 1972, where many political operatives of his
generatlon got their start. .

"He was more colorful then,” Podesta said, adding in a reference to Ickes' penchant for throwing

things in a temper: "You wouldn't want to stand between the wall and a flying phone.”

Crusty and salty, Ickes is a problem solver.

Samuel R. Berger, Clinton's national security advisor, remembers that Ickes ran the 1992 )
Democratic convention in New York. "It was triumph and it was anarchy, with 70,000 more people
promised credentials than existed," he recalled. "To this day | believe Harold just had 70,000 ~
more tickets printed and let the fire marshals worry about it. So much of politics is process Harold
is more focused on results.”

Another Clinton aide recalls that during the 1996 convention, a technician rﬁessed up the drop of

balloons to cap the renomination of Clinton and Al Gore. Ickes got closer and closer to the man's
face, screaming at him. "There was the longest string of blue-laced language,” said the aide.
"There was a whole paragraph of the F word."

He argues with cabbies over how much they charge, and has been known to make staffers cry.
He wastes no pity on Morris ("a man with no moral center”) and laughs heamly through old
campaign-trail stories.

In a bit of Washington theater remembered fondly by reporters, he tested the patience of
congressional adversaries, such as former GOP Sens. Fred Thompson of Tennessee and
Alfonse M. D'Amato of New York, combating their insinuations with counterpunches that stung.
Hauled up before Congress to justify. fundraising practices that Republicans criticized as
unseemly, Ickes said the Clinton White House was borrowing its moves from the GOP playbook.

Noting that the White House poiitic'al office was first established during the Reagan years by then
Chief of Staff James A. Baker i, Ickes said, "In having the White House actively involved in

~ campaign matters, the Clinton White House merely followed well-established Republican

precedent.”

Later, as he was Ieavmg a White House event, Ickes found himself walklng‘alongswe Baker. Very
quietly, with a bemused smile, Baker told Ickes, "I thought the White House was supposed to be
political.”

Tellin 4 the story, Ickes has a bemused smile too. Maybe he's thinking of his father. Or maybe
he’'s thinking of 2004.
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from the December 05, 2003 edition - http://www.csmonitor.com/2003/1205/p02s02-uspo.htm!

Now it's thunder from left, too, in the ad war

A decision by liberal group Moveon to run feiSty anti-Bush spots raises stakes of the
on-air fight - and soft money.

By Linda Feldmann | Staff writer of The Christian Science Monitor

WASHINGTON - The ad is called "$87 billion MisLeader," and it challenges President Bush's
spending priorities.

Amid shots of a schoolboy at his desk, a teacher at a chalkboard, and a little girl with a
thermometer in her mouth, a voice tells viewers, "George Bush is going to spend $87 billion
more in Iraq. But after almost threé years, where's his plan for taking care of America?”

The Moveon.org Voter Fund, the ad-making wing of a liberal Web-based organization, is
betting that this message will resonate among voters, in an ad campaign slated to cost $1.8
million. The ad, which began airing Thursday, will run for the next two weeks in Ohio, Nevada,
Florida, Missouri, and West Virginia - key battleground states in the 2004 presidential race.

Between now and March 2004, Moveon hopes to spend $15 million on ads - $10 million from
its small-scale donors and the rest in matching funds from billionaire financier George Soros,
and Peter Lewis, chairman of Progressive Corp.

This effort represents but a tiny fraction of the advocacy work - ads, voter identification and
registration, and get-out-the- vote drives - that outside groups will engage in this election cycle
to an unprecedented degree. The reason: The year-old ban on so-called "soft money"
donations to the political parties, as part of the new McCain Feingold law, has curtailed the
ability to perform those functions, éspecially in the Democratic party.

Now, a growing roster of so-called 527 groups - named for the IRS provision that governs
them - are gathering millions of dollars of unregulated soft money for the 2004 election, to be
deployed in much the same way that the party used to use soft money. For Democrats, this
shift of soft money to outside groups is especially important, since the party is less successful
at raising "hard money" contributions (which are limited and regulated) than are Republicans.

So far, in the 2004 election cycle, Democratic party committees have raised $75 million and
the Republicans have raised $174 million. To longtime observers of the campaign-finance
system, the brave new world of McCain Feingold is still unfolding - but problems are already
emerging.

"What | think we've already seen ,and can anticipate even under [McCain Feingold], is a shift
by well-funded interests or individuals to continue to try to influence the outcome of federal
elections, and we end up with even less disclosure than we had under soft money," says
David Magleby, an expert on campaign finance at Brigham Young University.

Exhibit D
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The large, high-profile donations by Messrs. Soros and Lewis to several groups are atypical in
that they were well-publicized. What concerns proponents of the soft-money ban is that many

of the donations will be made anonymously, and voters will not know who is behind various ad
campaigns.

So far, the original House and Senate sponsors of the campaign-finance legisiation, which was
years in the making, are in "monitoring mode," watching to see how implementation pans out.
Another important development will come soon, when the US Supreme Court rules on the
constitutionality of the law's many provisions.

Essentially, says one Senate aide, the law represents what was "doable" after years of
struggle. "We took it as far as we could, but | think our fundamental belief is that the law will be
twisted if these groups are only complying with the law on the surface and coordinating with
the parties with a wink and a nod," he says, expressing skepticism that the Federal Election
Commission will provide adequate oversight.

At this phase in the campaign, before the Democrats have a nominee, the role of these new
groups is greater than what it would have been for the Democratic Party at this point.
Historically, the party would have been silent at this phase, since it does not have an
incumbent in the White House.

So one of the many unknowns of the new system is how efforts to shape public opinion by
outside actors will ultimately usurp, or compete with, the message-making of the party.

On the Democratic side, some potentially powerful 527 groups have come into being in the
last year. The largest is America Coming Together, a coalition of labor unions,
environmentalists, and feminists which hopes to raise $85 million.

Another group, also with labor-union activist support, called Voices for Working Families, aims
to raise $20 million to bolster minority registration among minorities.

Activists have debated whether it makes sense to start airing ads so soon, with 11 months to
go before the general election. But for the Moveon.org Voter Fund, now is a good time.

"The major reason to get out so early is the president and the GOP have significant funds that

_ they're going to be spending, and we see our job as inoculating the American public against

distortions that are likely to come," says Wes Boyd, co-ounder and president of Moveon.org,
an online group that started to support President Clinton during his impeachment battle.

www.csmonitor.com | Copyright © 2003 The Christian Science Monitor. All rights reserved.
For permission to reprint/republish this article, please email copyright@csps.com
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The New Soft Money

Campaign-finance reform didn't kill big political donations, it just changed the rules of the game
Meet the players.

,FORTUN.E-= -
- .- -Novembeér 10, 2003
R ByJeffreyH Blmbaum

It doesn't look like much, but it is the heart of the blg-money movement to unseat Geo , W" Bus S
" next yéar. Here, in space provided by organized labor, four separate orgamzatxons--thh
- innocuous-sounding names like Voices for Working Families and America Coming Together--

have begun to collect 1arge checks and to plot multistate strategies to remove the Presndent from -

office. These groups are, in effect, taking over the function of the Democratic Natlonal :
Committee, now barred by law, that once took in the much-vilified and unrestrained contnbutlons
called soft money. "These groups are crucial" to the anti-Bush effort, says Governor Bill

: Rlchardson (D-New Mexico), who has a group of his own called Moving America Forward "Now
~ that campaign finance reform is law," he says, "organizations hke these have become the
' replacement for the national Democratlc Party." : R

McCam-Femgold, as the campalgn-ﬁnance law is commonly known, was supposed to eliminate
massive contributions from national politics. After years of struggle, reformers finally were able to
persuade Congress and the President last year to close a loophole that allowed individuals,
corporations, and labor unions to pour as much soft money as they liked into the national parties.
The specter of the tobacco or pharmaceutical industries "buying off" the Republican Pa.rty with

million-dollar donations, or the AFL-CIO doing the same with the Democrats, was supposed to be

. a thing of the past. -

But campaign cash is like the Pillsbury doughboy, says Republican lobbyist Ron Kaufman: "You
push it in one place, and it pops out in another." McCain-Feingold blocked soft money from going
into the national party committees, but it didn't stop funds from being sent outside that system.
The Constitution's right of free speech prevented eformers from imposing any sort of blanket
restrictions. So party loyalists have been working overtime to develop ways of keeping the soft-
money spigot open without also violating the complex new law. For Democrats; soft-money '

entrepreneurship is flourishing in thlS one building in downtown D.C,, the petri dish of the new
money politics. :

Its existence proves that big money and federal elections are inextricably linked. McCain-Feingold
has spawned a new set of players to spread the lucre around. Most of these

freshly minted kingmakers are Democrats, but not all of them. And additional groups are
sprouting up all the time. There are so many, in fact, that the principals of these new organizations

Exhibii

" The fourth ﬂoor of the building dlrectly across the street from the AFL-CIO headquarters._.m "-.'_ :-.'"f | SR
i Washmgton looks abandoned. No receptionist greets visitors. The hallway lights aren't turned on.:

o L Most of the offices are empty except for cardboard boxes left by tenants past. And in the floor's .
REEIRERI waltmg room the only indications that work is being done at all are paper signs taped to the walls .
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have to keep cheat sheets on their desks to follow all the cha_nges; A pending decision by the
Supreme Court about the constitutionality of McCain-Feingold could jostle the scene even more.-

Everyone agrees that Democrats-shot themsélveé in a vital spot when they championed McCain- -
Feingold. Many people believed that the Republican Party, with its far wealthier base of

_ supporters, would be hardest hit by the law. But in fact, the GOP has spent years building a

massive--and extremely responsive --small-donor list and doesn't need to rely on five-, six-, or
seven-figure donations to make a go of it. Therefore, Democrats have no choice but to find new
ways to funnel outsized contributions into the electoral process to remain even remotely
competmve in Election 2004.

Enter Steve Rosenthal, Ellen Malcolm, Gerald McEntee, and Harold Ickes. None of theseis a.
household name. But for Bush enemies they are the elite of the post-campaign-finance-reform
world. They have all formed entities that can legally accept as much money as anyone cares to
give and dispense the funds for political purposes--as long as their groups don't blatantly back any

particular candidate. Their lawyers won't allow them to say so, but they are all determined, in

effect, to elect Democrats in general, and the Democratic nominee for President in particular, next
year. Think of them as directors of a privatized Democratic Party.

In some ways this setup is an improvement on the old party-centered system. In the last
presidential campaign in 2000, the Democratic Party collected $245.2 million in soft money and
spent it as it chose. Afterward, many prominent Democrats criticized its priorities, and for good
reason: Al Gore lost his bid for the presidency, and Republicans won a majority of the nation's
governorships as well as control of the U.S. Congress. The new, privatized structure allows donors
to decide with much more precision where their money will go. Each organization has given itself
a narrowly defined mission and is seeking funds for just that purpose and no other. For instance,
Govemor Richardson's group, Moving America Forward, will work to register Hispanic voters
and get them to the polls in four states and also recruit more Hispanics to run for elective office.

In addition, the leaders of the largest new groups have created a coordinating council led by Cecile
Richards, a former congressional aide who also happens to be the daughter of a Democratic icon,
former Texas governor Ann Richards. The group, called America Votes, will try to encourage the
new organizations as well as such traditional Democratic leaners as the Sierra Club, Planned
Parenthood, and the Association of Trial Lawyers of America to complement one another's efforts

.rather than compete. After a recent meeting in Florida attended by about 20 of these like-minded

groups, one of the representatives there approached Richards to say, "I guess this means we don't
all have to go to Tampa.”

But cooperation doesn't come naturally to Democrats, and it didn't come at all when these shadow . =

parties were first established. One of the earliest groups, Partnership for America's Families, was
formed by Rosenthal, a former political director of the AFL-CIO, and McEntee, president of the
American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees. But the two headstrong
laborites soon had a falling-out over who would be in charge. So McEntee started his own group, -
Voices for Working Families, and Rosenthal opened America Coming Together (ACT) along with
one of the Democrats' top fundraisers, Ellen Malcolm, founder of Emily’s List, the nation's largest
political action committee. Both organizations have the same goal--mobilizing voters in swing
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- states. The only major difference: ACT gets more of its. money from non-union sources, mcludmg

a $10 million gift from investor George Soros.

Malcolm is also raising. funds wiih-lckes, a longtime friend and aide to former President Clinton,
for an organization called, simply, the Media Fund. With about $5 million in pledges so far, the

" group will buy TV and radio commercials to promote the policies of whoever gets the Democratic

nod for President. Ickes expects that Bush forces will barrage the Democratic nominee with ads as
soon as he emerges next spring from the Democratic primaries. The Media Fund intends to fight
back. "They're really going to pummel us and define the issues," Ickes says "We need to be able
to deal with that." He says his fund has already enlisted “some big names" as financial supporters,

- though he won't say who.

All of these programs are being undertaken despite a lot of disagreement about what the law truly
means. One group, Grassroots Demacrats, was put together in large part just to explain to state
parties and to prospective donors what they can and can't do. "The law is-so confusing that we
believe there's a great need for technical assistance," says the group's executive director, Amy
Chapman. Her organization will serve as a kind of seal of approval for contributors who want to
know which states are conforming most effectively to the new law s many restrictions--at least as
far as anyone can tell.

Republicans aren't yet confident that they know what those restrictions are and have shied away
from forming their own privatized enterprises. Last year a group led by a former aide to House
Majority Leader Tom DeLay actually returned a $1 million gift from the House Republncan s
campaign committee. The group, called the Leadership Forum, apparently feared that working too
closely with a party-connected committee might be deemed improper down the road. GOP
insiders say that their richest benefactors will remain on the sidelines untll the legality of such
organizations is tested.

Such a test will probably come soon. Republican lobbyists have discussed asking the Federal
Election Commission exactly what the law allows, perhaps using as a guinea pig a conservative
group like Progress for America, which has lately stirred up grassroots backing for Bush's judicial
nominees. In the meantime, even the President's most active advocates, like the National Rifle

- Association, are staying away from privatized parties. "The law is very threatening in terms of the

possibility of prosecution," says Wayne LaPierre, the NRA's chief executive. "People are going to
end up in jail under this law, and I'm going to make sure the NRA is squeaky-clean."

Some huge Republican checks are <till being delivered, of course. The Republican Governors. -
Association, which has separated itself from the Republican National Committee, is said to be a
repository for many of them. Sevetal industry associations that tilt toward the GOP also are
attracting soft-money leftovers on the theory that they will work hard next year to get Republican
voters to the polls. The National Federation of Independent Business, the small-business lobby, for
instance, has increased its highest membership category from $10,000 to $25,000 and now has two
staffers soliciting major contributions. Americans for Tax Reform (ATR), another pro-Bush
organization, is scouting for the most generous donations it can find. "I've tried to tell all the rich
people I know about my fine work," says Grover Norquist, president of ATR..



The fact is, however that neither Bush nor his party will need as s much of the former soft money
as the Democrats will. The President's campatgn is on track to shatter its own fundraising record in

_2000 ($101 million) by collecting at least $175 million and perhaps more than $200 million this

time around. The chublican Party is also on a record-breaking pace thanks in large measure to
51zable increases in the maximum amounts that individuals and PACs can contribute under the

- new law. The Democratlc Party is making gains too, but no one expects Democrats to come close
to Repubhcans on the money front in 2004.

Most experts even doubt that the Democrats shadow organizations will be enough to allow the L
Dems to catch up. Prior to McCam—Femgold both national parties lured soft money by’ promlsmg PR
.7 donors personal meetings with senior elected officials. As distasteful as that sounds, it worked. - SR
= * - Butthe.new surrogate groups can't offer the same lobbying opportunity; they are prohlblted from S e

L dealmg dlrectly with lawmakers or candidates. As aresult, says Anthony Corrado, a Colby

o College campalgn-ﬁnance professor, "the new groups are not going to amass the sums; of money
.that the. parties were capable of putting together prior to the new law. The donors used to: thmk

' 'they needed to give in order to mamtam their access on Capltol Hill, but the new groups don't
' prov:de tha " :

The pe0ple who will donate to these new orgamzatlons will have to feel strongly that George Bush
must go. And those who do so will be mvestmg in state-of-the-art political campaigns.'ACT

" already has get-out-the-vote specialists canvassing homes in Ohio to identify the most virulent
A opponents of the President. When the effort is fully underway, says Jay Neel, ACT's director in the

state, 4,000 people will go door-to-door, PalmPilots in hand, collecting detailed mtelllgence that

-will be fed into a giant database. The object, Neel says, is to register 200,000 new voters in all 88

counties and target each of them with the kind of information that will propel them to the polls on
Election Day. Whether this works or is merely a pipe dream will depend on how widely the new
money game is accepted by donors who have never dealt with anything like it before.

And what does this all mean for the regular old political parties? Both the Democratic National
Committee and the Republican National Committee are not only still around, they're also raising
more hard money than ever. That's the shorthand term for the small-chunk contributions (up to a
grand total of $25,000 per calendar year from individuals, which is an increase from the old
maximum of $20,000) that the new campaign-finance law allows the national parties to collect.

The Republican Natlonal Committee is raising so much hard money, in fact, that it could come
close to replacing its soft-money losses. One reason: With the Republicans so thoroughlv in
control of Washington, petitioners are eager to please them. Few expect that the out-of-} uwer -
Democratic Party can be as successful. "The DNC will not have the financial resources it had in
prior presidential elections," Ickes says. "These groups were created in response tq that." Whether -
George Bush is reelected may depend on their success:
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NEWS RELEASE ' CONTACT: Gretchen Wright
August 8, 2003 : 202/371-1999

New Political Action Committee to Launch
Unprecedented Get Out the Vote Campaign to Defeat Bush

WASHINGTON, DC — A new political action committee, America Coming Together (ACT), will
undertake a substantial effort in 17 key states to defeat President George W. Bush and elect
progressive officials at every level in 2004, and to engage and mobilize millions of voters on key
public issues. ACT will have a budget of $75 million to create and coordinate massive registration
and get-out-the-vote efforts.

ACT already has commitments from business leaders, philanthropists and unions for $30 million. In
September, ACT will launch a national fundraising campaign to raise the remainder of its budget.

ACT was formed by: EMILY’s List President Ellen Malcolm; Partnership for America’s Families
President Steve Rosenthal; Service Employees International Union President Andy Stern; Sierra Club
Executive Director Carl Pope; America Votes President Cecile Richards; and Gina Glantz, Assistant
to the President of SEIU and former National Campaign Manager for Bill Bradley for President.

“President Bush is taking this country in the wrong direction,” said ACT President Ellen Malcolm.
“ACT’s creation is further evidence that mainstream America is coming together in response to
President Bush’s extremism — on the environment, reproductive choice, workers’ rights, civil rights
and other critical issues.” -

Next month, ACT will have organizers on the ground in top tier states to create a dialogue with
voters on issues of concern to Americans and to share information about the Republican record. The
17 states ACT will target are: Arizona, Arkansas, Florida, Iowa, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota,
Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Washington, West
Virginia and Wisconsin.

“ACT is launching the largest field operation this country has ever seen,” said Andy Stern. “We will
be going door-to-door to let people know what the Administration’s record really is on the bread-
and-butter issues that voters care about.”

Steve Rosenthal, Chief Executive Officer of ACT, will maﬁage its political program. Rosenthal
directed the political program at the AFL-CIO from 1996-2003, when he helped increase union turn-
out by 4.8 million voters at a time when turn-out by non-union members decreased by 15 million.

"“The Bush Administration has rolled back environmental protections to a point that is intolerable to

most Americans,” Carl Pope added. “The jobless rate has soared while civil rights and women’s
gains are being assaulted every day. Americans do not want four more years of reckless,
irresponsible policies that put our future at risk.”

more

Suite 126 » 1120 Uonnectical Avenue, NW o Washington, DC z0036 0%~ 4141040
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Add One

Ellen Malcolm will manage ACT’s fundraising effort and administration while continuing to serve as
President of EMILY's List. Steve Rosenthal will continue to serve as President of the Partnership for
America's Families. Gina Glantz will serve as Treasurer. All three will make major time
commitments to ACT.

ACT’s founding donors include: Ann Bartley; Patricia Bauman; philanthropists Lewis and

‘Dorothy Cullman; Peter Lewis, philanthropist and Chairman of the Board of the Progressive

Corp.; Rob McKay, who was the major funder of a California initiative to allow Election Day
voter registration; and financier and philanthropist George Soros.

## # #

NOTE: " For information about George Soros, plgasé call his spokesperson, Michael Vachon,
at 212/397-5526.
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-Liberals Form Fund To Defeat President

Aim Is to Spend $75 Million for 2004

By Thomas B. Edsall
Washington Post Staff Writer
Friday, August 8, 2003; Page A03

Labor, environmental and women's organizations, with strong backing from international
financier George Soros, have joined forces behind a new political group that plans to
spend an unprecedented $75 million to mobilize voters to defeat President Bush in 2004.

The organization, Americans Coming Together (ACT), will conduct "a massive get-out-
the-vote operation that we think will defeat George W. Bush in 2004," said Ellen
Malcolm, the president of EMILY"s List, who will become ACT's president.

ACT already has commitments for more than $30 million, Malcolm and others said,
including $10 million from Soros, $12 million from six other philanthropists, and about
$8 million from unions, including the Service Employees International Union.

The formation of ACT reflects growing fears in liberal and Democratic circles that with
Republicans likely to retain control of Congress, a second Bush term could mean passage
of legislation, adoption of regulations and the appointment of judges that together could
devastate left-supported policies and institutions.

Other groups joining the fight against Bush include the American Majority Institute,
which was put together by John Podesta, a former top aide to President Bill Clinton. The
institute will function as a liberal counter to conservative think tanks such as the Heritage
Foundation. A network of liberal groups has formed America Votes to coordinate the
political activities of civil rights, environmental and abortion rights groups among others,
and former Clinton aide Harold Ickes is trying to set up a pro-Democratic group to
finance 2004 campaign television ads. '

Another factor behind the surge of political activity is the fear that the ban on "soft
money" will leave the Democratic National Committee without adequate funds to pay for
state and federal "coordinated campaign" activities, which are voter mobilization efforts
eight weeks before the election. In the past, the DNC paid for much of the costs with
large "soft money" contributions from unions, corporations and rich people.

Republicans sent a warning shot across ACT's bow. "We are going to be watching very
closely to make sure they adhere to their claim that they will not be coordinating with the
Democratic Party," said Republican National Committee spokeswoman Christine
Iverson. Such coordination would violate campaign finance laws.

Exhibit G
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Iverson contended that ACT's financing indicates that "the Democrats are addicted to

special-interest soft money and this allows them to feed that addiction by skirting the
spirit of the new campaign finance law.".

The shifting focus of Soros, who is worth $5 billion and is chairman of Soros Fund
Management LLC, from the international sphere to the domestic political arena is
considered significant. :

In a statement describing his reasons for giving $10 million, Soros said, "I believe deeply
in the values of an open society. For the past 15 years I have focused my energies on
fighting for these values abroad. Now I am doing it in the United States. The fate of the
world depends on the United States and President Bush is leading us in the wrong
direction."

Steve Rosenthal, whose mobilization of union members from-1996 through 2002 has
been widely praised, will be ACT's chief executive officer. He said that ACT will hire
hundreds of organizers, state political directors and others as the 2004 election
approaches.

ACT plans to concentrate its activities in 17 states, all of which are likely to be
presidential battlegrounds: Iowa, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, New Mexico, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Washington, Wisconsin, Arizona, Arkansas, Florida, Missouri, Nevada,
New Hampshire, Ohio and West Virginia.

© 2003 The Washington Post Company
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George Soros
Why
I Gave

1 and a number of other wealthy
Americans are contributing millions
of dollars to grass-roots organizations
engaged in the 2004 presidential elec-
tion. We are deeply concerned with
the direction in which the Bush ad-
ministration is taking the Umted
States and the world.

If Americans reject the president’s
policies at the polls, we can writé.off
the Bush Doctrine as a temporary ab-
erration and resume our rightful
place in the world. If we endorse
those policies, we shall have to-live
with the hostility of the world and en-
dure a vicious cycle of escalating
violence.

In this effort, I have committed $10
million to America Coming Together,
a grasstoots get-out-the-vote opera-
tion, and $2.5 million to the Move-
On.org Voter Fund, a popular Inter-
net advocacy group that is airing
advertisements to highlight the ad-
ministration’s misdeeds. This is a pit-
tance in comparison with money
raised and spent by conservative
groups.

Rather than a debate on the issues,
there’s been a lot of name-calling by
such groups as the Republican Na-
tional Committee and the National
Rifle Association. In an attempt- to
taint the groups I support and intimi-
date other donors, they imply that my
contributions are illegitimate or that I
have somehow broken the law.

In fact, T have scrupulously abided
by both the letter and the spirit of the
law. Both America Coming Together

and the MoveOn.org Voter Fund are ;, -

“527" organizations—referring - to

Section 527 of the tax code—which

are entitled to receive unlimited con-
tributions from individuals. Both
groups are fully transparent about
their motives and activities. Both file
detailed and frequent reports with
government regulators.

Tur WASHINGTON '

The Bipartisan Campaign Reform
Act was an attempt to limit the influ-
ence that special interests can gain by
financing candidates and to level the
playing field between the two parties.
My contributions are made in that
spirit.

President Bush has a huge fund-
raising advantage because he has fig-
ured out a clever way to raise money.
He relies on donors he calls “Pio-
neers,” who collect-$100,000 apiece
in campaign contributions in incre-
ments that fall within the legal limit of
$2,000 a person, and on those he calls
“Rangers,” who collect at least
$200,000.

Many of these Pioneers and Rang-
ers are corporate officials who are
well situated to raise funds from their
business associates, bundle them to-
gether and pass them along with
tracking numbers to ensure proper
“credit.” They are buying the same
level of access and influence for their
corporate interests that they .previ-
ously obtained with their own and
corporate funds. With the help of Pio-
neers and Rangers, President Bush is
on track to collect $200 million.

To counter the fundraising advan-
tage obtained by this strategy, 1 have
contributed to independent organiza-
tions that by law are forbidden to co-
ordinate their activities with the polit-
ical parties or candidates. That law
minimizes or eliminates the ability to
purchase influence in exchange for
my contribution. Moreover, I don't
seek such influence. My contributions
are made in what I believe to be the
common interest. ACT is working to
register voters, and MoveOn is get-
ting more people engaged in the na-
tional debate over Bush'’s policies.

I recognize that the system is im-
perfect, and I wish there were a differ-
ent way to level the playing field.
Making contributions to ACT and the
MoveOn.org Voter Fund is the best
approach I have found. I have been an
advocate of campaign finance reform
for almost a decade, including the le-
gal defense of the current legislation.
I recognize that every new regulation
has unintended adverse consequenc-
es, but this does not mean reform
should be abandoned. .

Clearly, the rules need to be. up-
dated in the light of the 2004 experi-
ence. Some good proposals have al-
ready surfaced, including one from
the major sponsors of the Bipartisan
Campaign Reform Act. This bill
should be supported. Among other
measures, it calls for an increase in
the federal match for small contribu-
tions and would raise the spending
limit for candidates who accept public
funding to $75 million—changes that

would reduce the bias toward big-
money donors. Free airtime for candi-
dates is also important. This would
reduce the cost of campaigns and the
distorting effect of commercials.

Full disclosure and transparéncy
are clearly beneficial. It is important
that people know where financial sup-
port is coming from. I have been open
about my contributions, and 1 wel-
come the debate they have sparked.
In the meantime, as the debate con-
tinues, my contributions help to en-
sure that the money spent on trying
to reelect President Bush doesn't
overwhelm the process.

The writer is chairman of the *. .
Soros Management Fund and
author of “The Bubble of
American Supremacy.”

-
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GEORGE SOROS OWNS NO PRIVATE
plane, no Caribbean island, no yacht, no
ranch in the West, no collection of Old Mas-
ters. When he travels to Budapest, the city
where he was born and survived the Nazi
occupation, he stays in an unfashionable ho-
tel that happens to be nestled in the middle
of a beautiful park where he can go for vig-
orous walks. He travels solo, his wife pre-

PHOTOGRAPHS BY MICHELE ASSELIN

l He made billions anticipating blowups. Now he thinks
George Bush is creating one. BY MARK GIMEIN

ferring to stay in the U.S. while he tours his
international philanthropic empire. Walk-
ing onto a stage in Europe, he is illuminated
by the flashes of little pocket cameras that
audience members hold over their heads.
But offstage he waits in line at the bar for
his Campari like everybody else, looking a
little lost. He is naturally reserved, and that
is somehow accented by his precise Cen-
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SOROS ‘

tral European inflections. In a public set-
ting he can appear strikingly alone, even
lonely, a private man who has found himself
living a very public life.

His demeanor belies his influence.
George Soros is one of the most successful
investors of all time. Even now, though he
manages little or no money besides his
own, he can move markets with a ten-
minute appearance on cable television.
Detractors have accused him of destabi-

lizing world currencies and wrecking the
economies of entire nations. He is appeal-
ing a French conviction for insider trading.
He has received humanitarian awards too
numerous to count.

Soros has always been a polarizing fig-
ure, and over the next few months he is sure
to become even more of one, especially in
the U.S., where his name has never had
the totemic power it does in Europe. At the
age of 73, George Soros has found new pur-

$4.6 billion and counting

Soros's Open Society Institute, which takes its name from philosopher Karl Popper's
phrase for free and democratic states, supports 33 foundations that funnel money
into global philanthropy. Many of Soros's greatest successes have been in Eastern
Europe, where Soros was close to.dissidents who came to power after the fall

of Communism (though his record in Russia was mixed). All told, his annual giving
rivals the Ford Foundation's. — Christopher Tkaczyk

Soros's foundations
and programs are
active in 60 countries.
Here are a few

highlights:

OPEN SO?E]:Y INSTITUTE-RUSSIA
$1 billion w20

FUND FOR AN OPEN SOCIETY/SERBIA

$100 million isi-esan
Funded independent media, health care, and scientific ~ OSI's invalvement in the former Yugoslavia helped

research. But he shut his foundation there in June.
OPEN SOCIETY INSTITUTEAL.S.

bring down the dictatorship of Slobodan Milosevic.
INTL. HARM REDUCTION DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

$565 Million wse-reson $52 million isr-reson
Initiatives include: reducing gun violence, campaign 200 centers in 26 countries for HIV/AIDS
finance reform, and improved care for the dying. prevention.

CENTRAL EUROPEAN UNIVERSITY/HUNGARY FONDATION CONNMSSANCE ET LIBERTE

$300 million z $35m|"|0n 1995-PRESENT

Endowed the Central European University, a graduate ~ Community development in Haiti, including funding
school in Budapest. for schools and libraries.

OPEN SOCIETY FOUNDATION/SOUTH AFRICA ALBANIAN EDUCATION DEVELOPMENT
$135 Million wsss erese $30 million sz

Affordable housing for low-income South Africans. Helped rebuild the Albanian school system.
STEP BY STEP IRAQ REVENUE WATCH

$110 Million wse-sesew $150 thousand w s seson

A childhood-education program active in 29 countries. ~ Monitors the use of iraq’s oil revenue.
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pose: He has recast himself as a fierce, an-
gry, partisan critic of the Bush administra-
tion and American policy. In what amounts
to a barnstorming tour that has taken him
from town halls in Seattle to a school of
international relations in Baltimore to the
World Economic Forum in Athens, Soros
has argued that the U.S. right now is in the
midst of a crisis. He believes that both at
home and abroad, the American govern-
ment has put in jeopardy the values of
openness and democracy in a search for
“invisible enemies.” A careful observer of
the international political scene, with con-
tacts ranging all the way from UN chief
Kofi Annan to Brazilian President Luiz
Lula da Silva to Bush foreign-policy emi-
nence Paul Wolfowitz, Soros attacks Bush
in the most direct and dramatic terms.

“I lived through both German and So-
viet occupation,” Soros told me as we
walked through a park on Budapest’s Mar-
garet Island. “When I hear President Bush
say that those who are not with us are
against us, I hear alarm bells.” He calls
Bush’s speeches “Orwellian” and compares
the Bush vision of international democ-
racy—“You can have freedom as long as
you do what we tell you to do”—to Soviet
rhetoric about “people’s democracies.”

Soros has just committed $10 million of
his own money to an effort to drum up sup-
port for Democrats in key states, immedi-
ately becoming one of the biggest individ-
ual donors to next year’s electoral race. In
September he staged a fundraiser for for-
mer Vermont governor Howard Dean. And
after years of writing moderate, carefully
argued—and not very influential—tracts
about the international economy, he is now
almost ready to publish a very different
kind of work, a book to be called The Bub-
ble of American Supremacy. It’s a no-holds-
barred attack on what he sees as the hubris
of American policy. “I've come to the con-
clusion,” Soros told FORTUNE, “that one
can do a lot more about the issues I care
about by changing the government than by
pushing the issues.” In short, he has be-
come the world’s angriest billionaire.

IT WOULD BE POLITE TO CALL SOROS’S
crusade something like the “debate about
Anmerica’s place in the world,” but it is sim-
pler to call it a fight against the Bush ad-
ministration. “I was very comfortable with
what this country stood for,” Soros says.
“But with the Bush administration coming
into power, and the way it has exploited the
terrorist attacks of Sept. 11, I feel very un-
comfortable about the direction in which
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the U.S. is taking the world, and to me it
is not business as usual.”

Last summer Soros holed up with half a
dozen top Democratic political strategists
at a house he owns on Long Island to try
to figure out how he could help bring down
Bush, getting an education from some of
the Democratic Party’s most prominent
fundraisers and consultants. In August he
agreed to lead several other major donors
in what Democrats hope will be $75 mil-
lion in spending on a grass-roots get-out-
the-vote effort in 17 battleground states.
Called America Coming Together, it’s di-
rected by top Democratic fundraisers Steve
Rosenthal and Ellen Malcolm. That makes
Soros a key player in the huge “soft money”
push that the Democrats, hampered by new
restrictions on campaign finance, hope will
be one of the keys to matching Bush’s for-
midable fundraising apparatus in the 2004
election: c

The people who talked politics with
Soros are discreet about those meetings.
Mark Steitz, a political consultant, says
Soros “approached it like a businessperson
going into a new business.” Rosenthal, the
former political finance guru for the AFL-
CIO, says that for Soros “it was more of a
listening and absorbing session. He’s not a
guy who felt it necessary to comment on
everything.” But if he is willing to listen
when it comes to election tactics, Soros
has some very definite ideas about his
broad agenda. He believes that by thumb-
ing its nose at multina-
tionalism, the Bush ad-
ministration has frittered

away its credibility abroad  Havel (right, foreground).
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Soros funded the Czech dis-
_sidents who were led by Vaclav

“We are becoming

en mesh_ed In a vicious circle of
escalating violence’”’

since Sept. 11. Having done more to build -

Eastern European democracies after the
fall of Communism than any other individ-
ual, Soros now advocates a “Soros doc-
trine,” in which the U.S. would team up
with the United Nations and other multi-
lateral groups to intervene early and peace-
fully in countries facing the prospect of so-
cial meltdown. He has a domestic program,
too. Despite an admitted aversion to giving
his money to the government, Soros is push-
ing for more progressive taxation—read:
higher taxes for the wealthy—including a
return of the estate tax (an idea that would
cost Soros himself billions, albeit posthu-
mously). Soros is a deficit hawk who be-
lieves the Bush Administration’s deficits
will stifle any economic recovery. He is
furious about what he sees as the Bush ad-
ministration’s encroachments on civil lib-
erties, regarding the Patriot Act and much
of the broader domestic war on terror as an
insidious threat to what he calls open soci-
ety. Soros thinks that if the U.S. doesn’t
change its outlook, at home and abroad, the
country is in grave danger.

Soros has made a career in finance and
philanthropy out of seeing when normal sit-
uations turn far from nor-
mal. “Life is generated at
the edge of chaos,” Soros
told me, “so I specialize in

this edge of chaos situation. And that’s
when I did best.” He has become one of
the richest men in the world by charting
these moments of change—and reacting
to them earlier than other financiers and
much earlier than most governments.
Soros is convinced this is exactly the kind
of moment we’re in now.

One crisis Soros foresees is economic.
In one of his books Soros gives the exam-
ple of a “benign circle” in which currencies
steadily rise when an economy is strong,
and investors gravitate toward buying
stocks and bonds in the rising currency
(precisely the situation the U.S. has been
in for most of the past decade). But when
the pattern is reversed, the circle unwinds
astonishingly fast. Soros thinks this may
well happen to the U.S. in the wake of ris-
ing deficits and military spending.

But the bigger bubble that Soros sees is
ideological. “The crisis now, the one that
I'm predicting, the crisis of global capital-
ism, latest version, is a political and mili-
tary crisis,” an agitated Soros told me. “It
has been brought about by the exploitation
of Sept. 11 by the Bush administration to
pursue its policy of dominating the world in
the guise of fighting terrorism.” In his writ-
ings, Soros discusses how bubbles or “self-
reinforcing” trends develop when a wrong
idea—whether in finance or politics—sur-
vives a comparatively easy test, making an
idea that’s unsustainable in the long term
appear prescient in the short. That’s how
Soros thinks of the Iraq war: A quick mili-
tary victory reinforces the wrongheaded
idea that thanks to an unbeatable military,
the U.S. can achieve its international ob-
jectives by going to war. In a draft of the
forthcoming The Bubble of American Su-
premacy, Soros puts it more strongly: “[Wl]e
are becoming enmeshed in a vicious circle
of escalating violence.”

OVER THE PAST TEN YEARS, SOROS
has given away $4 billion, for everything
from curing tuberculosis in Russian prisons
to supporting dissidents in Zimbabwe to set-
ting up hospices in the U.S. For those keep-
ing count, his annual giving is up there
‘with the Ford Foundation’s. He has written
seven books on economics and world affairs,
dense tracts of political theory and complex
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economic programs. The staggering weight
of his accomplishment leaves one almost
embarrassed to mention, you know, his
money, which is the reason we became in-
terested in George Soros in the first place.
But it is often the people who know
Soros from his life as a manager and maker
of money who offer the best and bluntest
insights into what drives him. Stanley
Druckenmiller, who spent a decade run-
ning Soros’s Quantum fund, says, “He’s a
brilliant man, a brilliant manager. But his
greatest strength, not to be foul or any-
thing, is his balls. When he’d see some-
thing, obvious or not obvious, he was will-
ing to bet it bigger than other people.”
Descriptions of Quantum usually put it
in the category of “macro funds”—short-
hand for its strategy of making leveraged
bets on worldwide macroeconomic events.
It is easy to forget that before Soros there
was no such thing as a macro fund. There

“were stock funds and bond funds (not nearly

as many as there are now), but Soros in-
vented something new. Here was a fund
manager who saw the whole world as a
stage, who made bets on currencies and
stock indexes, who tried to guess the be-
havior of the central bankers who were re-
ally his closest counterparts.

Druckenmiller describes Soros

“My view of the world was formed
when the Nazis were deporting
Jews to Auschwitz.”

ularity with which he has predicted the turns
of the world economy, obscure what a
painful, emotional business making money
has been for him. In an interview with By-
ron Wien in Soros on Soros, a collection of
conversations about money and politics, he
admits that often he would know it was
time to sell out a position when his back
started killing him. And when he describes
his one truly awful year as an investor, when
he lost 23% of his fund in 1981, he describes
it as “blowing up”—not a failure of analysis
but an unconscious, primal response.
Soros has always appeared somewhat
stunned by his own preternatural ability to
make money in the financial markets.
Though he has written a book about it, The
Alchemy of Finance, he has never believed

that his talent is “teachable,” nor has he

ever really succeeded in explaining it. The
upshot of Soros’s theories about the fi-
nancial markets is that while in ordinary

times the markets undulate with the steady,
sinuous waves we know from market
charts, there are extraordinary periods in
which the markets change rapidly, and the
interaction of market realities and in-
vestors’ expectations creates powerful, self-
reinforcing trends—bubbles and crashes.
Soros likes to call those situations “far from
equilibrium,” a safe, scientific-sounding
term for situations that to most people
are frightening and puzzling.

Soros tries to recognize these situa-
tions by the small signs that “normal” is
turning into a bubble, a boom/bust cycle,
or acrisis. We all know about the hurricane
that begins with the flap of a butterfly’s
wings, but Soros is the rare person who is
habitually willing to follow the implica-
tions. Very often those signs come from
politics: Soros has been particularly adept
at noticing those instances when statesmen,
Finance Ministers, and politicians try to
react, tentatively and incom-
pletely, to big economic and so-

as the first money manager to
say, “I don’t have to just trade

or six weapons at my disposal ...
I'll go whiere the action is.”
Soros started his first hedge
fund in 1969 with $4 million, just
a fraction of it his own. Between
that year and 2000, the last
twelve years with Drucken-
miller’s help, Soros’s flagship
fund returned an average of 31%
annually, with only three losing
years (the tech stock crash made

fund company has about $12 bil-
lion under management.
Of that, $7.4 billion is in

dowment fund. Though
Soros maintains that there
are outside investors in
Quantum, former execu-
tives of his fund company
believe that the over-
whelming share, if not all,
of that $7.4 billion belongs
to Soros and his family.
The fortune that Soros
has acquired, and the reg-

Soros in his
own words

George Soros's new book, The Bubble
of American Supremacy, should make
a splash when it is published in Janu-
ary (see main story). But Soros also
published a book this fall: a new edition
of The Alchemy of Finance, his 1987 .4
explanation of the financial markets. in Y
this new version he tries to clarify his
theory of “reflexivity"” Some readers have understood this
concept to mean that market prices are influenced by
expectations, not just “fundamentals.”

Ho hum. Soros uses the new intro to ex-
plain what he really meant: Expectations
and real-world facts interact in ways that
often change the supposedly solid facts in
surprising ways. For example, inflated
expectations of Intemet companies ran up
the value of their stocks. But some of these
companies, like America Online, used the
stock to make acquisitions. Suddenly the
“facts” changed. Just ask anybody at
Time Warner if Soros is on to something.

The M;hemy

" of Finance

cial trends that are just
about to—but have not
yet—become full blown
crises.
Soros and Druckenmiller
famously made a billion dol-
lars betting that the British
pound would go down. In
Soros on Soros, he says the
sequence of events that led to
the bet started with an offhand
comment from the German
Finance Minister about the
lira. That led Soros to believe that
the whole European currency
market was a lot less stable than
anyone else thought. One exam-
ple of a small event hinting at ma-
jor disruption that he often turns
to is the phone call that Mikhail
Gorbachev made to noted dissi-
dent Andrei Sakharov in 1986.
It was to Soros a subtle but un-
mistakable sign that the entire
Soviet system was on the verge of
transformation.

UNDERSTANDING CHAOS IS
something that Soros has pur-
sued in what he calls the labo-

(2)300HL L10TS
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ratory of finance and in reading and writ-
ing philosophy, but it also has very deep
roots in his psyche. Soros and his family
were among the minority of Budapest Jews
who survived the 1944 Nazi invasion of
Hungary. His father, Tivadar Soros, wrote
a little-read but riveting book titled Mas-
querade about the family’s months of hid-
ing and running from the Germans and
their collaborators. Lucid and even casual
in tone, Masquerade recounts the way so
many of Budapest’s Jews, unable to see how
dark their situation was, fell into the tight-
ening noose of the “Jewish laws”—even an-
swering summonses to the
local police station to be
deported to concentration
camps in alphabetical or-
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Soros, in his New York office,
made a career of operating
“at the edge of chaos.”

“Most of the time he was treated
seriously as a donor, not a thinker.”

der. And yet a few—including Tivadar
Soros and his family—were able to use the
confusion of war as a cover to hide under
false identities.

“[My] view of the world, I would say,
was formed very much in the traumatic ex-
perience in the Second World War when
Hungary was occupied by Nazi Germany
and they were deporting Jews to Ausch-
witz,” Soros told me. “I
was lucky enough to have a
father who understood that
this is not normalcy. This

is far from equilibrium. And if you go by
the rules that you normatly go by, you’re go-
ing to die. I learned from a grand master in
the Second World War, and I basically ap-
plied this view of the world to the financial
markets and also to my political vision.”

Soros has outlined those views in his
books. Repeatedly he has tried to sys-
tematize his thinking, generally returning
to the theory he calls “reflexivity” and try-
ing to use it to explain the emergence of
“out of equilibrium” conditions—whether
the rapid fall of the Communist bloc or
the Asian currency crisis. Soros seems
puzzled that these books have not been
more influential. He has joked that he is
a “failed philosopher” but admits that he
was irked when his biographer, Michael
Kaufman, took that estimation at face
value. But in fact the density and ab-
straction of his books—which rarely grant
the reader a personal detail—have greatly
limited their influence. “Most of the
time,” says Soros’s friend Wiktor Osi-
atynski, a Polish legal scholar who sits on
the boards of several of Soros’s founda-
tions, “he was treated seriously as a donor
but not so seriously as a thinker.” Stanley
Druckenmiller, who remains a friend of
Soros’s but disagrees with him on nearly
every political point, argues that Soros’s
strength has been not been putting to-
gether theoretical models but “relying on
the intuitive” to know when the world is
changing enough to make existing mod-
els obsolete.

It’s that intuitiveness,-the visceralness
of his Hungarian experience, that has been
missing from Soros’s writing. The draft
of The Bubble of American Supremacy is
the first of his books to have it. In it, Soros
notes with some pride that his politics have
become “rabid.” He has sometimes talked
about how in his first fund, his partner, Jim
Rogers, did the analysis while Soros
“pulled the trigger,” making the decisions.
It is as if when it comes to politics and phi-
losophy, Soros himself has decided to
pull the trigger. “We are now being led
by people who follow a false and danger-
ous ideology,” Soros told a sympathetic
Washington audience in September.
“[This country] is where the future of the
world is being decided.” It is, in other
words, the kind of “out of equilibrium”
situation that engages Soros.
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SO HOW SERIOUSLY SHOULD WE TAKE
Soros’s warnings? Soros himself hedges a
little. If, as Soros does, you spend your
time looking for “far from equilibrium”
situations, you're bound to find them.
Soros is very much aware of this: In 1998
he wrote a book, The Crisis of Global Cap-
italism, predicting a meltdown that never
quite happened. “Just as economists have
predicted the last ten of three recessions,”

. he says, “the same way, I predict ten boom-

bust situations out of three.”

Whether or not Soros turns out to be right
this time in thrusting himself into the elec-
tion debate, he has made himself a big fat
target for the Republicans. Before the elec-
tion season is out you can expect Soros’s dire
predictions, and Soros himself, to become
an issue. For those who have distrusted him,
Soros has always been easy to paint as an Ian

.DROS

Democratic fundraiser Ellen Malcolm, a
participant in Soros’s summer retreat, de-
flects questions about Soros’s views by say-
ing, “He’s a very thoughtful, intelligent
person who cares deeply about democracy.”

Whichever side of the political divide
you are on, it makes sense to pay Soros some
heed on international economics. When he
has been right about international trends, it
has often been spectacularly so. To Soros,
the casual phrases of a Finance Minister or

.a Treasury Secretary are never just casual.

Last summer, for instance, Soros told view-
ers on CNBC that the new U.S. Treasury
Secretary, John Snow, was intentionally ex-
posing the dollar to a precipitous drop and

“that Soros himself was betting against the

dollar. Soros saw Snow’s vague comments
that a falling dollar would help U.S. exports
as the sign of a deliberate, short-sighted pol-

“George Soros has purchased the
Democratic Party for $10 million.”

Fleming villain. Secretive moneymaking ap-
paratus? Check. Member of the Council on
Foreign Relations? Check. Hobnobs with
heads of state? Phony-sounding, palindromic
name? Check, check. Add to that “biggest
soft-money contributor to the anti-Bush
forces,” and you have a recipe for copious
mudslinging.

“The Democratic party has been unable
to broaden their message,” says Republican
National Committee spokeswoman Chris-
tine Iverson, “and as a result they remain be-
holden to a very small group of very wealthy
people with narrow special interests.” Soros’s
“interests” may be very different from those
of corporate PACs angling for their bit of gain
in the legislative and regulatory arenas. Dis-
tinctions like that don’t last long in the rough
argot of real-world politics, though. “George
Soros has purchased the Democratic Party
for $10 million,” Iverson says.

Meanwhile, Democrats soft-pedal how
much influence he is likely to have. “I don’t
think he’ll make much headway in some of
his particular issues,” says Tom Mann, a
Democratic political analyst at the Brook-
ings Institution. “Will it affect the agenda of
the party? It’s a matter of relative resources.
Do you really believe Soros’s $10 million will
make a difference in the party’s agenda in
an election in which $4 billion will be spent?”
Well, yes, if it gets Soros’s ideas noticed. But
ironically, the more money Soros gives, the
more the Democrats have to avoid the ap-
pearance that they’'re kowtowing to him.

icy that would give a temporary boost to U.S.
exports while hurting the rest of the world.
“Deliberately devaluing the dollar is in some
ways reminiscent of the competitive deval-
uations that occurred in the interwar period,
which then resulted in a global depres-
sion,” Soros says now. “It was a nice frost-
ing on the cake [for Snow] to say ‘we can
screw Old Europe by devaluing the dollar’ ”

Most analysts at the time believed that
Snow’s comments were, if not a slip-up, then
a trial balloon rather than a reflection of a

new economic policy. The President soonre- -

iterated the traditional American commit-
ment to a strong dollar. Now, six months
later, the dollar is back on the agenda, and at
the latest international economic summit,
the U.S. pushed for ... a weaker dollar.

. It makes for an impressive display of
Soros’s mix of political and economic acu-
men, especially notable because it is dri-
ven not just by a feel for the movements of
the world economy but even more by a feel
for what motivates American politicians.
“The kind of boom-bust sequence I have
been best at reading,” Soros says, “always
has a political element.” That talent for
reading politics and politicians is one that
Soros will likely have plenty of opportunity
to display. Actually, you can think of the big
game of domestic politics that Soros has
taken on as being a lot like the wrenching
exercise of running billions of dollars. Just
with higher stakes. @

FEEDBACK mark_gimein@fortunemail.com
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vs. Bush

Financier Contributes $5 Million More in Effort to Oust President

By Laura BLumEeNFELD
Waahmuton. Post Staff Writer

NEW YORK—George Soros, one of

the world’s richest men, has given away
nearly $5 billion to promote democracy in
the former Soviet bloc, Africa and Asia.
Now he has a new project: defeating Presi-
dent Bush.

“It is the central focus of my life,” Soros
said, his blue eyes settled on an unseen tar-

get. The 2004 presidential race, he said in

an interview, is “a matter of life and
death.”

Soros, who has financed efforts to pro-
mote open societies in more than 50 coun-
tries around the world, is bringing the
tight home, he said. On Monday, he and a

~ partner committed up to $5 million to

MoveOn.org, a liberal activist group,
bringing to $15.5 million the total of his
personal contributions to oust Bush.

Overnight, Soros, 74, has become the
major financial player of the left. He has
elicited cries of foul play from the right.
And with a tight nod, he pledged: “If nec-
essary, I would give more money.”

“America, under Bush, is a danger to
the world,” Soros said. Then he smiled:
“And I'm wdlmg to put my money where
my mouth is.’

Soros believes that a “supremacist ide-
ology” guides this White House. He hears
echoes in its rhetoric of his childhood in
occupied Hungary. “When I hear Bush say,
“You're either with us or against us,’ it re-
minds me of the Germans.” It conjures up

memories, he said, of Nazi slogans on the ;

walls, Der Feind Hort mit (“The enemy is
listening”). “My experiences under Nazi
and Soviet rule have sensitized me,” he
said in a soft Hungarian accent.

Soros’s contributions are filling a gap in
Democratic Party finances that opened af-
ter the restrictions in the 2002 McCain-
Feingold law took effect. In the past, politi-
cal parties paid a large share of television
and get-out-the-vote costs with unregulat-
ed “soft money” contributions from corpo-
rations, unions and rich individuals. The
parties are now barred from accepting
such money. But non-party groups in both
camps are stepping in, accepting soft mon-
ey and taking over voter mobilization.

“It's incredibly ironic that George Soros
is trying to create a more open society by
using an unregulated, under-the-radar-
screen, shadowy, soft-money group to do
it,” Republican National Committee
spokeswoman Christine I[verson said.
“George Soros has purchased the Demo-
cratic Party.”

In past election cycles, Soros contribut-
ed relatively modest sums. In 2000, his
aide said, he gave $122,000, mostly to
Democratic causes and candidates. But re-
cently, Soros has grown alarmed at the in-

In gwmg $155 mllhon to the effort to
defeat President Bush, George Soros has
filled a gap in Demaocratic Party finances.

fluence of neoconservatives, whom he
calls “a bunch of extremists.guided by a
crude form of social Darwinism.”

Neoconservatives, ‘Soros said, are ex-
ploiting the terrorist attacks of Sept. 11,
2001, to promote a preexisting agenda of
preemptive war and world dominion.
“Bush feels that on September 11th he was
anointed by God,” Soros said. “He’s lead-
ing the US. and the world toward a vi-
cious circle of escalating violence.”

Soros said he had been waking at 3
a.m., his thoughts shaking him “like an
alarm clock.” Sitting in his robe, he wrote
his ideas down, longhand, on a stack of
pads. In January, PublicAffairs will publish
them as a book, “The Bubble of American
Supremacy” (an excerpt appears in De-
cember’s Atlantic Monthly). In it, he ar-
gues for a collective approach to security,
increased foreign aid and “preventive ac-
tion.”

“It would be too immodest for a private
person to set himself up agamst the presi-
dent,” he said. “But it is, in fact"—he
chuckled—"the Soros Doctorine.”

His campaign began last summer with
the help of Morton H. Halperin, a liberal
think tank veteran. Soros invited Demo-
cratic strategists to his house in South-
ampton, Long Island, including Clinton
chief of staff John D. Podesta, Jeremy
Rosner, Robert Boorstin and Carl Pope.

They discussed the coming election.
Standing on the back deck, the evening
sun angling into their eyes, Soros took
aside Steve Rosenthal, CEO of the liberal
activist group America Coming Together
(ACT), and Ellen Malcolm, its president.

They were proposing to mobilize voters in
17 battleground states. Soros told them he
would give ACT $10 million.

Asked-about his moment in the sun, Ro-
senthal deadpanned: “We were disap-
pointed. We thought a guy like George So-
ros could do more.” Then he laughed. “No,
kidding! It was thrilling.”

Malcolm: “It was like getting his Good
Housekeeping Seal of Approval.”

“They were ready to kiss me,” Soros
quipped.

Before coffee the next morning, his
friend Peter Lewis, chairman of the Pro-
gressive Corp., had pledged $10 million to
ACT. Rob Glaser, founder and CEO of
RealNetworks, promised $2 million. Rob
McKay, president of the McKay Family
Foundation, gave $1 million and benefac-
tors Lewis and Dorothy Cullman commit-
ted $500,000.

Soros also promised up to $3 million to
Podesta’s new think tank, the Center for
American Progress.

Soros will continue to recruit wealthy
donors for his campaign. Having put a lot
of money into the war of ideas around the
world, he has learned that “money’ buys

" talent; you can advocate more effectively.”

At his home in Westchester, N.Y., he
raised $115,000 for Democratic presn-
dential candidate Howard Dean. He ‘also
supports Democratic presidential” con-

tenders Sen. John E. Kerry (Mass:), re-

tired Gen. Wesley K. Clark and Rep. R1ch-
ard A. Gephardt (Mo.).

In an effort to limit Soros’s influence,
the RNC sent a letter to Dean Monday,
asking him to request that ACT and ‘simii-
lar organizations follow the McCain-Féin:
gold restrictions limiting individual’ eon-'
tributions to $2,000.

The RNC is not the only group irked by
Soros. Fred Wertheimer, president of De-
mocracy 21, which promotes changes in
campaign finance, has benefited from So-

ros's grants over the years. Soros has-

backed altering campaign finance, an aide
said, donating close to $18 million over
the past seven years.

“There’s some 1rony, given the support-
ing role he played in helping to end the
soft money system,” Wertheimer  said.
“I'm sorry that Mr. Soros has decided to
put so much money into a political effort
to defeat a candidate. We will be watch-
dogging him closely.”

An aide said Soros welcomes the scruti-
ny. Soros has become as rich as he has, the
aide said, because he has a preternatural
instinct for a good deal.

Asked whether he would trade his $7
billion fortune to unseat Bush, Soros
opened his mouth. Then he closed it. The

proposal hung in the air: Would he become

poor to beat Bush?
He said, “If someone guaranteed it,®

Exhlblt J
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Transcript, September 12, 2003

BRANCACCIO: When'George Soros talks, people listen. He's near the top of FORBES' list of the
richest people in the world with a net worth of $7 bitlion.

Just to put that into perspective, there was one year when he reportedly made more money than
McDonald's. We're not talking about your local franchise here. More money than the entire
McDonald's corporation. :

Making money, however, is not what keeps George Soros busy these days. Instead, he works on
giving it away. He is famous for zeroing in on developing nations.

But now his focus is shifting to this country. He says America is disastrously off-coursé. Checkbook
in hand, he's vowing to defeat George Bush next fall.

SOROS: The Republican Party has been captured by a bunch of extremists... People who maintain
that markets will take care of everything, that you leave it to the markets and the markets know
best. Therefore, you need no government, no interference with business. Let everybody pursue his
own interests. And that will serve the common interest. Now, there is a good foundation for this.
But it's a half-truth.

.BRANCACCIO: George Soros says he's convinced the Bush administration is pursuing policies both

foreign and economic that in Soros's experience, will be catastrophic.

Soros has been hailed as a international financial genius: "the world's greatest money manager”
said the INSTITUTIONAL INVESTOR; one of the most influential philanthropists, according to TIME.

So he's not the kind of man you'd expect to be arguing that when it comes to free market
capitalism, it's possible to have "too much of a good thing," that unchecked capitalism fails to
provide for certain fundamental needs.

SOROS: We need to maintain law and order. We need to maintain peace in the world. We need to
protect the environment. We need to have some degree of social justice, equality of opportunity.

The markets are not designed to take care of those needs. That's a political process. And the
market fundamentalists have managed to reduce providing those public goods.

BRANCACCIO: Providing those public goods has long been at the top of his agenda for making the
world a better place.

He not only wants more regulation of the global economy but he's also been an outspoken advocate
of democracy throughout the world. In fact, he's been described as the only American citizen with

_his own foreign policy.

SOROS: I give away something up to $500'million a year throughout the world promoting Open
Society. My foundations support people in the country who care about an open society. It's their

work that I'm supporting. So it's not me doing it. But I can empower them. I can support them, and
I can help them.

" Exhibit K
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BRANCACCIO: Indeed, over the past 20 years, Soros has given away more than $4 billion of his
personal fortune.

He's built a philanthropic network that spans more than fifty countries, promoting what he calis
"open societies" with the goal of establishing democratically elected governments that respect
human rights, the rule of law and market economies.

SOROS: And as long as there is enough support for it, then actually you can make a difference in
the world. And I think we are succeeding in many of our efforts in making a difference.

BRANCACCIO: His foundations have sponsored thousands of development projects...everything
from low-income housing construction in Africa to medical clinics in Russia to political movements
worldwide.

As early as the 1970s, Soros gave money to dissident groups in the old eastern bloc, helping bring
down those communist regimes.

Since 1987, he's pumped more than a billion dollars into Russia alone ... including his donation of

'$500 million to fund health and education programs there.

And in 1993, when Sarajevo was under siege, his foundation built utilities to supply desperately

‘needed water and electricity.

~

All that made possible by the staggering brofits he earned directing his "Quantum" hedge fund. His
personal fortune is estimated as high as $7 billion and he pledges to give most of it away.

But his success in business has not been without controversy.
SOROS: I've been called as the man who broke the Bank of England when I attacked the sterling.

BRANCACCIO: In 1992, Soros made a spectacular bet, taking in a billion dollars on a hunch that
the British pound would be devalued. Many blamed Soros for forcing the pound's fall.

But it was in France that Soros got into trouble with the authorities. In 1988, he Was asked to join a
takeover attempt of a French bank. He declined, but he did buy the bank's stock. Last year, a
French court ruled that that was insider trading.

BRANCACCIO: Why should I believe you, when I've read, you say you did not conduct insider
trading, instead of a French judge?

SOROS: Well, that's up to you. I was found guilty. I think, in a miscarriage of justice, frankly. And
I'm fighting it. I'm appealing it, and I'll continue fighting it.

BRANCACCIO: Soros denies any wrongdoing and says news of the takeover was public knowledge.
Nevertheless, he was fined more than $2 million...roughly the amount French authorities say he
made from the trades.

More than a dozen other people were investigated in the incident. All except Soros were either
acquitted or pardoned.

SOROS: It is something that troubles me a great deal. And I'll flght it with all I've got But the
French judicial system is not perfect, either.

BRANCACCIO: Does it worry you, for instance, that maybe some of your actions in the past would

have hurt some people, when you withdrew capital from certain countries?
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SOROS: Yes. No, you see you can't... as a market participant, if you want to be successful, I think
you just have to look out for your own interests.

BRANCACCIO: It sounds amoral.

SOROS: Pardon?

BRANCACCIO: It sounds amoral.

SOROS: It is amoral. Now, it's very often understood and understood as immoral. And that is a
very different thing, being immoral. If you hurt people deliberately or you know, that's immoral. If

‘you break the law, that's immoral. If you play by the rules, that is the market itself is amoral.

If you impose morality on it, it means that you are actually with your hands tied behind your back
and you're not going to be successful. It's extremely hard to be successful.

BRANCACCIO: Do you think, on balance, that your philanthropic work counteracts the more
ruthless decisions that you had to make when you were a financier?

SOROS: It is no connection whatsoever. I'm not doing my philanthropic work out of any kind of
guilt or any need to create good public relations. I'm doing it because I can afford to do it, and I
believe in it.

BRANCACCIO: Now retired from his job of making money, Soros is spending his time giving it
away. And how he spends his money, he says, has a lot to do with his experiences growing
up...surviving one of history's darkest periods.

George Soros was born into a well-to-do Jewish family in Budapest. When the Nazis invaded,
Soros's father hid the children with sympathetic families.

BRANCACCIO: Do you see a thread that links your childhood experience with your career as a
financier, with your philanthropy, and now political activist?

SOROS: Oh, it's a very strong thread, that feads right through. You know, I learned at a very early
age that what kind of social system or political system prevails is very important. Not just for your
well-being, but for your very survival. .

Because, you know, I could have been killed by the Nazis. I could have wasted my life under the
Communists. So, that's what led me to this idea of an open society. And that is the idea that is
motivating me.

BRANCACCIO: At the London School of Economics after the war, he was exposed to the philosophy
of the "open society."

That's been the basis of his philanthropy throughout the world. But the political struggle for an open
society, says Soros, now has to be fought right here in the United States.

SOROS: The people currently in charge have forgotten the first principle of an open society, namely
that we may be wrong and that there has to be free discussion. That it's possible to be opposed to
the policies without being unpatriotic.

BRANCACCIO: And says Soros, the biggest obstacle to an open society is the Bush administration's
philosophy that on both the domestic and international fronts, either you're with us or against us.

SOROS: You know, it's a distortion of what this country stands for.
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BRANCACCIO: And that offends you?

SOROS: It offends me because I think it's a misinterpretation of what America's role in the world
ought to be. We are the dominant power. And that imposes on us a responsibility to be actually
concerned with the well-being of the world. Because we set the agenda.

And there are a lot of problems, including terrorism and weapons of mass destruction, that can only
be tackled by collective action. And we ought to be leading that collective action, instead of riding
roughshod over other people's opinions and interests.

BRANCACCIO: It's just so hard, Mr. Soros. I mean two years ago, a few blocks from where we're
speaking right now, the World Trade Center came down. The notion that we should have harnessed
our response to make nice with the world may be too much to ask.

SOROS: Maybe. Certainly, being nice to the world won't stop terrorism. So, we've got to ﬂght
terrorism. But how do you fight it? -

If the terrorists have the sympathy of people, it's much harder to find them. So we need people on
our side, and that leads us to be responsible leaders of the world, show some concern with the
problems.

BRANCACCIO: Problems in places like Iraq, where, says Soros, the Bush administration’s actions
have alienated traditional allies and fueled anti-American sentiment.

SOROS: Now that we did not find weapons and there was no known connection with al-Qaeda, they
say, "Well, we came to liberate Iraq, to introduce democracy, nation-building." But that's exactly
what President Bush was opposed to in the elections. And it's a business that I am engaged in.

BRANCACCIO: You have wide credentials in this whole field of nation-building.

SOROS: This is where, you know, with all my experience, Iraq would have been the last place on
earth that I would have chosen for introducing democracy.

I mean, democracy has to be built pamstaklngly and very slowly. And, you know, I've been engaged
in that now for the last 15 years.

BRANCACCIO: This is a place with bitter religious rivalries, with even recent history as terrible
animosity between groups in society.

SOROS: Right. So, it was a horrendous naiveté, actually, to think that you can go into Iraq and you
can introduce democracy by military force.

BRANCACCIO: Could you share with me concrete ideas of things we should be doing in Iraq now?

SOROS: I think just one. We've-got to get the United Nations involved. We have to transfer enough
authority to the United Nations, to internationalize the issue. Because we cannot do it, and we
should not do it alone. It was a mistake to do it alone. We have made the mistake. And the sooner
we correct it, the better.

BRANCACCIO: So, you argue certainly don't W|thdraw our military forces from Iraq It's gonna
require more money.

SOROS: That's nght We have made a terrible mistake. And we have to pay the price. But we have
to recognize that we've been very badly misled.
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BRANCACCIO: And says Soros, we've been badly misled by the Bush administration at home as
well from its lack of regulation on Wall Street ... to the curtailment of civil liberties under the Patriot
Act.

SOROS: I mean, you know, you pass the USA Patriot Act without proper discussion. And anybody
who opposed it was accused of giving aid and comfort to the terrorists. So I think we've gone off
the rail in this country.

BRANCACCIO: Yet the Patriot Act was passed with a lot of democratic support. There was debate,
but not proper discussion you don't believe?

SOROS: Yeah, I mean, it was done in six weeks. Lawmakers didn't even get a copy of the bill. They
couldn't even read it before it was passed.

- Now, the Democrats caved in. I'm very critical of the Democrats. But of course, it was a moment of,

I suppose, national calamity. It was a tragedy and people were very emotional. It's a traumatic
event.

. But there was a group of people who took advantage of it and who's been leading us in the wrong

direction.

'BRANCACCIO: All this has led Soros to conclude the most important thing he can do is stop George
Bush.

SOROS: I think h'e's a man of good intentions. I don't doubt it. But I think he's leading us in the
wrong direction.

BRANCACCIO: So just last month, Soros put his money where his mouth is one more time. He

gave $10 million to America Coming Together, a liberal coalition pledged to defeat the President in
2004.

SOROS: By putting up $10 million and getting other people engaged, there's enough there to get
the show going. In other words, to get the organizing going. Half of it still needs funding.

BRANCACCIO: What is the show? It's a get out the vote effort.
SOROS: Get out the vote and get people engaged on issues.

This is the same kind of grassroots organizing that we did or we helped in Slovakia when Mechar
was defeated, in Croatia when Tudjman was defeated and in Yugoslavia when Milosevic was
defeated.

BRANCACCIO: But gee whcz, Tudjman, Milosevic, George Bush, almost in the same phrase? Those
are fighting words

SOROS: But I do think that our leaders... If you take John Ashcroft, I don't think he's an Open
Society person, Donald Rumsfeld...I do think that we have an extremist element in the government.
I think that President Bush has been captured by these people as a resuit of September 11.

BRANCACCIO: But you really think that if it's true that the current administration has been
hijacked by extremists, that the American public, which by and large in history doesn't tolerate
extremism all that well, resents extremism, that the American public by and large wouldn't notice?

SOROS: I think that they are noticing it. It think that it's happening. And this |s exactly why I think
that people are about, may I say that, coming to their senses.
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And I think the moment of truth has come in Iraq. Because we really got into a terrible, terrible
mess, into a quagmire. And our soldiers are at risk. But it's worse. Because our armed forces, the
Army is at risk. In other words, our capacity to project power that it has greatly diminished because
we have misused our power. And I think that people will wake up.

BRANCACCIO: Misuse of power, quagmire, a wake up call for reform: these are heavy
assessments of the current state of American policy in Iraq. As for how it will turn out, even George
Soros, who has gambled on the future so often and so well, ventures no specific prediction.

But Soros is very clear on what he believes should happen next.

SOROS: If we re-elect Bush, we are endorsing the Bush doctrine. And then we are off to a vicious
circle of escalating violence in the world. And I think, you know, terrorism, counter-terrorism, it's a
very scary spectacle to me.

If we reject him, then we are effectively rejecting the Bush doctrine. Because he was elected on a
platform of a more humble foreign policy. Then we can go back to a more humble foreign policy.
And treat this episode as an aberration. We have to pay a heavy price. You know, 100 billion dollars
a year in Irag. We can't get out of that. We mustn't get out of it.

But still, we can then regain the confidence of the world, and our rightful place as leaders of the
world, working to make the world a better place.
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: .'.-'-Seattle Ttmes chief polmcal reporter

- 'Some of the country's top Democratic political operatlves were in Seattle thls wee I
R ,.'-’_j_-_courtmg some rich party donors for a new campaxgn to help whlchever Democrat faces T
R .'»George W Bush next year. ~-

| .They leﬁ w1th donations aiid pledges for more for the Joint Victory Campaign; : SR e
_partnershxp of two newly formed orgamzatlons that say they will raise more than $100 T
- mrlhon for voter outreach and amedia campalgn : -

The SeattleTimes

' ‘Saturday December 06, 2003

L __"_.jDemocrats worrled by emergmg liberal force

K At least some of the money w1ll be spent here. America Commg Together — whlch.along .

with the Media Fund makes up the Joint Victory Campaign — says Washington is one of
its 17 battleground states and that it will soon open a Seattle office. :

The poht’xcal committees are among those formed since Congress passed c'ampai"""- o

finance reform last year that barred political parties from accepting "soft money":"" . .
donations. The groups can still accept those donations and do many of the chores that
were the purview of the party.

Contnbutors say they see the groups as the most effective way to deliver a focused
message in the campaign against President Bush's re-electlon -

But there is an emerging discontent among Democratic Party officials and representatives
of interest groups that traditionally back the party. They worry about the loss of money, -

attention and effort that is shifting to the new groups, from hlgh-proﬁle operatlons backed

by well-known people to little-known groups with ill-defined missions.

“"There is an absolute proliferation of these groups, and one doesn't know what the other

is doing," sai¢ Washington state Democratic Party Chairman Paul Berendt.

The new groups were a side discussion at a meeting Wednesday mght in Olympia of
party officials and representatives of unions and trial attorneys — a loosely orgamzed
group of Democratic interest groups that calls itself "The Friends."

"They were grousing about it and saying, 'What the hell is this?' " Berendt said. "There
was a genuine feeling that this was a disaster."

. Exhibit
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Response to campaign law

A number of new left-leaning, political groups popped up Whack-a-Mole-like as
Congress thought it was putting the hammer to soft money. Congress passed the McCain-
Feingold law last year prohibiting soft money donations to parties. Unlike the parties, the
political committees can still receive soft money donations, which can be used for voter
outreach, get-out-the vote campaigns and issue ads that can criticize a candidate's record
but cannot advocate a vote for a candldate '

Some of the groups are orgamzed as so-called "527s" under the IRS code that allows for
groups to raise unlimited donations of unregulated soft money

America Coming Together is a political action committee regulated by the Federal
Election Commission. It accepts both unlimited soft money donations and "hard money"
donations limited to $5,000, which can go directly to candidates. It is working with the
Media Fund, and when money is raised for the partnership it goes to what is called the

Joint Victory Campaign, accordmg to Lorraine Voles, a D.C. consultant working for the

group.

America Comihg Together was announced in August. It is run by the leaders of five
organizations that back and finance Democratic candidates. Those leaders include Ellen

Malcolm, president of Emily's List, a women's fund-raising group, Carl Pope executive
director of the Slerra Club, and union officials.

The Media Fund is headed by Harold Ickes, a former top adviser to the Clintons.

America Coming Together will concentrate on voter outreach, identifying likely
Democratic voters and working to get them to vote in November, Voles said.

The Media Fund will focus on an advertising campaign.

"~ Donors meeting in Seattle

On Monday, Ickes and Malcolm were in Seattle for private meetings with donors, said
Ken Alhadeff, a Seattle real-estate investor and major Democratic donor. Organizers or
attendees would not say who showed up for the local meetings.

Alhadeff said he would dorate office space for the new America Coming Together field

office in Seattle. He also’ donated money and said e will give more; though he hasn'tyet -~ oo

decided how much.

"I personally believe this is the most effective thing I could do politically at this time on a.
national level," he said. '

America Coming Together was seeded with $10 million from billionaire mtemallonal
financier George Soros.




"Unfortunately, to get it off the gfound we have to start with reélly wealthy people,” said
Alhadeff. "It is not just about rich, powerful Americans. But the beginning of America
Coming Together is trying to get a strong economic base."

Peter Goldman, a Seattlc attomey and environmental activist, said he pledged a

"substantial sum."

Alhadeff and Goldman said America Coming Together will present a cogent, focused

message to help defeat Bush no matter who the Democratic nominee is. They say it's a

very different approach from what they've been used to as members of the highest
echelons of the Democratic Party and financiers of Seattle's progressive politics.

"We're not lookmg to go through the party, which has all kinds of agendas and deals to
cut," Goldman said.

. He said environmenfa_l groups that he supports ﬁnanéially and other interest groups are

upset that so much money is going to America Coming Together because it doesn't
necessarily get spent on their priority issues. It also is likely to be spent elsewhere
because the group has given its higher priority to other:states.

As a fervent environmentalist, Goldman understands the concern.

"It isn't easy to part with big money and not advance your favorite issue," he said.
Bruce Gryniewski, executive director of Washington Conservatlon Voters, said he hopes
local efforts won't suffer. :

"I respect Peter's decision and the decision of others to get rid of Bush,” he said. "I know
that's a top priority and that's one strategy. But another strategy is to continue to build the
capacity for environmental politics in our state, and I hope and I believe Peter and others
will be with us and share that vision."

Larry Shannon, government-affairs director for the Washington State Trial Lawyers
Association, said his organization — a mainstay in Democratic pohtlcs — has received
‘many solicitations from groups looking for money. ‘

“Until we can get a better sense of who these people are and what they are up to, I don't
think we will be making any decision or commitments ... ," he said. "I would share the
concern that this could dilute efforts in'ways that are not as effective and efficient as they
may have been in the past.”

 Alhadeff said it's a very different experience than the usual scene surrounding big-dollar.

donors.

"They don't even have autographed pens to give me," he said. "There are no trinkets.
There isn't even an event. It's very refreshing."
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EERNSE ) ,".__Despxte concems such as Berendt's that the efforts could hurt the party, there also is © o
"-33 ST _'susplcxon that the groups are workmg in close coordmatlon w1th the Democratic Paxty
"':] e B ."There s barely a hair's width of mfterence between these groups and the pohtlcal

To those who complain that the traditional party machinery is being neglected, Alhadeff
said something different is needed because "we haven't done a very good job. We keep

‘saying we're the party of the people but we don't win the vote of the people
' _'F ewer -regulatlons

L Campalgn-ﬁnance watchdogs have expressed concern about groups surfacing this year o
" because they operate under fewer regulations than the political parties. Whilea . . o
o Repubhcan-backed group was recently announced, the Democrats have led the wa w1th LT :
o 'the new organizations. : et

partles " sa1d Steven Weiss, spokesman for the Center for Responsive Politics,

| He sald that the groups could violate the spirit if not the letter of the McCam—Femgold- |
-~ restrictions. :

"It's former political-party operators (who) are running them," Weiss said. "These new

. groups really are an effort by the pohtlcal parties to come as close as they legally can to
.. raising and spending soft money." o -

Republicans have criticized the efforts as fronts for the Democratic party and blatant
attempts to subvert McCain-Feingold.

"I guess the question becomes, 'Is what they're doing in the spirit at least of campaign
finance reform?' " said Jim Dyke, spokesman for the Republlcan National Committee.

Berendt said the proliferation of the groups may be fueled by political consultants and
other operatives who feared the loss of soft money could hurt their bottom line.

"] believe that there is tremendous anxiety running through the veins of every political
leader in Washington, D.C., on how to save their political careers in the aftermath of
McCain-Feingold," Berendt said. "There's been this i::frastructure built on a set of criteria
and rules, and this is all a lot of these people could cc.me up with to continue to operate."

David Postman: 360-943-9882 or dpostman@seattletimes.com

Coprnght © 2004 The Seattle Times Comoany
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The Associated Press State & Local Wire

The materials in the AP file were compiied by The Associated Press. These materials may not
be republished without the express written consent of The Associated Press.

November 21, 2003, Friday, BC cycle
SECTION: State and Regional
LENGTH: 202 words
HEADLINE: Dean hires Bradley manager, union assistant
DATELINE: BURLINGTON,'Vt.
BODY:
Howard Dean has hired Bill Bradley's former national campaign manager who has been a

political adviser to one of the unions that endorsed Dean last week.

Gina Glantz will be a senior adviser to Dean and will travel with him as he campaigns for
the Democratic presidential nhomination, the campaign announced Friday.

Glantz joins the staff Dec. 1.

She's currently assistant to the president of the Service Employees International Union, the
labor group that helped to solidify Dean's status as the Democratic front runner when it
endorsed him earlier in the month.

Glantz has been advising SEIU President Andy Stern on strategic issues and political action.

"All my political life, I have worked for an America that respects workers, provides health
care and ensures women's and civil rights for everyone," Glantz said in a statement released
by the Dean campaign. "The opportunity to be part of this extraordinary movement to
involve millions of Americans that Howard Dean has created and to accomplish those goals is
incredibly exciting and, I know, will be extremely rewarding."

Dean welcomed Glantz. "Gina is a talented political professional with a strong record of
Ieadershlp, he said.

- Exhibit M
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Soros, Lewis Push Campaign Law Limits to Counter Bush
(Updatel)

Bloomberg News Wire
October 28, 2003

Peter Lewis found Karl Rove's strategy for getting President George W. Bush re-elected

so compelling that the billionaire businessman decided to donate $10 million -- to try to
defeat Bush. :

Lewis, chairman of auto insurer Progressive Corp., read in the May 12 New Yorker

‘magazine that Rove, Bush's top political adviser, planned to pursue such traditional

Democrats as Jewish voters and non-white businessmen and to limit trial lawyers' clout
as donors to the party, among other tactics.

Lewis, 69, who owns $1.4 billion of Progressive's shares, and financier George Soros
pledged $10 million each to a new political organization, America Coming Together. The
group's aim: mobilize people to vote against the president by raising $75 million -- more
money than any political committee has assembled for a campaign, aside from the
Democratic and Republican national organizations themselves.

Rove ""had great ideas, and his man is president, God bless him," Lewis, a backer of the
American Civil Liberties Union and of marijuana decriminalization, said in an interview.
Forming America Coming Together *"is the ultimate compliment" to the Republican
strategist, Lewis said.

“Soft Money' Ban

~ America Coming Together's emergence illustrates how Democrats and Republicans are

finding ways to circumvent campaign- finance restrictions designed to rein in spending
that reached an estimated $2.9 billion on federal elections in 2000.

The group may be the Democratic Party's best hope for financing a campaign to oust
Bush, who is already shattering fund- raising records a year before the presidential
election. Bush raised $49.5 million in the third quarter of this year alone, more than all
nine of his Democratic rivals combined. '

The organization and others, such as Voices for Working Families, backed by organized
labor, ate classified as **527" groups, named for the tax-code provision under which they
were created.

That designation prohibits them from coordinating activities with the Democratic or
Republican parties, yet it allows them to collect unregulated, unlimited **soft money"
donations. The groups can sidestep a law enacted a year ago, the so-called McCain-
Feingold legislation, that bans such money from going to national party-linked
organizations.

Exhibit N
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Their tactics will include door-to-door campaigns, phone calls and direct mail to target
millions of voters in states such as Ohio, Pennsylvania and Florida.

. Controlling the Dialogue

The "*527" organizations will help boost the financial firepower of the Democrats against
a president who has built a $60 million fund-raising advantage over his nearest
Democratic competitor, Howard Dean. Bush has raised more than $90 million so far this
year, almost as much as the $94.5 million he raised during the 2000 election.

Among other steps, the president's campaign is encouraging Republicans such as Merrill
Lynch & Co. Chief Executive Stanley O'Neal and Bear Stearns Cos. Chief Executive
James Cayne to build networks of donors to solicit thousands of contributions at the legal
$2,000 maximum.

If Bush “*has so much money and Democrats do not have any significant amount, he will
be able to control the dialogue of the election," said Ellen Malcolm, president of America
Coming Together, in an interview.

Republicans say the new laws show the Democrats have a narrow base of support.
"Very Wealthy People'

**The Democratic Party is funded by a very small number of very wealthy people," said
Christine Iverson, a spokeswoman for the Republican National Committee in
Washington. *'Campaign finance reform has caused them problems."

Lewis, whose company is the third-biggest U.S. auto insurer, said he was mainly driven
to donate to the new organization by concern that:the Patriot Act is eroding civil liberties.

That two- year-old law gives the government more leeway to monitor foreign nationals in
the U.S. :

Soros, chairman of Soros Fund Management LLC, the world's biggest hedge-fund group, .
says the Bush administration is losing international respect through actions such as
invading Iraq without the United Nations' endorsement. Soros has a net worth of $7
billion, according to Forbes magazine.

*We need a different vision of America's role in the world," Soros said during a speech
in Washington last month. He declined to be interviewed.

Same Building

America Coming Together, also backed by the Service Employees International Union
and the Sierra Club, says it's taking pains to ensure it doesn't coordinate with the
Democratic National Committee or presidential and congressional candidates, because
such activity is now banned.



That's not easy. The group's headquarters is two blocks from the White House on the
fourth floor of 888 16th Street in Washington. The Democratic National Committee is
temporarily housed on the seventh and eighth floors of the same building while its new
Capitol Hill headquarters is under construction.

The labor-backed Voices for Working Families has New Mexico Governor Bill
Richardson as a vice president. Richardson will be chairman of the Democratic
Convention, which picks the party's presidential nominee when it meets in Boston on

July 26-29. :

“*That's a very honorific post. It's not a policy post," Richardson said of his convention
- chairmanship.
9
(& No Talking
:.%: America Coming Together's lawyer, Larry Gold, sits in a room near the office entrance.
‘ﬁ' : One of his tasks: preventing DNC and America Coming Together employees from
T talking to each other, said Steve Rosenthal, chief executive of the **527" group.
.l'*: Avoiding the appearance of communication between **527s" and political parties may be
:F

a tough task, a spokesman for the Federal Election Commission said.

"It is a fairly small community of people who are involved in politics," said Bob
Biersack of the FEC, which enforces U.S. election laws.

The group will attempt to emulate the success that the Republicans, under Rove's
direction, had in mobilizing voters in the 2002 elections, where the party recaptured
control of the Senate and added to its majority in the House of Representatives, Rosenthal
said. -

America Coming Together's "aim is to cobble together a majority of voters who fully
understand what the Bush agenda is," said Rosenthal, former political director of the
AFL-CIOQ, the largest federation of labor unions.

Rove didn't respond to two requests by telephone for interviews.
Money Politics

Senator Russell D. Feingold, one of the sponsors of last year's Bipartisan Campaign
Reform Act, said he's not surprised by the expansion of **527" groups since the law's
passage.

**The soft money ban was designed to break the connection between big money and
elected officials, not to dry up or clamp down on political activism," said Feingold, a
‘Wisconsin Democrat, who sponsored the law along with Senator John McCain, an
Arizona Republican.
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Still, the Federal Election Commission *“must carefully monitor these groups to make
sure they are acting completely independently of the parties," Feingold said in a statement
e- mailed to Bloomberg News.

The McCain-Feingold law is being challenged before the Supreme Court by groups
including the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the American Civil Liberties Union and the
National Rifle Association. A ruling is probable before next year's presidential campaign
gets into full swing.

Six-Figure Checks

Democrats have been more successful at raising large, unregulated contributions from
donors. In the 2002 elections, they raised $185 million from the " 527" organizations,
more than twice as much as Republicans, according to the non-partisan Center for Public
Integrity, which tracks soft money.

In addition to preventing national party committees from accepting soft money, the
McCain-Feingold law sets limits for individual contributions to parties at $25,000 a year.
That's hurting the Democrats' ability to raise cash.

“'In the old days, you couild go to someone and write a check for a six-figure amount,"
said Hassan Nemazee, chairman of Nemazee Capital Corp. of New York who has been
asked by the Democratic National Committee to raise money. "“It's obviously a little
more difficult today." '

Republicans are also uéing the McCain-Feingold law's loophole to raise funds.

Law is Working

Since the legislation was enacted last November, three of the top four **527" groups in
raising money have been Republican- leaning. The biggest recipient of funds is the
Republican Governors' Association, which raised $6.8 million for statewide races, the -
Center for Public Integrity said last month.

“"There is no doubt but for McCain-Feingold there wouldn't be these organizations," said
Larry Noble, executive director of the center and a former general counsel at the FEC.
"It would all go to the parties as soft money."

The campaign-finance law is working because it has removed lawmakers from the party

fund-raising process, said one of the drafters of the legislation.

**The McCain-Feingold bill was not intended to drive money from politics," said Trevor
Potter, a former FEC chairman who worked for McCain. ‘It was intended to drive
corrupt fund raising from politics which made pawns out of members of Congress.
George Soros has a constitutional right to spend $10 million."
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| SUPREME COURT'S
|- CAMPAIGN FINANCE
" DECISION, POLITICAL
'MONEY ISSTILL

IN THE WAKE OF THE

FLOWING, BUTIN
SOME DIFFERENT
DIRECTIONS.

= n the years when he was-ﬁghting to defeat the new campaign finance law,
Sen. Mitch McConnell, R—Ky., was fond of sayin that political money is like
a balloon—you push atit in one spot, and it pops out someplace else. With o
its 54 ruling in McConnell v. FEC, the Supreme Court decisively threw out

the senator’s constitutional challenge to the law. But even as it brushed_

asxde his First Amendment complaints, the Court made a Ley observauon that—

ironically enough—was worthy of McConnell himself.

By ELiza NEwLIN CARNEY, PETER H. STONE, AND JAMES A. BARNES B

NATIONAL JOURNAL 12/20/03

Evhilié I
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UNCHARTED WATERS: :

George Bush, Howard Dean,
and other 2004 candidates are .
already adapting to the new “Mone . like water
campaign regime, but many . ¥ '
uncertainties remain. (Bush's wnll-always f",'..‘d, an out-
image is reflected in glass.) let,” the majority opin-
ion stated, in an oft-
quoted finding. “What

problems will arise, and how Congress responds, are con-

cerns for another day.”

That other day, the ruling implies, lies somewhere in the
dizrant future. In fact, however, it has already arrived. The
Cururt’s ruling, issued on December-10 after a yearlong

Iegal battle, comes as political players are already begin-

ning to show how cleverly they can gel alound the new-
rules. e :
The law has been in place for only 13 months, but the
unregulated soft money that it purpor ted to ban is back in
evidence. Now that soft money is verboten for political par-
ties and federal candidates, it is flowing 10 a new
generation of interest groups, many of which have
a distinctly partisan tilt. These outside organiza-

closure requirements-than the political parties
did. The result may be a campaign finance sysiem
that’s even less transparent and accoumal)le than
the one it replaced.

*Not much has changed,” said Michael A. Bailey, a

Georgetown University associate professor of
"government. “There may be 4 modest reduc-
tion of those relationships [that politicians
had) with donors. But there's also a substantial
reduction in clarity and in the transparency of
the process, and a movement to more-obscure
ways of funding™ political activity.

To be sure, the Court’s bold, surprising rul-
ing handed reform advocates an unequivocal
victory. The law, the 2002 Bipartisan Campaign

- Reform Act, not only banned soft money, but
also imposed controversial new limits on inter-

WYJVHVHQ STIBVHI/AY :3DVd I11S0dd0 "HIAANS NVINE/SHILNIY

ture or mention a candidate in the weeks pre-
ceding an election. Opponents of the law had
-argued passionalcly that those limits squelched
free speech. In rejecting that argument, the
Court wholeheartedly embraced the reformers'
position that the soft-money system had run

the appearance of corruption.
The landmark ruling, with Justices Stephen

O’Connor, David H. Souter, and John Paul.

long fight over the new law. The decision also
furnished the Court’s first clear-guidance on
campaign financing in 30 vears—even as it
reflected the deep divisions-among the Court's
members. )
“This is a sad day for freedom of speech

declared Justice Antonin Scalia in his dissent.
- He was joined by Justices Anthony M. Kennedy
and Clarence Thomas, and by Chief Justice
William H. Rehnquist.

moved the soft money around and has vastly
weakened the political parties. Many pundits and political
analysts agree, pointing to the difficulty that party commit-
tees have had raising hard-money contributions under the
new regime, even as outside groups have gained swength.
The law’s authors insist that such judgments are premature.
The impact on the parties is vastly overstated, reform advo-
cates say. Some political-money watchdogs admit concern

FeiNnGoLD aND McCain:

“tions, for the most part, face far fewer publicdis-  JRELEGEUUIEEC AL
have broken the link

between deep-pocketed
donors and lawmakers.

est groups that run broadcast ads that even pic-

amok and was creating both corruption and -

G. Breyer, Ruth Bader Ginsburg, Sandra Day

Stevens in the majority, put to rest a decade- .

" The law’s critics warn-that it has simply -
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over the potential for shadowy outside
groups to become magnets for soft
money. But even if some money flows
to outside organizations, reformers
contend, the law has broken the cru-
cial link between deep-pocketed
donors and lawmakers.

Those who complain that big
money still abounds “completely miss
the point of the bill,” said Sen. Russell
Feingold, D-Wis., who with Sen. john
McCain, R-Ariz., authored the law in
the Senate. “The point was to :
break the connection be-

tween the officeholders and BRADLEY SMiTH:

still-legal. smaller donations known as
hard monev. That development puts
Democrats—who had managed w0
compete with Republicans in the soft-
money arena. but lag far behind in
hard-monev receipts—at a huge dis-
advantage.

The law also increases the impor-
tance of political action commiuees
and dramatically boosts the influence
of players who can bundle small
checks. Gaining influence as well are
lawmakers with celebrity status or
leadership positions, who can bring
in the small donations and distribute .

SINOJIH SINHD

el the money.” As .the incomipg FEC them to their colleagues.
I~ The ruling paves the way chairman, he's being scru- The law also cements a trend that was already undel
b for fresh reforms, Feingold :_'“'azne" Ibyl‘the ca'gr'::;g" way—the resurgence of grassroots “ground-war™ politicking,
"'E:‘ . added. He and his allies inance law's supp ’ which these days rivals, or even exceeds, high-dollar TV ads
o _ have already introduced leg- : in importance. Political players are renewing their focus on
- islation to overhaul the presidential financing system, give voler registration, identification, and turnout, and especial-
Wy _free TV time to candidates, and replace the Federal Elec- - ly on face-to-face contact with voters. Direct-mail and Inter-
q - tion Commission with a stronger agency. net fundraising are up, as is the use of the Internet to orga-
L There’s litle doubt, however, that the Court’s ruling ush- nize activists. ]
3 ers in a new political era, fraught with uncertainty and ' “There’s an entirely different model now,” said Simon
::':; potential abuse. The FEC's regulations, written under a Rosenberg, president of the New Democrat Network PAC.

tight deadline, contradict the law and open up vast new
loopholes, the law’s authors argue. They've sued in federal
court to force the FEC to rewrite the rules, but the lawsuit,
which has been on hold pending the high Court’s mlmg,
won’t be decided for months.

In the meantime, political players are scrambling to fig-
ure out just what the new rules really mean. The one cer-
tainty is that the ban on soft money puts a premium on the

“And I think [for] the groups that are going to have an '
impact going forward, television is only going to become an
increasingly unattractive option.”

SHADOWY GROUPS CRASH THE PARTY

The most important post-McCain-Feingold trend so far is
the emergence of a new generation of political committees
that are moving into activities that were once the domain of

become magnets for soft
nding on the nature of
y-of what is and is not per-

p do some Iobbymg, but Iobbymg
icipal activity, and-the IRS stricdy limits

ter Tegistration, and voter mobi-

ctivities are nonpartisan—that is,
position to a specific candidate or
public disclosure requnremems
are lnx-deducuble

527 groups. However in- recent years, certain new 527 orga-
nizations have ¢laimed to be exempt from FEC rules because -
they are focused-on “issues” and not on elccuoneenng activic
ties. Recently enacted disclosure laws require these groupsto - .
file reports, including the identity of donors, with the IRS. It
is not clear whether the new campaign finance law will forcp e
527 groups to follow FEC rules. Contributions to- these
groups are not tax-deductible. —Eliza Newlin Camey

SOURCE: National Journal

mzauons and 501( ) (6) trade associations. Both mav
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B A CATALOG OF KEY GROUPS

Y ere are snapshots of 10 lead-

H ing groups that have jumped

into the soft-mone)' fundrais-

ing game .to support Democrats and

) Repubhc_ans_ next year with issue ads,

-, get-out-the-vote efforts, and other
" % electioneering activities.

.l DEMOCRATIC GROUPS
* 'The Media Fund: This is a 527
j,orgamzanon created and run by

" staff in_the Clinton White House. The
. fund is seeking to raise $70 million to
:$95 million for a mammoth TV issue-
advertising ‘campaign to bolster the
. .Democratic presidential nominee in
. some 17 battleground states next year.
So far, Ickes says, his group has raised
close to $10 mllhon

3 Amenm Commg Together: Led by
. *. Ellen‘Malcolm, president of EMILY's
'/ List,;and Steve Rosenthal, the former
polmca‘l dxrector of the AFL-CIO,

n ‘is Jooking ‘to
2 million; mostly -
'mons, for a 1arge

RICHARD A._HL

.has gamere | dbout 33 5 mlllron
and has’ already reglslered some-
65, 000 new voters in. Phxlade!phxa.

. Vou:es for ‘Working Famxlles
Led by Arlene Holt-Baker, a for-
. mer assistant to AFL-CIO Presi-
" . dent John Sweeney, this 527 aims
to raise about $20 million for.reg-

“Harold Ickes, a former deputy chief of

' aCUOI'I commm:ee and ’

¢ cts hard money as |
ey, hopes ‘£o bx:\ng in’
. ago. Orlgmally, -the ;group ran ads -
-supporting ‘Bush’s:agenda onsuch ¢
es a5 :education-and tax -cuts. It'is ° the -organization with contribution

- that'have be'eﬁ‘.s.s h'igh' as -sl'oo 000.

istering; educating, and mobilizing
African-American, Hispanic, and
working-women voters. The group has
received significant funding from the
American Federation of State, Coun-
ty, and Municipal Employees.

America Votes: Run by Cecile
Richards, a former aide to House
Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi, D-
Calif., this 527 organization’s purpose
is to provide coordination among the

various outside Democratic- groups. -
.America Votes is seeking to raise

about $3 million.

Grassroots Democrats: Another

527 with a labor-movement pedigree,
this group hopes to raise $12 million
to underwrite state parties’ grassroots
efforts in 2004. The group, run by
former AFL-CIO campaign director
Amy Chapman, has pledges of about

. $1 million and is soliciting individu-

als, trial lawyers, and unions for
donanons

= 1 REPUBLICAN :GROUPS

Progress for America: Tony Feath-

e .. er,.a key: opexauve in President Bush’s
-~ 2000 campaign ‘who-is close to White
“House ‘political strategist Karl ‘Rove,

sef up:this 501 (c)(4). about two years

2 oqkmg e mse donauons of $40

] EvLen MaLcowm:

Her anti-Bush group,
America Coming To-
gether, hopes to raise
more than $90 million.

.the money on issue ads in key states
_with competitive races. The group,

_next year. About 500 corporate and’
-individual members help subsidize

_._' . ‘527 organization that was recentl
. formed by lobbyist Frank Donatelli"

ta. a former issue-advocacy director at
the National Repubhcan Senatorial -

- Committee. Progress for' America is . _
organizing a board of promment R
Republicans to help rake in money. - . .{-
. Ben Ginsberg, the chief outside coun-

sel to the Bush re-election’ campmgn. -

is acting as the group’s counsel and S
‘helping to organize its board

The Leadershlp Forum:' Run by
lobbyists Susan Hirschmarin, the fors

mer chief of staff to House Majority

Leader Tom DeLay, RTexas, and .
former Rep. Bill Paxon, R-N.Y., this " ]~

527 organization will try to bolster o

on issues of broad concerny’to:voters. -
The forum recently launched an’
effort to create a large adwsoxy board
of donor-fundraisers who can bring
in or contribute at least $25,000 |
apiece.

Americans for Job, Secunty' 'nns is

- a 501(c)(6) orgamzauon thatin .

recent years has raised several million =
dollars per election cycle, and spent .

run by David Carney, a longtime';
‘GOP operative based in New Hamp-
shire, wants t6 expand its operations

Amencans for a Better Counlry' '

- and two other GOP supportex's."
this group has been focused on
getting an advisory opinion from

. .on_permissible
*activities for 527s.
Some analysts
think the group’s
‘mission might be
to secure an FEC
ruling that would
curb the activities of the more-
mature, Democratic 527 groups.
—Peter H. Stone
SOURCE: National Journal

the Fedeml Elecuon Commission .
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_the parties. These groups are identify-

ing, educating, and registering voters,
and -even running issue ads. Because
many of these groups are tax-exempt
under Section 527 of the Internal
Revenue Code, they're known as 527

. 'groups. So far, left-leaning 527

. groups outnumber GOP-friendly

© .ones,’ bul Repubhcans are cager to
- catch up.; :

LA vnsu to. the fourth floor of a

o __dowmown office building at 888 16th -
" St. in"Northwest Washington shows
. just' how well organized the hew pro-
v Democmt 527 groups have become.

houses no fewer than four

GETTY/GREG WHITESELL

[ , “but-allied, 527 groups that are toiling 10 elect a

~ Democratic president in 2004.
" - The: blg four are America Votes, an umbrella group that is
coordmaung the activities of multiple environmental, labor;
civil-rights, and women'’s groups; America Coming Together,
a group that has already collected millions of dollars for a
" massive voter education and get-out-the-vote drive in targeted
“states; and two labor-affiliated groups, the Partnership for
_ America's Families, and Voices for Working Families.

CeciE RICHARDS:

Vows to ensure that her
group “is within not just

' For good measure, the floor will
soon welcome another group, the
Media Fund, which is also working in
andem with these groups and will be
conducting a huge TV issue ad drive
in many of the same states. All told,
the groups are hopmg to raise some- "

_ where between
" $200 million and.

$300 million in-soft; - -
‘money. (Fora list of. -

- the letter of the law, but
- the spirit of the law.”

tactasa

'F'eathér., r.he'po]itical direclor for
George W. Bush's 2000 campaign,:
aunched Progress for America in
2001 10 ‘help ‘build ‘public support for

'the president’s agenda. Recently, it has

an organization that will

presldcnts Te-election campaign, and

o he handed over the reins of

Progrcss for Anierica a few months

ago 10- -Chris LaCivita, a former issue-
advocacy-director at-the National ...
~ Republican Senatorial Committee.

“Progress for America bills itself asa
conservative “Issue Truth Squad”

".against liberal interest groups that

“attack and defame” Bush and other
leaders who are trying to enact “com-
monsense publlc policies that benefit
all Americans.” To give those policies a

" "push, fundraising sources say, Progress

for America hopes to pull in donations

will swamp his Democratic uval Progresswe actmsts also
point 1o the growing importanceg -of. one-on-one’ votcr .con-
political wool. . : : '
"“There’s nothing new or dlfferen
bemg acuve about commumcatmg . th their. membcns aor

é 50 -maney-donations for adverts- .
3 and grassroot.s -efforts to boost .
‘ GOP candldates m "

n.auon while also working for the

ut: rgammuons.. PR

to nan'on_al
501(c) (4) :

group'-s adv
rope in large soft-money-cornitri
tions: Some "of these individ

already raised hard money for thy
Bush re-election- campaxg‘n _

One such person is Sig Rogich, ;afo
mer U.S. ambassador 1o Iceland. whi
helped raise hard money at a Novem
ber 25 Bush.fundraising event in-Las
Vegas. The day before .the event, Gi
berg met with Rogich in Las Vegas,
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‘ .

_ Richards, president of America Votes

\
Q

with the public, and it happenson *+ ** W .
both sides of the aisle” said Cecile

and daughter of
former Texas Dem-
ocratic Gov. Ann
Richards. “I am,
and ali the organi-
zations I am work-
ing with are, ex-
tremely diligent in
working with attorneys ... to ensure
that everything we do is within not just
the letter of the law but the spirit of
the law.” _

But Republicans—and some re-

Ben GINSBERG:

He's working with the Bush
re-election campaignand a
new outside group called
Progress for America.

finance law. which he recently
decried as “a colossal failure.” But he
has voiced concerns that some of the
new 527 organizations may be work-
ing in coordination with federal
officeholders. .
Pro-reform watchdog groups have
also pledged to monitor these and
other 527 organizations closely.
“We’re prepared to challenge these
groups where efforts are made to vio-
late or illegally circumvent the new
law,” said Fred Wertheimer, preside