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INTRODUCTION 
 

ill unlimited corporate, union and individual “soft money” be a 
significant force in the 2008 federal elections?  At this point, the 
answer is almost certainly yes, but the specific roles of the various 

kinds of nonprofit soft money vehicle remains to be seen. 
 
CFI analyzed the broad array of nonprofits active in the 2006 election: 527 
political organizations, Section 501(c)(4) social welfare groups, (c)(5) labor 
unions and (c)(6) trade associations, and “taxable” entities that operate as 
nonprofits. We compared their activities with those undertaken in 2002 and 
2004. We assessed how the changing legal and political environment affected 
their operations in ‘06 and might do so in ‘08. In this regard, we inquired 
how parent interest groups and large individual donors might react to 
changing circumstances by reshuffling their nonprofit organizational cards. 
  
We found that: 
 

• 527s were as active in ‘06 as in the previous midterm elections, 
although well down from the level of 2004.  

 
• New Federal Election Commission (FEC) regulatory moves have forced 

some prominent 527s out of business, but left considerable space for 
other kinds of 527, 501(c) advocacy groups and newer “taxable” 
nonprofits to expand their operations in the hot races of ‘08.   

 
• There was significant energy among the 501(c) advocacy groups and 

newer “taxable” entities in ‘06. As regulatory pressure has increased 
on certain 527s, some leading organizations and donors have switched 
their funding emphasis from 527s to these alternative groups. This 
trend should be considered if and when further restrictions on 527s are 
considered.  

 
• We predict, based on what we have seen in 2006, and afterwards, that 

an increasingly diverse roster of nonprofit soft money vehicles is likely 
to ratchet up activities in the elections of 2008; and 

 
• There needs to be a conversation among people with different 

perspectives on campaign finance issues concerning the meaning and 
policy implications of the above developments. 

 
 
527s 
 

s Table 1 (in the Appendix) shows, 527s played a significant role in 
federal congressional elections during the 2005-06 cycle, raising $117 
million and spending $143 million – slightly more than the $114 million 

and $125 million respectively of the mid-term 2001- 02 cycle. The $143 
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million spending figure may be compared with the $108 million that 
Democratic Party committees and $115 million Republican ones spent on 
independent expenditures supporting or opposing candidates during the 
same cycle. Democratic-oriented 527s spent almost two-and-a-half times 
what Republican-oriented ones did, a little less than the 3:1 ratio of ‘02.  
527s were by no means isolated political ventures. Looking at the 527s with 
the highest contribution totals, nine of fourteen had associated PACs or (in 
the case of the two America Votes 527s) provided campaign services to 
affiliated interest groups with PACs.  
 
Nearly half of total contributions -
- $53 million -- came from 104 
individual $100,000+ donors, 
mainly from 15 individuals who 
gave between $600,000 and 
$9.75 million. Large ($100,000+) 
donors were much more 
important in this cycle than in 
2002 when they contributed only 
$18 million.  For nearly all of the 
$100,000+ donors, 527 giving 
was part of a broader '06 political 
strategy that included substantial 
donations of regulated “hard 
money” to candidates, PACs and 
parties. They donated an average 
of $513,384 (and a median of 
$195,000) to 527s and $68,590 
(and a median of $75,475) to 
federal political committees (see 
Appendix, Table 2).  
 
The amount 527s raised for the past congressional election was far less than 
the $424 million collected in the 2004 combined presidential and 
congressional cycle. That election was the first under the Bipartisan 
Campaign Reform Act (BCRA), which banned unlimited soft money 
contributions to political parties and candidates, but not to 527s and other 
politically minded nonprofits. Also Democratic Party operatives and interest 
groups were looking for ways to help their eventual presidential nominee 
supplement the low spending limits in the presidential public financing 
system in order to compete with Republican George W. Bush, who spurned 
public financing for the primaries. They rushed to exploit the “527 loophole.” 
And the Republicans responded in kind. Although it is now clear that the 
major 2008 presidential candidates will largely avoid the public financing 
system, 527s will not necessarily fade into oblivion.  
 
With the addition of an unusually expensive presidential campaign in ‘08, and 
the continuing desires of interest groups and large donors to shape election 

Federal 527 Giving by Type of Contributor in 
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messages and outcomes, there is a strong possibility that 527 activity will 
increase substantially over ‘06 levels -- though it seems unlikely to approach 
the ‘04 high. Given the “arms race” mentality of political campaigns, no 
matter how much money is available to candidates 
and parties, their supporters are driven to seek an 
advantage through additional contributions. One 
likely development is the resumption of substantial 
federal 527 spending by certain labor unions (most 
notably the American Federation of State, County 
and Municipal Employees or AFSCME and the 
Laborers Union) that chose to focus on state and 
local elections in ‘06 but were quite active federally in ‘04. Also, since 527s 
are now far more dependent on large $100,000+ donors than they were in 
2002, decisions by a relatively small number of wealthy people to increase 
their contributions in '08 could boost 527 operations substantially and 
quickly.   
 
 
THE FEC’S RULINGS LIMIT CERTAIN 527S 
 

ne restraining influence on certain 527s will be recent FEC regulations, 
investigations, and civil settlements. Yet while these actions have 
limited or threatened to limit some types of 527 activities, they have 

not curbed 527 groups in general.  
 
In November 2004, the FEC rejected reform groups’ recommendations that 
527s involved in federal elections be treated as “political committees” subject 
to “hard money” contribution limits. Instead the Commission adopted two 
broad regulatory changes that affected only some of these groups in ‘06.1 
First, and most significantly, it decided that any solicitation indicating that 
even a portion of the receipts would “be used to support or oppose the 
election of a clearly identified candidate” would generate “contributions” 
within the meaning of the Federal Election Campaign Act. An organization 
(whether a 527 entity or not) with at least $1,000 in contributions can be 
required to register as a political committee and observe federal contribution 
limits if the Commission also determines that the organization's “major 
purpose” is federal campaign activity. The first public application of the new 
FEC approach was the Commission’s September 2005 suit against the 
Republican-oriented Club for Growth. In its complaint, the FEC asserted that 
the Club’s 527 operated as a political committee during the 2004 election. 
Part of the case was based on the Club’s solicitations under the new rule.2  
 
The impact of this regulation can be substantial for 527s like the Club that 
solicit hundreds or thousands of supporters for funds and are primarily 

                                                 
1 Federal Register, Vol. 69, No. 225, November 23, 2004, pp. 68056-68. 
2 Federal Election Commission v. Club for Growth, Inc., U.S. District Court for the District of 
Columbia, September 19, 2005. 

O

 
Since 527s depend on 
large donors more 
now than in 2002, a 
relatively small 
number could boost 
527s quickly in 2008. 
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involved in federal campaigns. Recently, citing in part FEC regulations, the 
Club decided to abandon its 527 structure for a new 501(c)(4) entity focused 
on “pro-growth advocacy.”  (See page 9 for a discussion of the significance of 
this change). Based on interviews and group statements, we believe that the 
new regulation, and ongoing FEC investigations of other 527s, partially 
accounted for the relatively weak ‘06 performances of the Republican-
oriented Progress for America3 and Democratic-oriented Sierra Club4  527s, 
and possibly others. 
 
Yet this restriction, based on solicitations, is much less relevant to a majority 
of 527 groups. The ruling has no impact on organizations that finance their 
own 527s with their treasuries (notably labor unions which donated over $40 
million to 527s in 2006). Also unaffected are groups that depend on a small 
coterie of wealthy individual and organizational financiers and do not need to 
explain to numerous donors in letters, e-mails and phone calls how their 
money will help specific candidates (for example, such Democratic-oriented 
groups as America Votes, September Fund, Majority Action, and Grassroots 
Democrats and Republican-oriented ones as Economic Freedom Fund, 
Americans for Honesty on Issues, and Free Enterprise Committee). Nor is it 
excluded that a 527 group appealing to a relatively broad, issue-oriented 
group of donors could frame its solicitations in ways that avoid references to 
supporting or opposing “clearly identified candidates.”  
 
Secondly, the FEC revised its “allocation” regulations concerning political 
committees that share election expenses with related 527 political groups. 
All, or a substantial portion, of the costs of joint voter drives, certain 
campaign ads, and administrative costs must now be paid out of  funds 
subject to federal contribution limits. Yet, as the Commission itself pointed 
out, the allocation rules apply to relatively few political committees (2%) and 
half of these were already within the new standards when they went into 
effect. It appears that this regulatory change principally affected one major 
527 group, America Coming Together, which effectively expired at the end of 
2004 because its major donors lost interest. To avoid this new restriction, a 
group would simply have to decide not to share expenses between its PAC 
and 527. This is in fact common among PACs with related 527s already. 
 
The FEC’s December 2006 and February 2007 conciliation agreements with 
five 527s (Swift Boat Veterans and POWs for Truth, MoveOn.Org Voter Fund, 
League of Conservation Voters 527 I and II and Progress for America)5 for 
their ‘04 activities indicated the potential impact of both the solicitations 
regulation and the Commission’s revival of its earlier, broad definition of 
“express advocacy.” This term now includes not only injunctions to, in effect, 
vote for or against candidates but also communications that “in context” 

                                                 
3 See Federal Election Commission, Advisory Opinion Request 2006-32, August 25, 2006. 
4 E-mail communication from Carl Pope, President of Sierra Club, to Steve Weissman, 
February 15, 2007. 
5 Respectively available from the Enforcement Query System on the FEC website as MURs: 
5511 and 5525, 5754, 5753 and 5487. 
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have “no other reasonable meaning” than urging a candidate’s election or 
defeat. This means that a 527 could also hit the necessary $1,000 threshold 
triggering evaluation for political committee status by making newly defined 
express advocacy “expenditures.”  
 
While the Commission’s new approach to express advocacy has the potential 
for further narrowing the boundaries of non-restricted 527 campaign activity, 
like the solicitations regulation it does not challenge 527s per se. A review of 
the federal 527 advertising in 2006 available to CFI 
suggests that most leading groups avoided appeals 
that would have violated the expanded express 
advocacy standard. Rather than clearly indicating a 
preference for or against a candidate, they attacked 
the “issue” stances of some candidates and praised 
others for their positions. Typically, these ads did not focus on pending 
legislation, as “grassroots lobbying” generally does, but on past actions.  For 
example:  
 

• Club for Growth Inc. media ads in the Rhode Island Senate Republican 
primary praised Steve Laffey’s budget policy as Mayor of Cranston and 
asked the audience to “Tell Steve Laffey to keep fighting for 
taxpayers.” Other Club ads criticized Sen. Lincoln Chafee for favoring 
high taxes and spending and asked that audience to “Call Sen. Chafee. 
Tell him Rhode Island can’t afford high taxes.” 6 

 
• Majority Action ran an ad in an Ohio Congressional race attacking 

Republican Deborah Pryce for taking “thousands of dollars in travel 
paid for by big special interests in Washington” and voting “to weaken 
ethics rules and stop an investigation into indicted Republican lobbyist 
Jack Abramoff.” It urged viewers to “Tell Congresswoman Pryce that 
her job isn’t to take special trips around the globe, it’s to work for us.” 7 

 
• Americans for Honesty on Issues ran an ad in a Colorado 

Congressional race attacking Democrat Ed Perlmutter for supposedly 
sponsoring a law “giving taxpayer financial assistance to illegal 
immigrants.” The ad concluded: “Ed Perlmutter – helping illegal 
immigrants with your money.”8 

 

                                                 
6 National Journal Ad Spotlight, “Club for Growth: ‘Impossible,” posted January 28, 2006, text 
and video available online at 
http://nationaljournal.com/members/adspotlight/2006/02/0201cfg1.htm;  National Journal Ad 
Spotlight, “Club for Growth: ‘Bells and Whistles,” posted January 28, 2006, text and video 
available online at http://nationaljournal.com/members/adspotlight/2006/02/0201cfg2.htm.  
7 Annenberg Political Fact Check, “Democratic 527 group attacks a member of the GOP 
leadership for privately-funded junkets, but relies on old data,” September 13, 2006, text and 
video available online at http://www.factcheck.org/article433.html.  
8 Osher, Christopher N., “Ad Watch: Benefits for Immigrants,” The Denver Post, October 10, 
2006; Schrager, Adam, "Truth Test: '527' attacks Perlmutter on helping illegal immigrants," 
KUSA-TV, 9news.com, October 9, 2006. 
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Recent FEC General Counsel Reports concerning a complaint against the 
Sierra Club show that the Commission continues to countenance a wide 
variety of communications -- by 527s and other groups -- that promote or 
attack candidates in election campaigns. The reports concluded that three 
out of four Sierra Club Inc. 2004 election pamphlets or brochures -- one 
praising John Kerry’s environmental record, another lambasting George 
Bush’s environmental performance and the third comparing both candidates 
and “leaving no doubt that the Sierra Club views Senator Kerry’s 
environmental stance more favorably than President Bush’s record” -- did not 
contain “express advocacy” under the new definition.9   
  
The bottom line of recent FEC actions is that, while some 527s will disappear, 
there is still considerable space for others financed by unions, corporations, 
or small large donor networks to continue to raise and spend money for 
“issue ads” and voter mobilization activities praising or blaming federal 
candidates.  And, as the civil settlements also 
make clear, even if a 527 political organization 
does not strictly observe the rules on 
solicitations and express advocacy, it can avoid 
treatment as a political committee with 
contribution limits as long as its “major 
purpose” (as described in organizational 
statements and realized on the ground) is not 
“federal campaign activity” but rather state and local elections and/or federal 
judicial or other appointments. This would leave space for substantial 
(perhaps up to 49%) federal election activity.  Finally, there are other 
alternatives that involve converting from 527s to other forms of nonprofit 
organization. 
 
 
501(C)(4)S, (C)(5)S, AND (C)(6)S   
 

ocial welfare organizations [organized under section 501(c)(4) of the 
tax code], labor unions [501(c)(5)s] and business associations 
[(501(c)(6)s] have been growing in 

importance in federal elections. They may get a 
further boost from the new FEC constraints 
because they primarily affect 527s.  Under federal 
tax and election law respectively, these 501(c)s 
have been permitted to use unlimited soft money 
contributions to conduct virtually the same election 
activities as 527s, as long as “political campaign intervention” or “federal 
campaign activity” is not their “primary” activity or “major purpose.” Unlike 
527s, 501(c)s’ contributions and expenditures are largely undisclosed to the 

                                                 
9 Federal Election Commission, MUR 5634, First General Counsel’s Report, August 10, 2005; 
Second General Counsel’s Report, February 3, 2006. 

S
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public. Yet it is clear from available information that corporate and union 
treasuries and large donors are major financing sources.  
 
Although the new FEC enforcement regime applies to 501(c) “advocacy” 
groups as well as 527 political organizations, it appears the former will not be 
treated as federal political committees if they comply with the Internal 
Revenue Service’s requirement that political campaign intervention be 
secondary to their social welfare, labor union, or trade association roles. As a 
result, the FEC rulings appear to leave the 501(c)s largely untouched. In 
theory, such groups are subject, under the Internal Revenue Code, to a 35% 
tax on either their political campaign expenditures or their investment 
income, whichever is lower. In practice, weak enforcement by the IRS and 
low investment income can often neutralize this constraint.10  
  
How important were 501(c)s’ election activities in 2006? Based on some 
organizations’ voluntary public claims about 
their activities, press reports, academic 
research, and limited official data and 
interviews, we know about approximately $90 
million in reported 501(c) spending on federal 
election activities in 2006. (See both Table 3 in 
the Appendix and discussion below.) Due to the 
lack of official disclosure, this is clearly an 
underestimate. Discussions about increasing 
restrictions on 527s need to take into account 
the availability of these alternative outlets for political spending. As we shall 
see, there are already signs of such a migration in reaction to the FEC’s flurry 
of rulings. 
 
Table 3, which does not pretend to be comprehensive, portrays the activities 
of those 501(c) groups that, according to reports, conducted significant IRS 
or FEC-defined election campaign activities in the ‘06 cycle. (Sources of 
information used in this and the following section on non-527 groups are 
listed, by group, at the end of the paper.) Most of these groups also had 
related PACs or 527s, which is consistent with our earlier finding of broad 
multi-entity election efforts by groups with 527s. 
 
The leading business and labor union “peak associations,” the Chamber of 
Commerce of the U.S. and the AFL-CIO, reported major expansions of their 
501(c) election activities in ‘06. The Chamber claimed a five-fold expansion 
of its 2004 spending on federal elections to “$20 million plus” including: a 
$10 million TV advertising campaign on behalf of incumbents who took “pro-
business” stands; tens of millions of mail pieces, phone calls, and e-mails; 
and extensive voter registration, voter guide, and get-out-the-vote efforts. 

                                                 
10 See pp. 21, 26-27 in Weissman, Stephen R. and Kara D. Ryan. 2006, October. “Nonprofit 
Interest Groups’ Election Activities and Federal Campaign Finance Policy.” The Exempt 
Organization Tax Review, 54(1), 21-38. 
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The AFL-CIO stated that it spent $40 million on its total political program an 
increase of $5 million over the previous mid-term election (the $40 million 
total also includes relatively minor PAC and 527 spending). The AFL-CIO 
concentrated on communicating election messages to its millions of 
members, including non-union participants in its affiliate, Working America. 
Such activities are far from fully disclosed under current federal election law. 
 
Other 501(c) groups that CFI selectively followed during the ‘04 campaign -- 
such as Americans for Job Security, Defenders of Wildlife Action Fund, 
League of Conservation Voters Inc., NARAL Pro-Choice America, National 
Rifle Association, and National Right to Life Committee -- continued to be 
active in ‘06.  However, Planned Parenthood Action Fund focused on state 
issues and on building infrastructure for future federal action. Little is known 
about these groups’ donors, although Americans for Job Security has said it 
is funded by about 500 companies, trade associations and individuals. 
 
Four of the groups in Table 3 are 501(c)(4)s that either did not exist in ‘04 or 
were much more active in ‘06 than before. All happened to be Republican-
oriented: 
 

• American Taxpayers Alliance has focused for several years almost 
exclusively on state judicial and other elections. In the midst of the 
2006 campaign, though, it ran an estimated $987,000 in TV ads in 
Pennsylvania that praised Republican Senate candidate Rick Santorum 
for his past legislative work in improving health care. While ATA does 
not generally disclose its funders, it has received large contributions in 
the past from the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and power companies.   

 
• Common Sense Ohio was formed in the summer of ‘06. It supported 

Republican candidates in six Senate races, often working through 
subsidiaries: Common Sense 2006, Common Sense Missouri, Common 
Sense Maryland, Common Sense Montana, and Common Sense 
Tennessee. Its tactics included running radio ads shortly before 
elections that referred to candidates and sponsoring automated “push 
polls.” The latter, in the guise of surveys, supplied information about 
candidates’ positions using language designed to promote the group’s 
favorites.  Common Sense Ohio’s federally disclosed “electioneering 
communications” (TV and radio ads mentioning candidates within 60 
days of the election) and “independent expenditures” totaled 
$827,000.  The ads were funded by Carl H. Lindner, a leading 527 
donor who is Chairman of American Financial Group, and Raymond 
Ruddy, a member of the Board of Directors of Maximus Corporation.  

 
• Focus on the Family Action (FOFA) was founded in 2004 as the 

advocacy branch of James Dobson’s leading Christian conservative 
group. In ‘06 it stepped up its federal campaign activities, sponsoring 
pro-Republican radio ads in four key Senate races; distributing “voter 
guides” in eight Senate “battleground” states; and producing voter 
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registration kits “making it easy for people to register at church.” At 
pre-election rallies in Minneapolis-St.Paul, Pittsburgh and Nashville 
(locales chosen partly because they had competitive Senate contests), 
Dobson told crowds it would be a “sin” not to vote for a politician who 
“wants to protect children from immorality, who understands that we 
are at war with those who want to destroy us, and who understands 
that liberal judges are undermining us and need to be reined in.” 
Although he expressed disappointment with the Republicans, he 
warned, “The alternatives are downright frightening.” 

  
• FreedomWorks arose in 2004 from the merger of two economically 

conservative advocacy groups favoring lower taxes, less government 
and more economic freedom (Citizens 
for a Sound Economy and Empower 
America). In September 2006 the 
group, chaired by former House 
Republican Majority Leader Dick Armey, 
said that it was operating on a $4 
million federal campaign budget and 
would be involved in three Senate and 
13 House races. It relied on almost a 
million experienced volunteers to “stage events with candidates, 
handle phone banking and GOTV calls, canvass neighborhoods with 
literature and call into local radio talk shows.”  

 
Of the 13 groups listed in Table 3, five (Common Sense Ohio, Defenders of 
Wildlife Action Fund, Focus on the Family Action, League of Conservation 
Voters, and NARAL Pro-Choice Vote) claim to be FEC “qualified non-profit 
corporations.” These are incorporated 501(c)(4)s formed to promote political 
ideas and are also (1) not established or financed by corporations or unions, 
(2) not engaged in business activities, and (3) without shareholders. Under a 
1986 Supreme Court decision, FEC v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life (MCFL), 
such corporations are permitted to conduct some express advocacy -- an 
exception to the general prohibition on corporate campaign expenditures.   
 
Under the FEC’s interpretation of the 1976 Federal Election Campaign Act, 
independent groups that are not political committees and do make express 
advocacy expenditures do not have to disclose any of their $200+ 
contributions if the contributions are not specifically earmarked for these 
communications.  In this respect, contributions to such groups are under less 
stringent disclosure requirements than contributions made to the same 
groups for “electioneering communications,” which are defined as certain 
communications that refer to an identified candidate without express 
advocacy.  Under the 2002 BCRA, a group making electioneering 
communications must either (a) establish a segregated fund for these 
communications, disclosing all of the fund’s $1,000+ donors, or (b) if it fails 
to set up such a fund, divulge all of the entire organization’s $1000+ donors. 
Thus, the two different rules – adopted nearly 30 years apart – allow certain 
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organizations to avoid disclosing large donations funding express advocacy, 
but not contributions supporting electioneering communications. 
 
This inconsistency in disclosure rules for independent groups conducting 
express advocacy, including 501(c)(4) “qualified nonprofit corporations,” has 
the potential to leave an increasing amount of 
federal campaign activity outside the reach of 
disclosure. This would especially be the case if 
the regulatory regime becomes more difficult for 
527s alone.   
 
For example, the leading Republican-oriented 
527 in 2006, the Club for Growth, recently 
informed members that it is being replaced by a new 501(c)(4), Citizens Club 
for Growth. This advocacy group “will take the lead role in pro-growth 
advocacy,” adding new functions of direct and grassroots lobbying including 
support or opposition to state and local ballot initiatives. However, the Club is 
reassuring members, “Many key things will not change. The new Club will 
continue the aggressive and effective pro-growth advocacy made famous by 
the old Club’s efforts.” Its “powerhouse” PAC will continue. Significantly, one 
of the claimed advantages of this restructuring is that under a “landmark 
Supreme Court decision,” (clearly MCFL) the Club will “have a significant new 
ability to run advertisements that directly call for the election or defeat of 
candidates for Congress. The vast majority of non-profits, including the 
previous Club, could not run such ads.” Another benefit, says the Club, is 
that “Unlike in the past, your donations to the Club will not be disclosed to 
the public, except in very limited circumstances.”11 On the Democratic-
oriented side, the League of Conservation Voters, one of the groups that 
concluded a 527 settlement with the FEC, did not use its 527 in ‘06 but is 
continuing to make independent expenditures through its own 501(c)(4) 
qualified non-profit corporation. 
 
 
501(C)S UNDERTAKING “ISSUE” CAMPAIGNS WITH STRONG ELECTORAL 

OVERTONES 
 

f course, organizations can do a great deal of election year advertising 
without promoting or attacking a candidate. For example, a 
communication that does not directly or indirectly refer to a candidate, 

party or election, and is not coordinated with candidates or parties, is 
generally not subject to federal campaign finance regulation.  Even if it could 
be reached under the Constitution, many would argue that attempting to 
extend federal election law that far, no matter what the context, would raise 
troubling concerns about restricting free speech.  Nevertheless, one must at 
least note that such communications can be conducted in a manner that 

                                                 
11 “Club for Growth – Club Bulletin,” E-mail from Patrick J. Toomey, President, Club for 
Growth, to a member (identified only by first name), 2007. 
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parallels explicit campaign themes, in a time frame that occurs close to an 
election, in a fashion targeted to key voters, and in a context in which the 
activities closely support other direct campaign activities being undertaken 
by other legal entities within an interest group’s organizational umbrella.  
 
In addition to the groups listed in Table 3, three 501(c)(4)s mounted 
grassroots education and lobbying campaigns supporting major partisan 
themes in the 2006 election. Many of these efforts were targeted to 
“battleground” states and districts. Unlike the activities of organizations in 
Table 3, these groups’ actions did not invoke current IRS/FEC standards for 
political campaign intervention, largely because their main messages did not 
generally or directly focus on candidates’ or parties’ strengths and 
weaknesses. Yet there was an apparent electoral cast to some of their 
campaigns, and the groups themselves were closely connected to 
organizations more directly involved in the election.  
 
One of these groups, American United for Change, ran a multimillion dollar 
advertising campaign during the election year. One national TV ad, entitled 
“Time,” described the current environment as “time for a change” in a 
manner that illustrates the intrinsically difficult issues involved in legal 
definitions.  The advertisement contained neither an explicit electoral 
message nor mentioned a candidate but in context – given the timing and 
placement of the ads – could be seen as implicitly supporting a partisan 
electoral change: 

 
What time is it when Republican leaders are indicted for money 
laundering, bribery and obstruction of justice while political 
friends get appointed to run life-or-death agencies?....Time for a 
change. The Honest Leadership Act [The lobbying and ethics 
reform bill proposed by leading Congressional Democrats]. 
 

Another Americans United TV spot aired in Pennsylvania and warned of cuts 
to Social Security if Congress enacted personal investment accounts. It did 
not mention candidates but, as the ad went on the air, the group slammed 
Republican Senate candidate Rick Santorum at a press conference. 
Americans United also “challenged” members of Congress in about two dozen 
politically strategic states to “fix” the “corrupt” Medicare prescription drugs 
program, another major Democratic theme in the ‘06 election. 
  
According to press reports, Americans United was organized after months of 
negotiations among AFSCME and other labor unions, MoveOn.org, Senate 
Democratic Minority Leader Harry Reid, House Democratic Minority Leader 
Nancy Pelosi, and others. Its financiers included AFSCME and wealthy 
Democratic and 527 donors; Reid and Pelosi also met with potential donors. 
The group’s political advertising campaigns “closely followed” major 
“message” efforts by Congressional Democrats. Both TV ads and on-the-
ground efforts were strongly directed towards 25 targeted states that “would 
host the most critical House and Senate races in 2006.” 
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Likewise, Communities United to Strengthen America established a dozen 
centers around the country to promote education and grassroots lobbying 
regarding several Democratic  “middle class” issues including the Medicare 
drugs program and college tuition assistance. All of the centers were located 
in House districts with vulnerable Republican incumbents. In one of them, 
Communities United sent automated telephone messages to constituents to 
demand that Rep. Christopher Shays (R-CT) “stop acting on behalf of the 
special interests and start acting in the interests of seniors by extending” the 
May 15th deadline for enrollment in the Medicare Prescription Drug Program. 
All the centers disbanded immediately after the election. The President of 
Communities United, Gerald McEntee, is the President of AFSCME. The 
union’s PAC reported making contributions to the candidates in 11 of the 12 
districts targeted by Communities United. 

 
On the Republican side, Progress for America reportedly spent around $3 
million on ads run nationally and in two states with close Senate races. The 
ads supported the Bush administration’s pre-election argument that terrorism 
and Iraq were linked, American troops were making progress, and Democrats 
might make the country less safe. The ads implicitly criticized the previous 
Democratic administration and many Congressional Democrats, saying that 
“we” took little action before September 11, 2001; “many” today would “cut 
and run;” and “some” would end “proven surveillance.” PFA's 501(c)(4) 
program emerged as its 527 grew mute under FEC pressure. Progress for 
America was originally established and run by overlapping leading figures in 
Feather, Larson, Synhorst-DCI (FLS-DCI), a Republican political consulting 
group, and its lobbying offshoot, the DCI Group. During the 2006 cycle, it 
was run by DCI group. In the same period, FLS-DCI fulfilled large contracts 
with the Republican National Committee, National Republican Congressional 
Committee and numerous Republican State party committees in the ‘06 
elections.   
 

 
“TAXABLE” SELF-DECLARED OR DEFACTO NONPROFITS  

 
loyd Hitoshi Mayer, a professor at Notre Dame Law School who 
specializes in non-profits, recently cautioned that “the use of [nonprofit] 
tax categories in order to eliminate ‘stealth’ 527s could lead to the 

creation of a new category of ‘stealth’ taxable entities.”12 Two such entities 
appeared for the first time in the 2006 elections: Catalist and Democracy 
Alliance.  

 
Catalist is the trademark name for Data Warehouse, a Limited Liability 
Corporation formed in 2005 by Harold Ickes. Ickes also headed two major 
pro-Democratic 527s in 2004 (ACT, Media Fund) and one in 2006 (The 

                                                 
12 Lloyd Hitoshi Mayer, “The Much Maligned 527 and Institutional Choice,” Notre Dame Law 
School Legal Studies Research Paper No.06-15, August 14, 2006, p.52. 
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September Fund). He is a longtime member of the Democratic National 
Committee’s Executive Committee and a leading strategist for the 
Democratic Party as well as Democratic Presidential candidate and Senator 
Hillary Rodham Clinton. Catalist had a $9-$10 million spending budget for 
2006 and $8.5 million for 2007. It provides information from a sophisticated 
“voter file” to a wide range of “progressive” Democratic organizations with 
PACs, 527s or 501(c) entities. The file includes contact information, voting 
history, and consumer preferences of individual voters. Among the 19 clients 
(as of October 2006) using the data to “microtarget” voters were major labor 
unions, environmental groups, Emily’s List, MoveOn.org and America Votes. 
While the company’s expenses are met by private capital and users’ fees, 
Ickes told CFI that Catalist will not make a profit until 2010. In the 
meantime, Catalist is, in effect, a nonprofit supported by political investors.  
These include financier and leading 527 donor George Soros -- its “largest” 
angel according to Ickes -- and certain wealthy members of the “Democracy 
Alliance” (see below). During the 2006 cycle, Catalist was co-located in the 
same office suite as America Votes, a 527 that coordinated the electoral 
efforts of many Catalist clients. America Votes also received very large 
contributions from Soros. 

 
Also in 2005, the Democracy Alliance registered as a [non-501(c)] “taxable” 
corporation with the Washington, D.C. government.  Alliance founder and 
Board member Rob Stein describes it as a nonprofit donors’ “cooperative” 
whose goal is to build a “center-left” movement ranging from the 
“Democratic Leadership Council” to the “liberal left” over the next 5-10 
years.  The Alliance’s approximately 100 “partners” reportedly include such 
wealthy 527 donors as Soros, Peter Lewis (Progressive Insurance), Rob 
McKay (McKay investments), Pat Stryker (Bohemian Corporation), Tim Gill 
(Quark Inc.), Bernard Schwartz (Loral Corp.) and Esprit founders Mark and 
Susie Buell, as well as the AFL-CIO and Service Employees International 
Union (SEIU). All agree to contribute at least a $200,000 a year to Alliance-
recommended organizations in the areas of “policy, media, civic engagement 
and leadership development.” According to Stein, the latter two categories 
include 527s and 501(c)(4)s. Although the Alliance’s predominant thrust has 
been in the realm of longer range ideas and messages, some recent grants 
appear to have been chosen to coincide with upcoming elections. For 
example, among the groups recommended for support were Emily’s List, 
Sierra Club and Catalist. Because the Alliance handles little money directly, 
its taxes are low. Because it is not tax-exempt, it does not report to the IRS 
or disclose to the public. Hence, its critical role in influencing its partners’ 
donations to election-oriented nonprofits is, to a considerable extent, 
invisible.  
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George Soros
Chairman  

Soros Fund Mgmt. and 
Open Society Institute 

Hard Money 
 

$95,382 to 
candidates, PACs 

and parties  

527s
 

$3,890,000 
 

Catalist LLC
 

Investor 
(Amount unknown) 

 

Democracy Alliance
 

Partner 
(At least $200,000) 

Carl Lindner, Jr.
Chairman 

American Financial Group, Inc.

 

Hard Money 
 

$99,800 to  
candidates, PACs, and parties 

501(c)4 
 

$ 479,224 
 

527s
 

$801,321 
 

ELECTION 2008: A WORLD OF MULTIPLE POLITICAL CHOICES FOR 

INTEREST GROUPS AND DONORS 
 

s we have seen the electoral programs of 527s and 501(c)s should not 
be viewed as isolated initiatives that can be pigeonholed into narrow 
legal categories. Most of the top 527s are associated with related PACs 

and most of the 501(c)s we have chronicled have related PACs and/or 527s. 
Furthermore some of these groups also have close ties with political parties 
and their consultants. These multi-entity activities reflect the parent interest 
groups’ broad political and policy interests and their flexible utilization of 
nonprofit organizations.  
 
Similarly, large individual 527 donors pursue their political strategies through 
a variety of hard as well as soft money entities.  In  the 2006 election for 
example, Democrat George Soros, Chairman of Soros Fund Management, 
gave $95,382 in hard money contributions to federal candidates, PACS and 
parties, $3,890,000 to 527s; he was also the largest investor in Catalist LLC 
(amount undisclosed) and one of 100 financing partners in the Democracy 
Alliance (amount undisclosed). And Republican Carl Lindner, Jr., Chairman of 
American Financial Group, gave $99,800 in hard money to candidates, PACs 
and parties, $800,000 to 527s and $479,224 to the 501(c)(4) Common 
Sense Ohio.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

A
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The FEC has reacted to the rise of 527s by regulatory initiatives that have set 
new limits on solicitations and express advocacy expenditures and clarified 
somewhat the “major purpose” criterion for political committee status. While 
these have had a dampening effect on certain 527s, they have not 
fundamentally challenged 527s in general. However, if particular 527 groups 
and their donors come to feel that their activities are threatened by the FEC 
tougher stance, or possible new legislation, they have alternative election 
vehicles: 501(c)s, old or new, and “taxable” entities that do not make profits. 
While there are potential costs for this flexibility (especially since a 501(c) 
entity is subject to a tax on the lower of its “secondary” campaign 
expenditures or investment income while a 527 is not), there are also major 
benefits, such as less public disclosure and diminished threat of FEC 
regulation.  
 
In fact, business and conservative interests are already 
heavily invested in 501(c)(6)s and (4)s, such as 
Americans for Job Security, the Chamber of Commerce, 
the National Rifle Association, National Right to Life 
Committee and Focus for the Family Action. As 
mentioned earlier, the Club for Growth is engaged in 
establishing a 501(c)(4) to take over from its 527 and 
Progress for America is headed in the same direction. 
 
Labor unions are reluctant to use their 501(c)(5)s for non-member election 
communications because they have considerable investment earnings that 
might then become subject to the 35% tax. But they already use 501(c)(4)s 
like Americans United, Communities United, and American Family Voices for 
combined advocacy and electoral purposes.  
 
Finally, as we saw in 2006, many of the largest individual 527/ hard money 
donors were prepared to invest in 501(c)s and “taxable” entities like 
Americans United for Change, Common Sense Ohio, Catalist, and Democracy 
Alliance. The Club for Growth, for one, is betting that its supporters will 
follow the same path.  
 
Clearly the flora and fauna of nonprofit electioneering will be on display in 
the 2008 election, though it is too early to see which species will 
predominate and by how much.  There is little question that the soft money 
involved will not approach the approximately $600 million in 2002 political 
party soft money eliminated by BCRA. The 
great majority of the nonprofit soft money 
we saw in 2006 was already available to 
nonprofits in 2002 and therefore should not 
be seen as a replacement for party soft 
money. Nevertheless it is very likely that 
there will be a substantially larger sum of 
soft money present in the 2008 presidential 
as well as congressional elections. These 

 
Business and 
conservative 
interests are 
already heavily 
invested in 
501(c)(6)s and 
(4)s 

 

It is very likely that there will 
be a substantially larger sum 
of soft money present in 2008, 
wielded by individuals and 
groups using broad, multi-
entity strategies to influence 
elections. 
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funds will be provided and wielded by individuals and groups using broad, 
multi-entity strategies to influence elections. 
 
 
A POLICY CONVERSATION THAT NEEDS TO HAPPEN 
 

he policy implications of this changing landscape are bound to be 
controversial.  Based on past campaign finance arguments, one can 
imagine at least four different perspectives towards the facts here 

presented.   
 

• For some, the new strategies will be an argument for expanded 
disclosure so the public can know where the money is coming from 
and how much is involved.   

• Others will go further and seek new regulation, arguing that 
organizations and wealthy individuals are exploiting a “loophole” by 
using legally protected entities that fall outside the sphere of election 
law to deploy unlimited “soft money” to support the election of federal 
candidates and parties.   

• Still others – seeing the adaptations of interest groups and donors as 
evidence of the futility inherent in campaign finance regulation – will 
see the activities we document as reasons to seek a rollback of current 
restrictions on campaign contributions and expenditures.  

• And finally, some will accept the general contours of current election 
law, with adjustments, but argue, on freedom of speech and 
association grounds, against further attempts to regulate some of the 
activities we describe.   

 
But these initial reactions should not be the end of the debate.  CFI’s recent 
research demonstrates that changes affecting politically-engaged nonprofits 
pose genuinely new challenges for campaign 
finance policy.  There needs to be a deeper 
conversation among people with different points 
of view about the meaning and significance of 
these developments. This will certainly have to 
be addressed in the ongoing debate on policy 
towards 527 groups. If there is one basic lesson 
in this analysis, it is that policy must be rooted 
in an understanding that  PACs, 527s, 501(c)s, 
and  “taxable” nonprofits comprise a kind of 
political menu, shaped by the law, from which interest groups and individuals 
select their preferred election vehicles.   
 

T

 
Any policy conversation 
needs to be based on the 
understanding that PACs, 
527s and 501(c)s comprise 
a kind of political menu for 
interest groups and 
individuals,  shaped by the 
law.  
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APPENDIX 
 

Table 1 
Federal 527 Organizations Raising or Spending 

$200,000 or More in 2005-06 Cycle  

Organization Name 
Contributions 

Received Expenditures 
Associated 

PAC 

Democratic-Oriented      
Service Employees International Union Political Ed & Action 
Fund 22,825,753 25,955,008 X 
EMILYS List Non Federal 11,776,201 11,128,005 X 
America Votes, Inc. 9,243,143 9,563,549  
September Fund 5,230,500 4,950,861  
America Votes 2006 5,148,750 4,389,203  
America Coming Together - Nonfederal Account 4,494,107 6,998,238 X 
Heartland PAC 3,060,177 3,039,146  
UFCW Active Ballot Club Education Fund 2,235,000 1,927,431 X 
1199 SEIU NonFederal Committee 2,227,793 2,257,502 X 
Majority Action 2,157,250 1,995,692  
Grassroots Democrats 2,039,648 2,584,756  
Citizens to End Corruption 1,951,830 1,951,840  
League of Conservation Voters Inc 527 1,923,000 1,512,374 X 
AFL-CIO COPE - Treasury Fund 1,854,205 1,902,926 X 
Change to Win Political Education 1,821,072 1,305,406  
New Democrat Network-Non-Federal Account 1,774,204 1,256,434 X 
The Lantern Project 1,700,900 1,633,502  
Young Democrats of America 1,632,929 1,576,603  
Coloradans For Life 1,375,021 1,524,654  
The Senate Accountability Project 990,526 987,173  
Campaign Money Watch 942,522 808,756  
The Media Fund 725,000 1,985,044  
Change America Now 719,250 646,590  
Americans For Conservation 705,000 733,612  
21st Century Democrats 679,845 419,625 X 
Connecticut Issues Project 569,000 521,236  
One America Committee 538,600 529,402 X 
Democracy for America - Non-federal 523,200 831,165 X 
Voices For Working Families 511,281 809,999 X 
The Senate Majority Project 467,869 462,680  
Fresh Start for America Project 401,000 410,352  
American Family Voices Voters' Alliance, Inc. 323,500 319,853  
WESPAC - Non-Federal 310,000 107,574 X 
Roofers Political Ed And Legislative Fd 268,346 215,570  
The National Security Project 265,000 258,541  
New Leadership for America, NonFederal Accnt 231,000 178,028 X 
Communities Voting Together 145,257 357,994  
Defenders of Wildlife Action Fund 527 Account 135,000 224,434  
Democrats for Americas Future 72,696 553,826 X 
Sierra Club Voter Ed. Fund 60,000 1,121,016 X 
    
Total (n=40) 94,055,375 99,935,600  
Net Total After Transfers Among Groups 82,093,824 87,974,049  
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APPENDIX 
 

Table 1, continued 

Federal 527 Organizations Raising or Spending 
$200,000 or More in 2005-06 Cycle 

$200,000 or More in 2005-06 Cycle  
Contributions 

Received Expenditures 
Associated 

PAC 

    
Republican-Oriented      
Club for Growth 6,375,280 7,427,414 X 
Progress For America Voter Fund 6,175,025 12,457,683   
Economic Freedom Fund 5,050,450 4,835,805 X 
College Republican National Committee, Inc. 3,720,110 10,260,343   
Americans for Honesty on Issues 3,030,221 2,830,148   
National Federation Of Republican Women 1,518,658 3,028,197 X 
Softer Voices 1,403,300 1,266,000   
Free Enterprise Fund Committee 1,239,003 1,231,630 X 
American Solutions for Winning the Future 1,035,000 48,365   
Americas PAC 959,100 971,747 X 
Club for Growth.net 841,800 722,720 X 
The Presidential Coalition, LLC 707,485 7,256,082 X 
Republicans Who Care Individual Fund 599,300 470,313   
Black Republican Freedom Fund 416,966 411,642   
Free Enterprise Committee 400,124 362,822   
Ohio Effective Government Project 360,000 312,329   
WISH List Non Federal 350,456 390,471 X 
Republican National Lawyers 302,070 198,143   
Stop Her Now 161,337 208,912   

Citizen Leader Coalition 55,281 523,264   
    
Total (n=20) 34,700,966 55,214,030  
Net Total After Transfers Among Groups 34,695,966 55,209,030  
    
No Democratic or Republican Orientation    
Unity 08 451,417 424,738  
Ocean Champions Voter Fund 309,907 299,004  
    
Total (n=2) 761,324 723,742  
    
Republican- and Democratic-Oriented Committees    
Total (n=60) 128,756,341 155,149,630  
Transfers Among Groups 11,966,551 11,966,551  
Net Total After Transfers Among Groups 116,789,790 143,183,079  
       
    

Source: IRS 527 disclosure reports for 2006 cycle, downloaded 2/12/07. Citizens to End 
Corruption 527 data were reported to the State of Ohio under a legal exemption and are 
available at PoliticalMonleyline.com.   
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APPENDIX 
 

Table 2 
 

2006 Individual 527 Donors of $100,000 or More and 
Their Contributions to Federal Political Committees 

      

527 Donor 527 Total 
Total 

Federal Congressional     PAC      Party 

Bob J. Perry $9,750,000 $91,800 $32,600 $20,000 $35,000 
Jerry Perenchio 6,000,000 39,900 27,000 9,400 3,500 
George Soros 3,890,000 95,382 34,450  60,932 
Linda Pritzker 2,381,000 68,000 30,000 2,000 36,000 
Peter B. Lewis 1,724,375 9,200 4,200 5,000  
John Hunting 1,370,000 80,650 38,150 10,000 32,500 
Dr. John M. Templeton 1,161,515 135,450 30,050 8,000 97,400 
Lewis Cullman 1,087,000 119,000 47,000 12,000 60,000 
Pat Stryker 1,026,313 45,400 10,400  35,000 
Sheldon G. Adelson 1,000,000 103,500 23,400 25,000 56,100 
Alida Messinger 928,000 120,300 39,800 30,500 50,000 
Virginia Manheimer 861,090 50,000 35,000 15,000  
Carl Lindner Jr. 801,321 99,800 32,300 10,000 52,500 
John Harris 773,000 35,000  35,000  
Richard Gilder 600,000 41,650 31,650 10,000  
Arthur Lipson 598,000 103,700 27,300 23,000 53,400 
Tim Gill 575,395 98,300 27,300 15,000 56,000 
Frank Brunckhorst 575,000 74,950 19,700 20,250 35,000 
Jackson Stephens, Jr. 575,000 56,100 46,100 10,000  
Anne G. Earhart 535,000 96,700 34,300 11,000 51,400 
Adam Rose 500,000 51,500 1,000 500 50,000 
B. Wayne Hughes, Sr. 500,000 16,000  5,000 11,000 
David Bonderman 475,000 100,400 33,400 17,000 50,000 
Gladys Cofrin 460,000 56,400 41,400 5,000 10,000 
John Childs 450,000 141,100 43,400 21,000 76,700 
Jeanne Levy-Church 430,000 0 0 0 0 
Jon Stryker 421,313 47,800 23,100 10,000 14,700 
Fred Eychaner 410,000 134,800 68,400 15,000 51,400 
Ellen R. Malcolm 400,000 97,500 35,000 12,500 50,000 
John Haas 400,000 133,500 42,500 21,000 70,000 
Richard T. Farmer 400,000 4,200 4,200   
S. Donald Sussman 375,000 90,200 25,400  64,800 
Maconda O Connor 370,000 74,800 16,600 5,000 53,200 
Bernard Schwartz 335,000 131,300 54,800 35,500 41,000 
Michael Kieschnick 307,500 106,650 31,450 6,000 69,200 
Herbert Sandler 313,830 109,000 49,000 5,000 55,000 
M. Quinn Delaney 301,000 112,800 30,950 21,000 60,850 
Lee Fikes 300,000 38,850 25,850 13,000  
Wendy Paulson 299,000 19,000 14,000 5,000  
Barbara Lee 295,000 122,559 30,960 34,650 56,949 
Sara Morgan 275,000 89,050 35,650 5,000 48,400 
Constance J. Milstein 265,000 79,100 16,600  62,500 
Anne Cox Chambers 250,000 99,300 37,900  61,400 
Dan C. Searle 250,000 17,300 2,300 15,000  
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APPENDIX 
 

Table 2, Continued 
 

2006 Individual 527 Donors of $100,000 or More and 
Their Contributions to Federal Political Committees 

 

527 Donor 527 Total 
Total 

Federal Congressional     PAC      Party 

      
Foster Friess 250,000 84,250 25,750 8,000 50,500 
Michael R. Klein 250,000 59,150 5,000  54,150 
William & Willa Dean Lyons 250,000 0 0 0 0 
Daniel S. Abraham 230,000 46,300 14,600 5,000 26,700 
Henry Scott Wallace 200,000 43,200 9,200 5,000 29,000 
Robert Sillerman 200,000 108,800 43,200 8,400 57,200 
Helen M. Hilseweck 200,000 0 0 0 0 
Elinor A. Seevak 195,000 84,900 24,000 5,000 55,900 
Judith Avery 195,000 85,295 34,545 14,000 36,750 
Anne Bartley 192,425 101,200 29,500 18,700 53,000 
Gregory Shaw 190,300 108,850 37,400 23,750 47,700 
Janice Brandt 175,000 88,050 31,650 5,000 51,400 
Robert Dyson 175,000 94,700 33,300 5,000 56,400 
Katrina Vanden Heuvel 175,000 0 0 0 0 
Yoriko Saneyoshi 165,000 14,900 3,500 10,300 1,100 
E. Marianne Gabel 160,000 108,900 45,100 13,800 50,000 
Susie Buell 160,000 97,840 30,440 29,750 37,650 
Albert J. Dwoskin 150,000 72,800 25,050 5,250 42,500 
David Hanna 150,000 29,387 19,487 9,900  
Harlan Crow 150,000 99,300 43,800 19,500 36,000 
Rex Sinquefield 150,000 48,800 31,700 2,900 14,200 
Elaine Mckay 150,000 0 0 0 0 
John Holloway 148,000 52,000 42,000 10,000  
Ellen M. Poss 145,000 47,660 21,100 15,000 11,560 
Emily H Fisher 140,000 61,750 22,500 26,250 13,000 
Amy Goldman 135,000 79,400 17,700 10,000 51,700 
Jon Corzine 130,000 135,800 45,800 10,000 80,000 
Julie Packard 126,000 78,400 8,400 10,000 60,000 
Arnold Hiatt 125,000 49,550 43,550 6,000  
Lynde B. Uihlein 125,000 76,000 38,500 32,000 5,500 
Mr. William Roe 125,000 108,300 27,600 5,000 75,700 
Ruth M. Bowers 125,000 92,800 31,300 27,500 34,000 
Pam Grissom 119,350 46,750 21,250 10,000 15,500 
Larry Rockefeller 119,000 34,400 12,400 21,000 1,000 
George Daniels 115,000 85,350 32,350 27,000 26,000 
John E. Williams, Jr. 115,000 81,192 11,300 8,492 61,400 
Judith Thompson 115,000 38,200 12,700 12,500 13,000 
Swanee Hunt 115,000 80,750 35,500 25,250 20,000 
Ellen M. Charles 112,000 14,650 650 12,000 2,000 
Ian Cumming 110,000 62,800 26,400  36,400 
Lawrence E Hess 110,000 64,950 32,200 15,000 17,750 
William Knapp 110,000 37,300 5,200  30,000 
Robert Levy 107,500 5,000  5,000  
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APPENDIX 
 

Table 2, Continued 
 

2006 Individual 527 Donors of $100,000 or More and 
Their Contributions to Federal Political Committees 

 

527 Donor 527 Total 
Total 

Federal Congressional     PAC      Party 

      
Katie Cowles Nichols 105,300 49,050 27,800 13,250 8,000 
Todd Evans 105,000 36,850 21,350 15,500  
Barbara Jordan 102,364 26,800 14,300 2,500 10,000 
Arthur Gochman 100,000 33,200 18,200 15,000  
Boone Pickens 100,000 51,200 25,200 10,000 16,000 
Dan Lewis 100,000 11,300 6,300 5,000  
Gilman Ordway 100,000 95,800 4,100 13,000 78,700 
J. Joe Ricketts 100,000 87,900 32,900 5,000 50,000 
Jeanne K. Manning 100,000 38,700 26,700 11,000 1,000 
Katherine A. Deyst 100,000 98,700 34,800  63,900 
Louise Gund 100,000 82,600 21,200  61,400 
Marcia Carsey 100,000 62,400  31,000 31,400 
Peter Detkin 100,000 19,100 4,100 15,000  
Robert Arkley 100,000 105,600 25,600 25,000 55,000 
Robert H. Smith 100,000 95,200 36,000 7,500 51,700 
Robert J. Glushko 100,000 9,100 3,100 6,000  
Ruth Ann Lorentzen 100,000 82,300 20,600 15,000 46,700 

      
Total: $53,391,891 $7,133,315 $2,532,432 $1,190,292 $3,400,291 
Average:  $513,384 $68,590 $25,324 $12,799 $39,538 

Median: $195,000 $75,475 $27,150 $10,000 $48,050 

      
Source: CFI analysis of Internal Revenue Service 527 disclosure reports and Federal Election Commission 
data.   
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Name and Type of 501(c) Org. 
Related  

PAC 
Related  

527 
Summary of Reported 501(c) Activity 

AFL-CIO 
501(c)(5) 

X X 

• Spent approximately $40 million on its pro-Democratic political 
program, a $5 million increase from its spending in the 2002 
midterm elections, "the most expansive and expensive mid-term 
program ever."  

• Over 205,000 union members participated, knocking on 8.25 million 
doors, making 30 million phone calls and distributing 14 million 
leaflets and 20 million pieces of mail to union households; Using 
voter ID and microtargeting, identified 2.6 million drop-off voters 
(voters who have not participated in mid-term elections in the past) 
and contacted them “as many as 25 times." 

• Working America, a (c)(4) founded by the union as a "community 
affiliate" to mobilize and educate non-union workers, reached 1.7 
million “members,” focusing on Ohio, Pennsylvania and Minnesota. 

 

American Taxpayers Alliance 
501(c)(4)  

    

• Spent an estimated $987,000 on TV ad spots in the Pennsylvania 
Senate race. The ad thanked Republican Senator Santorum for 
supporting a healthcare bill making cancer screenings more 
accessible and for improving healthcare. 

Americans for Job Security 
501(c)(6)  

    

• Ran an estimated $1.5 million in ads on behalf of Republican Rick 
Santorum in Pennsylvania Senate race, praising his past votes for 
anti-tax stance and Social Security initiative. 

• Sponsored prerecorded phone calls in an Oklahoma House 
Republican primary that criticized two of the six candidates. 

• Ran ads in two House races in Indiana and Minnesota supportive of 
Republican candidates. 

Chamber of Commerce of the USA  
501(c)(6) 

X   

• "In scope, cost and reach, [the 2006 cycle] was the Chamber’s 
most expansive program ever," a five-fold increase from the 
Chamber's 2004 spending. 

• Spent $10 million on mail/phone contacts, including 12.5 million 
phone calls. 

• A $10 million TV advertising campaign thanked largely Republican 
incumbents for supporting the Medicare prescription drug benefit 
and other pro-business positions. The ads praised Members in 
competitive races, such as Senators Santorum (Pennsylvania) and 
DeWine (Ohio). 

• Sponsored a “Vote for Business Bandwagon” bus tour to 15 states. 
The bus stopped at member organizations and public events (such 
as NASCAR races and state fairs) where it registered new voters 
and educated attendees about the Chamber's views on key 
Congressional races. 
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Name and Type of 501(c) Org. 
Related  

PAC 
Related  

527 
Summary of Reported 501(c) Activity 

Common Sense Ohio 
501(c)(4) 

    

• Spent $827,000 on electioneering communications and independent 
expenditures. 

• Sponsored automated push-poll "robo-calls" in several states with 
competitive Senate races (Ohio, Maryland, Tennessee, Rhode 
Island, Montana and Missouri). Each "poll" question answered was 
followed by a statement that praised the Republican candidate's 
position or attacked the Democratic candidate's stance.  

• Also sponsored radio ads in some of these Senate races (Maryland, 
Ohio and Montana) supporting the Republican candidates. 

Defenders of Wildlife Action Fund 
501(c)(4) 

  

X 
(not 
used 
this 

cycle) 

• Spent $1.6 million on election-related activity in the 2006 cycle. 
Made $666,000 in independent expenditures; the nearly $1 million 
remaining was used for activities such as voter education and 
mobilization and member communications. Primarily targeted 
Republicans for defeat and supported Democrats. Reported using 
"aggressive and repeated" voter contact in targeted Congressional 
districts. 

• Dedicated a significant amount of its resources to defeating House 
incumbent Richard Pombo (California). About 70 percent of the 
independent expenditures ($470,000) were used for targeted 
canvassing and TV and radio ads against Pombo. 

Focus on the Family Action 
501(c)(4) 

    

• Sponsored radio ads in several competitive Senate races (Virginia, 
Tennessee, Missouri and Montana) in the final weeks before Election 
Day. 

• Affiliates distributed voter guides ("nonpartisan") in eight states: 
Pennsylvania, Maryland, Michigan, Ohio, New Hampshire, 
Minnesota, Montana and Tennessee. Guides in Pennsylvania clearly 
favored Republican Santorum. 

• Held pre-election rallies in Minneapolis-St. Paul, Pittsburgh and 
Nashville, states where there are competitive Senate races. 
Although no candidates spoke, FOFA head James Dobson reportedly 
told crowds that it would be a "sin" not to vote for a politician who 
understands issues re family, gay marriage, terrorism, etc. Dobson 
also said that although he has been disappointed in Republicans, 
“the alternatives are downright frightening.” 
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Name and Type of 501(c) Org. 
Related  

PAC 
Related  

527 
Summary of Reported 501(c) Activity 

FreedomWorks 
501(c)(4) 

X 
(not 
used 
this 

cycle) 

X 
(not 
used 
this 

cycle) 

• Political program budget was $4 million; relied on almost a million 
experienced volunteers to “stage events with candidates, handle 
phone banking and GOTV calls, canvass neighborhoods with 
literature and call into local radio talk shows.”  

• Pro-Republican group targeted 16 Congressional races in this cycle: 
Senate seats in Michigan, Nebraska and Washington as well as 13 
House races. 

League of Conservation Voters 
501(c)(4) 

X 

X 
(not 
used 
this 

cycle) 

• Made just over $1 million in independent expenditures in this cycle. 
Produced TV ads, sent mailings, sponsored "robo-calls," recruited 
campaign volunteers and canvassed neighborhoods in competitive 
House and Senate races, primarily supporting Democratic 
candidates. Especially active in Pennsylvania (on behalf of 
Democrats Casey in the Senate race and Sestak in the House), 
Montana (supporting Democrat Tester over Republican Burns for 
the Senate seat) and New Mexico (supporting Democrat Madrid in 
the House race). Of these races, all but Sestak's opponent were 
among the "Dirty Dozen" legislators targeted for defeat by LCV's 
PAC.  

• Also active in several Republican House primaries: sponsored phone 
calls and mail to support Sorensen (Idaho), Schwartz (Michigan) 
and McCloskey (California), who challenged Richard Pombo in the 
GOP primary; also produced a TV ad and canvassed neighborhoods 
on behalf of Schwartz. 

NARAL 
501(c)(4) 

X 

X 
(not 
used 
this 

cycle) 

• Made approximately $741,000 in independent expenditures in this 
cycle. Most disbursements paid for renting voter lists for contacting 
targeted voters, used overwhelmingly Internet-based 
communications. Posted messages on web sites and sent targeted 
email messages, generally supporting Democratic candidates and 
opposing Republicans. Active in several Senate races (opposing 
Republicans such as Kyl (Arizona), Burns (Montana) and Harris 
(Florida)) and in several competitive House contests (opposing 
Republicans such as Pryce in Ohio and Wilson in New Mexico). 
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Name and Type of 501(c) Org. 
Related  

PAC 
Related  

527 
Summary of Reported 501(c) Activity 

National Rifle Association 
501(c)(4) 

X   

• Campaign war chest (including PAC) was reportedly $20 million for 
2006; the PAC spent about $11 million, meaning around $9 million 
went through the (c)(4). 

• NRA confirmed to CFI that its activities in the 2006 elections 
(mainly pro-Republican, but favoring many Democrats, too) were 
generally similar to its activities in earlier cycles. In 2004, the 
group's (c)(4) engaged in voter identification and registration as 
well as voter mobilization. The NRA also continued to be active in 
communications to its 4.3 million members. 

National Right to Life Committee 
501(c)(4) 

X   

• Although CFI was unable to confirm NRLC's 2006 activities with a 
representative of the organization, NRLC was active in 2006 
Congressional races and there is no reason to believe that its 
activity differed substantially from earlier cycles. In past cycles, 
NRLC primarily supported Republican candidates, using its (c)(4) for 
member communications, voter identification and voter guides. 

The Seniors Coalition 
501(c)(4) 

    

• Active on the ground war in this cycle, mainly via mailings, in a 
number of Senate and House races. 

• In a New Mexico House race, sent 4 mailings praising Republican 
Wilson for her work on the Medicare prescription benefit. In one of 
these mailings, warned that seniors' retirements are in jeopardy if 
Congress does not enact border security and immigration reform 
measures. Asked voters to call Wilson and thank her for supporting 
senior issues. 

• In an Indiana House race, sent 5 mailings praising Republican 
Sodrel and asking citizens to oppose efforts to weaken the Medicare 
drug benefit.  

• Also sent 5 pieces of mail praising Republican Burns' work on senior 
citizen issues in the Montana Senate race. 

 
 
Sources:  Federal Election Commission campaign finance data; National Journal ad database; organizational public statements and websites; 
press reports; David B. Magleby and Kelly D. Patterson, War Games: Issues and Resources in the Battle for Control of Congress (Center for 
the Study of Elections and Democracy, Brigham Young University, 2007); and interviews with representatives of American for Job Security, 
National Rifle Association and Sierra Club.
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