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GEORGE SOROS: A LIFETIME FORTUNE  
SPENT ON LIBERAL INFLUENCE

By Scott Walter

This week, billionaire financier George Soros celebrates 
his 90th birthday. That’s a big number, but it’s dwarfed by 
another Soros number: 708 million.

That’s the cash his two principal foundations poured out just 
in 2018 (the latest year publicly known), and precious little 
went to any ballets, symphonies, or art museums.

Instead, it went into politicized groups like Planned Par-
enthood, to fight for abortion; the Brennan Center, to 
tear down voter ID laws; and to all-purpose left-of-center 
powerhouses like the ACLU and John Podesta’s Center for 
American Progress.

How big is $708 million a year in American politics? Well, 
the Democratic National Committee and the Republican 
National Committee combined took two years, 2017 and 
2018, to raise $502 million. Or compare Soros’s $708 
million to the giving done in 2018 by libertarian billionaire 
Charles Koch’s namesake foundation: $128 million.

In addition to Soros’s $708 million in “charitable” giving, 
there are the millions he gives to his top lobbying shop, the 
Open Society Policy Center, which as InfluenceWatch notes, 
was the second-largest source in the whole country for fed-
eral lobbying in 2019, bigger than high-spending lobbying 
groups like the National Association of Realtors, the Phar-
maceutical Research and Manufacturers of America, and the 
American Hospital Association.

That’s right: Giant multinational corporations can only look 
on in envy when they see the fortune the Soros empire gets 
to spend on DC lobbyists. In fact, Soros’s group roughly 
tripled the lobbying done by the likes of Amazon, Boeing, 
and Lockheed.

As his birthday reminds us, Soros himself won’t live forever. 
But even after he goes to his reward, the tens of billions of 
dollars he’s invested in his philanthropies, and his children’s 
own investments in politicized giving, mean that his massive 
influence on American politics will continue as far as the eye 
can see.

Capital Research Center, where I work, has studied Soros 
for years. He was born in Budapest and is best known as the 

man who made his first billion dollars “breaking the bank 
of England” in 1992. Most recently, we took a deep dive 
into Soros’s own words when my colleague Shane Devine 
reviewed at length his newest book, In Defense of Open Soci-
ety. As Devine observes, Soros has a multipronged plan to 
“heal” America of her supposed sins. His medicine includes 
“nonpartisan” redistricting, stacking federal courts with left-
wing judges, and a “properly conducted” 2020 Census (read: 
“boosting Democratic turnout in elections”).

His goals include “cleaning up” corruption in journalism, 
the pharmaceutical industry, and the legal field that stems, 

Scott Walter is president of Capital Research Center.

COMMENTARY

As he enters his 90th year, George Soros’s influence on the 
American political process remains strong. And the world is 
nearly guaranteed to see it continue as both his sons, Alexander 
and Jonathan, have picked up the mantle of their father’s 
liberal activism. 
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A number of these district attorneys supported by Soros are 
also behind calls to defund the police and efforts to release 
rioters arrested as part of the George Floyd protests and riots 
in cities across the country.

As he enters his 90th year, Soros’s influence on the American 
political process remains strong. And the world is nearly 
guaranteed to see it continue as both his sons, Alexander 
and Jonathan, have picked up the mantle of their father’s 
liberal activism.

Former Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich recently 
blamed the leftward lurch of modern Democrats on the 
party’s being “owned” by people financed by Soros. He has a 
point. Soros has bought enough influence to direct the path 
of half the American political class.

Given the chaos society has recently suffered thanks to that 
leftward move, it’s baffling that Democratic leaders in cities 
such as Chicago, Minneapolis, Detroit, Seattle, and Portland 
continue to take their cues from Soros’s strategy of correct-
ing America’s “shortcomings.” 

An earlier version of this commentary appeared in the Daily 
Signal on August 14, 2020.

Read previous articles from the Commentary series online 
at https://capitalresearch.org/category/commentary/.

he believes, from their profit-seeking. (It’s unclear why his 
own profit-seeking never corrupted him.)

And the man is making good on his vision, thanks to his 
vast Open Society Network, a nexus of numerous foun-
dations and advocacy groups. All told, between 2000 and 
2018 Soros’s foundations spent nearly $8.9 billion, and this 
year he’s already announced he’ll push $220 million toward 
“racial justice.”

Soros has already effectively inserted himself into the crimi-
nal justice system by slowly transforming it—again through 
massive investment—via local district attorneys’ races.  
Since 2015, Soros has spent at least $17 million to swing 
district attorney races in states such as Pennsylvania,  
Virginia, and Arizona—key battlegrounds targeted by  
Democrats for takeover.

Giant multinational corporations can 
only look on in envy when they see the 
fortune the Soros empire gets to spend on 
DC lobbyists.
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UNITE AMERICA: THE NONPROFIT NETWORK BEHIND “VOTE BY MAIL”
Unite America’s Plan for Radical Electoral Change

By Shane Devine

left-wing and center-right factions, the 
outcomes they demand overwhelm-
ingly benefit the far Left.

Unite America operates as a coalition 
that “partners” with its supporters, 
receiving wider recognition from the 
various legacy groups in the network. 
It is registered as Carey committee, a 
special kind of political action commit-
tee (PAC) that can both make direct 
contributions to candidates’ campaigns 
and spend unlimited sums on indepen-
dent groups, advertisements, and other 
expenditures that bolster campaigns.

Unite America’s Origins
Based in Denver, Colorado, the group 
was formed as the Centrist Project in 
2013 by economics professor Charles 
Wheelan, who unsuccessfully ran for 

Congress (D-IL) in 2009. Wheelan is currently co-chair of 
Unite America.

For its first few years, Unite America dedicated all its efforts 
to helping independent candidates win elections. In 2018, 
Unite America was involved in campaigns in Colorado, 
Washington, Arizona, New Mexico, Alaska, Oregon, and 
Maine. Of the 431 independent candidates that ran in 
2018, only 14 were elected, and only one was in a com-
petitive three-way race. Since Unite America aimed to act 
as the “party” for independents that year, its leaders con-
cluded based on the results that its strategy had failed. “The 
midterm elections failed to demonstrate that there is any 
meaningful, existing constituency for centrist, independent 
candidates,” concluded the group’s recap report.

Shane Devine is a Research Assistant at Capital Research 
Center. Originally from New Jersey, he is a recent graduate 
of The New School in New York City.

Summary: Despite appearances that the coronavirus pandemic 
is driving calls for nationwide vote by mail, a single non-
profit—ironically called Unite America—is the linchpin of a 
sprawling web of groups advocating for radical electoral change. 
And although this web includes left-wing and center-right fac-
tions, the outcomes they demand would overwhelmingly benefit 
the far Left. Essentially, Unite America is working to tear down 
and remake the election system in its own image.

The coronavirus pandemic appears to be behind calls for a 
nationwide vote-by-mail option in the 2020 elections. But 
universal vote by mail actually has long been a top priority 
of the Left, despite the great danger of vote fraud it brings.

A single nonprofit is the linchpin of a sprawling web of 
groups advocating for radical electoral change—change 
that starts, but does not end, with a permanent vote-from-
home option. Even though the groups in this “nonpartisan” 
network—ironically called Unite America—come from both 
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Based in Denver, Colorado, Unite America was formed as the Centrist Project in 
2013 by economics professor Charles Wheelan, who unsuccessfully ran for Congress 
(D-IL) in 2009. Wheelan is currently co-chair of Unite America. 

ORGANIZATION TRENDS
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Instead of the current system in which voters choose one 
candidate on the ballot, Unite America wants to introduce 
ranked-choice voting, in which voters rank the candidates 
from most to least preferred. Unite America claims this will 
guarantee that the candidate with “majority support” wins 
the election, but depending on how things play out, a voter’s 
vote might end up counting for a candidate placed far to the 
bottom of the voter’s list.

Unite America also advocates for nationwide open primaries. 
This would abolish voter registration along party lines—
known as closed primaries—which it considers a form of 
voter suppression.

Of course, Unite America supports vote by mail for all, not 
just for the typical absentee ballot crowd such as the disabled 

After researching why it had not succeeded, Unite America  
shifted its resources. The group now argued for radical 
changes to the election process in battleground states and 
nationwide. They demanded policies such as a ranked-choice 
voting system, automatic voter registration, limitations to 
gerrymandering (or even the alleged elimination of gerry-
mandering), and the adoption of open primaries.

It has sought to achieve these ends by working with its 
largely left-of-center partners and through funding organiza-
tions—such as Alaskans for Better Elections, Pennsylvanians 
Against Gerrymandering, Unite Virginia, and Oklahoma- 
based People Not Politicians—to push for policy reform 
in their respective states. It has also funded groups such as 
Bill Kristol’s Defending Democracy Together, a nominally 
conservative Never Trump group that also receives funding 
from Democracy Fund Voice, a pass-through group founded 
by left-wing eBay founder and chairman Pierre Omidyar.

Unite America also has a 501(c)(3) counterpart, a policy 
research group known as the Unite America Institute. The 
institute was created in 2017 when the Unite America lead-
ership converted an existing but inactive nonprofit called the 
Common Sense Coalition Education Fund, which was based 
in Kansas, into a sister group for the Unite America PAC. In 
August 2018, the group was renamed Unite America  
Institute. Initially set up to provide research, polling data, 
and citizen outreach for the independent candidates Unite 
America was trying to help, the institute morphed into 
a general research outfit designed to bolster the radical 
changes to American elections that Unite America promotes.

Unite America’s Policy Agenda
Unite America advocates for independent redistricting 
commissions as a solution to gerrymandering, but it omits 
certain blue states including California from its list of worst 
offenders. These blue states are known for having unfair 
voting systems, but that doesn’t fit the narrative. In theory, 
balanced independent commissions establish California’s 
federal and state legislative districts. But in practice these 
commissions are anything but balanced; they’ve been crit-
icized by even the left-wing watchdog group ProPublica. 
A thorough 2019 report showed how the commission was 
clearly hoodwinked by the Democratic establishment, which 
used dirty tricks and fake groups to fool the supposedly 
independent commissioners.

CRC’s own research has shown that states with so-called 
“independent commissions” have markedly less “fair” results, 
and California leads the entire nation with the biggest parti-
san skewing of all the 50 states and the District of Columbia.
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The difference between this proposed universal vote-by-mail 
system and the existing practice of absentee ballots is that many 
states have tough, inconvenient precautionary measures to 
ensure that voter identification laws are not violated in the 
existing absentee voting process. 
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dates from either party. Unite America’s homepage currently 
proclaims “Country over Party” in big letters. While this is its 
proclaimed goal, its de facto goal seems to be electing more 
Democratic candidates to office, since they are the politicians 
that will help push the policies outlined in Unite America’s 
platform. The individuals on Unite America’s board of direc-
tors overwhelmingly contribute to Democratic candidates.

Unite America’s Partners
Unite America lists 21 partners on its website. These 
include:

• R Street Institute, a purportedly free-trade think 
tank that has departed from most free market policy 
organizations by supporting the implementation of a 
carbon tax and the expansion of left-leaning labor-
union affiliated worker centers. Roughly a quarter of 
its funding from 2012 to 2017 came from left-leaning 
foundations, such as the William and Flora Hewlett 
Foundation, the Energy Foundation, and George 
Soros’s Foundation to Promote Open Society.

• Bridge Alliance, a left-leaning coalition of over 100 
political organizations that seeks to “transform the 
political process.”

• Democracy Works, a left-of-center voter reform 
group funded by the Democracy Fund, John D. and 
Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, and John S. 
and James L. Knight Foundation.

• FairVote, a nonprofit that advocates for abolishing 
the electoral college.

• Us, a prominent political advocacy group well 
connected to liberal Hollywood celebrities.

Who Funds It?
Kathryn Murdoch, wife of James Murdoch (the son of con-
servative media mogul Rupert Murdoch) and co-founder of 
the liberal Quadrivium Foundation, provided the majority 
($3,807,000) of the contributions Unite America received 
in 2019 ($5,138,040). Kathryn Murdoch worked for the 

and the elderly. While the coronavirus pandemic is being 
cited as the impetus to implement it now, Unite America 
seeks to make vote by mail a permanent fixture for every 
election going forward. In defense of the proposal, its website 
claims most people do not have the time to wait in polling 
lines and that a universal vote by mail system would increase 
voter turnout, which would benefit “democracy.” (James 
Madison did not respond to the request for comment.)

A ballot would be mailed to everyone who opted to partic-
ipate a week before a given election, and the voters would 
need either to mail it back or to drop it off at a secure loca-
tion. Unite America is aware that election integrity is a cause 
for concern, but its website only addresses the positives of 
mail-in voting, not the negatives, such as the tendency for 
mailed-in votes to go uncounted, the increased likelihood 
of people making mistakes on the ballots, the threat of vote 
buying, and the high vulnerability to outright voter fraud 
through ballot harvesting, phony ballots, ballot tampering 
among other well-worn techniques.

It also does not address the slippery slope inherent in dimin-
ishing the local aspect of voting—the intrinsic tendency 
toward federalization of the voting process and that mail-in 
voting would bypass the checks and balances of in-person 
voting. Instead, Unite America focuses on the magic word 
“technology.” Since remote voting would do away with the 
outdated computer technology used in voting booths, Unite 
America argues that it would create “an easily traceable 
paper trail to track ballots.” One would have to be an enemy 
of progress to oppose this. Presumably, anyone who objects 
to universal online voting, when it is proposed down the 
road, would also be deemed an enemy of progress.

The difference between this proposed universal vote-by-mail 
system and the existing practice of absentee ballots is that 
many states have tough, inconvenient precautionary mea-
sures to ensure that voter identification laws are not violated 
in the existing absentee voting process.

For example, in some states either a government-approved 
notary or two witnesses must attend the voter as the voter 
fills out the paperwork to confirm that someone else was not 
unlawfully using the voter’s identity to commit voter fraud. 
Likewise, some states practice signature matching, in which 
the remote voter’s signature is matched with their signature 
on record. Universal vote by mail would have none of these 
protections—Unite America certainly does not mention 
them on its website—because it would be impossible to 
require a witness to be present for every at-home voter in a 
given state if a majority of voters go for the at-home option.

The final principle Unite America claims to hold is its sup-
port for “Unity Candidates,” moderate and centrist candi-

Unite America supports vote by mail  
for all, not just for the typical absentee 
ballot crowd such as the disabled and  
the elderly.
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Clinton Foundation as the director of strategy and commu-
nications from 2007 to 2011. In January 2020, Murdoch 
told Politico that she was “really excited to back whoever the 
[Democratic] nominee is, no matter what.”

Unite America’s other donors include Riot Games co-founder 
Marc Merrill and Panera Bread founder Ron Shaich.

Unite America itself contributes significant funds to liberal 
groups that support its agenda, including Alaskans for Better 
Elections, Fix Congress Now!, Represent.us, Pennsylvanians 
Against Gerrymandering, Secure Democracy, Ranked Choice 
Voting 2020, and With Honor Action.

Conclusion
Unite America, disgruntled by its failed efforts to change our 
political climate by working within the democratic system, 
is now working to tear down and remake the system in its 
image. That image is a collection of left-of-center policy 
groups administered by the professional managerial class  
and the wealthy liberal private foundations that line  
their pockets.

Implementing universal vote by mail by November 2020 
would entail a massive overhaul of the American voting pro-
cess, a complex system that spans the 50 states and District 
of Columbia, within the span of six months. This would 
unavoidably compromise election integrity.

The elderly and other Americans most at risk of coronavirus 
are already eligible to vote from home, so their risk is no 
excuse for overturning the entire country’s electoral sys-
tems with vote by mail. And already this year, states such as 
Wisconsin have held primary elections without such radical 
transformations of voting and not seen increases in illness 
according to the CDC.

Vote-from-home advocates will need to find other excuses 
for their demands. 

Read previous articles from the Organization Trends 
series online at CapitalResearch.org/category/ 
organization-trends/.
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LITTLE-KNOWN PLAYERS PUSHING  
THE RUSSIA COLLUSION HOAX

By J.D. Gordon

DECEPTION & MISDIRECTION

Summary: Over the past four years, Americans have been 
inundated by so many Trump-Russia “bombshells” hyping thou-
sands of meaningless and often inaccurate details that seeing 
the big picture through the dust clouds can be difficult. Cutting 
through that minutiae-induced haze is central to exposing 
Russia collusion hoax (“Russiagate”) and complicit people and 
activist groups that helped fuel what may be the political crime 
of the century. The conspirators, witting and unwitting, should 
be publicly named and criticized for their poor choices and held 
up as examples before the American people.

Over the past four years, Americans have been inundated by 
so many Trump-Russia “bombshells” hyping thousands of 
meaningless and often inaccurate details that seeing the big 
picture through the dust clouds can be difficult. That’s by 
design. After all, it is hard to notice who is lighting the fuses 
when fireworks are exploding in every direction.

Cutting through that minutiae-induced haze is central to 
exposing Russia collusion hoax (“Russiagate”) and complicit 
people and activist groups that helped fuel what may be the 
political crime of the century. They maliciously portrayed 
a rightfully elected president and his associates as Russian 
agents who stole the election and then enlisted law enforce-
ment and the members of Congress to prosecute the assault. 
It was a high-tech bid to overturn an election. Most repre-
sentative republics would label it a coup attempt.

Well-financed organizations with mysterious donors built 
momentum for a successful impeachment vote on a sequel 
scandal while damaging if not destroying dozens of inno-
cent people and their families simply for being in President 
Trump’s orbit.

The Praetorian Guard
Despite efforts by the self-appointed #Resistance to sow con-
fusion, serving both to cover their misdeeds while remaining 
on the attack, one lightning bolt of clarity came in May 
from Attorney General William Barr during an exclusive 
interview with CBS Justice Correspondent, Jan Crawford.
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While William Barr’s comment about Praetorian Guards 
seemingly alludes to individuals within that group of 53 
government officials, the reality is that arrogant, power-obsessed 
government officials are merely one element of Russiagate

Buried midway through and far from the headline, one 
exchange illuminated the essence of Russiagate:

Jan Crawford: So it’s just as dangerous. So when we 
talk about foreign interference versus say a govern-
ment abuse of power, which is more troubling?

William Barr: Well they’re both, they’re both  
troubling.

Jan Crawford: Equally?

William Barr: In my mind, they are, sure. I mean, 
republics have fallen because of Praetorian Guard 
mentality where government officials get very  

J.D. Gordon is a former senior national security and 
foreign policy advisor to President Donald Trump. He 
served as a Pentagon spokesman during the George W. 
Bush administration and is a retired Navy commander.



ignored an admission of false statements by a key witness in 
the case. Then he aided Republicans with a detailed press 
conference criticizing her as “extremely careless,” throwing 
FBI procedures out the window. He helped Republicans 
again just 11 days before the election by reopening the 
Clinton email investigation over a laptop seized in a sexting 
scandal probe of former Rep. Anthony Weiner (D-NY), 
spouse of Clinton top aide, Huma Abedin.

That was just the tip of the iceberg.

Throughout much of 2016 and 2017, the FBI was building 
cases against multiple Trump associates and the campaign 
itself for links to Russian officials, no matter how tenuous. 
We learned years later from U.S. Department of Justice 
(DOJ) Inspector General reports, congressional testimony, 
court proceedings, and DOJ releases to media that those 
investigations were marked by improper surveillance, 
entrapment, tampering with official documents, withhold-
ing exculpatory evidence, aggressive use of informants, leaks 
to media, and more.

About a dozen former Obama and Comey-era officials have 
become household names for their shocking roles: James 
Comey and close aides Andrew McCabe, James Baker, Peter 
Strzok, Lisa Page; his interagency counterparts CIA Director 
John Brennan and Director of National Intelligence James 
Clapper; and Justice Department/Special Counsel figures 
Rod Rosenstein, Bruce Ohr, Robert Mueller, and Andrew 
Weissmann. Yet far more people are involved. The Senate 
Judiciary Committee vote in June 2020 to subpoena 53 offi-
cials in its new probe of Crossfire Hurricane, FISA abuses, 
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arrogant, they identify the national interest with 
their own political preferences and they feel that 
anyone who has a different opinion, you know, is 
somehow an enemy of the state. And you know, 
there is that tendency that they know better and 
that, you know, they’re there to protect as guard-
ians of the people. That can easily translate into 
essentially supervening the will of the majority and 
getting your own way as a government official.

While Barr spared the viewers a more specific history lesson, 
it is important to briefly illustrate his point in concrete 
terms to better understand it.

Ancient Rome was the superpower of its time. Its Praetorian 
Guard was an elite military unit that provided personal secu-
rity for Roman leaders. Yet it was much more. Numbering 
in the thousands with its own fortress at Castra Praetoria, it 
functioned as a secret service, army special forces, bureau-
cracy, and secret police all rolled into one.

In AD 41, Praetorian Guards and Senators marked 
Emperor Caligula for death after he humiliated them and 
depleted Rome’s finances. Three irate guards led by Cassius 
Chaerea, whom Caligula had mocked for an effeminate 
voice, murdered him in an underground passage on Palatine 
Hill. The Praetorians installed Caligula’s uncle Claudius as 
successor and, when he was poisoned to death in AD 54, 
gave consent for his stepson Nero to rule. When they even-
tually turned on Nero in AD 68, he fled, was declared  
an enemy of the Republic by the Senate, and then  
committed suicide.

Praetorians were also involved in the assassination of  
Commodus in 192. They viewed him as acting beneath the 
office by participating in gladiatorial fights at the Coliseum, 
loosely depicted by Joaquin Phoenix in the 2000 Ridley 
Scott film, The Gladiator. Then Caracalla in 217. Elagabalus 
in 222. Pupienus and Balbinus in 238.

Fast forward to modern times and Barr’s analogy.

While America is far less physically savage than Ancient 
Rome, the same ugly themes of human behavior have not 
changed. Daggers and swords may be out of fashion, but 
modern-day praetorians use other ways to put themselves 
above the law and increase their own power.

Enter former FBI Director James Comey and his top aides.

In 2016, they profoundly interfered in the presidential elec-
tion. In July, Comey first aided Democrats by declining to 
charge Hillary Clinton for gross negligence by operating her 
own private email server through which top secret informa-
tion passed while she was the secretary of state. Comey also 
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Enter former FBI Director James Comey and his top aides. In 
2016, they profoundly interfered in the presidential election. 



and the origins of Trump-Russia investigation is a  
good indication.

While Barr’s comment about Praetorian Guards seemingly 
alludes to individuals within that group of 53, the reality 
is that arrogant, power-obsessed government officials are 
merely one element of Russiagate.

That’s because unlike in Ancient Rome where someone such 
as Praetorian Guards needed physical proximity and access 
to destroy their leaders, today’s devastating attacks can and 
are launched from afar by virtually anyone with the money 
to pay for legal, political, and information warfare.

Limitless government investigations can and do indict and 
destroy people for unrelated matters as Special Counsel  
Robert Mueller did to six Trump associates. It would have 
been more if dozens of others and their attorneys had not 
successfully navigated perjury traps. Meanwhile, false alle-
gations and misleading narratives from Congress, the media 
and complicit activist groups can and do ruin careers, busi-
nesses, and families—forever casting suspicion on those they 
victimize. These tactics build synergy and harm a leader’s 
ability to govern through a vicious cycle of guilt by associa-
tion, which drives down public support.

Thus, hundreds of individuals were key players in Russiagate.

They include foreign government officials and ex-officials 
from places such as the U.K., Australia, and Ukraine who 
engaged in world-class espionage and fabrications, rumor 
mongering, and election meddling. Members of Con-
gress who continually misled Americans about alleged 
Trump-Russia collusion when they knew from closed 
testimony there wasn’t any. Praetorians in the media who 
selectively published classified and sensitive investigation 
leaks to paint misleading, toxic portrayals of their targets. 
Big Tech stifling conservative voices, manipulating internet 
search results, and allowing relentless cyberstalking of Trump 
associates. Social media influencers stalked and instigated 
violence and death threats against Team Trump.

The Activists
But it was complicit activist groups that wrapped it all 
together with a bow on top.

Investigative reporter Chuck Ross, who has written hun-
dreds of stories on Trump-Russia, summarized:

Those groups are just as important, in my opinion, 
as the FBI’s role. They provided the opposition 
research and the punditry that kept the Trump- 
Russia collusion narrative alive for so long.

Although there was no shortage of grifters cashing in on  
Russiagate, a few groups stand out and deserve closer scrutiny.

Center for American Progress. An affiliate of the left- 
leaning Center for American Progress (CAP), the Moscow 
Project website proclaims its dedication “to analyzing the 
facts behind Trump’s collusion with Russia and communi-
cating those findings to the public.”

Even as late as June 2020, after the Trump-Russia collusion 
narrative was thoroughly debunked by the 448-page Mueller 
Report and 57 House Intelligence Committee investigation 
transcripts of Trump-Russia witnesses, the Moscow Project’s 
podcast The Asset still proclaims the following in bold on  
its homepage:

In 2016, Donald Trump conspired with a foreign 
government to become President. On July 25, 2019, 
with the election around the corner, he decided to 
do it again.

The Asset explores how Trump acts on behalf of 
Russia’s interests, breaking down his ties to Russia 
and his effort to extort the Ukrainian government 
for personal political gain.

The Moscow Project Analysis section includes incendiary 
and wildly misleading reports such as “Putin’s Payout: 12 
Ways Trump Has Supported Putin’s Foreign Policy Agenda” 
and “Trump’s Russia Cover-Up by the Numbers: 272 
Contacts with Russia-Linked Operatives.” The Briefing 
section includes a steady stream of inflammatory and biased 
dispatches, explainers and reports, such as “Yes, Collusion. 
Yes, Obstruction.” Those reports are shared with media for 
maximum consumption and regurgitation. Media reports 
are used to raise more money, and the cycle repeats itself.

The CAP Action Fund, which pays for the Moscow Proj-
ect, showed revenues over $9 million in its 2017 tax filings. 

13CAPITAL RESEARCH CENTER

Limitless government investigations can and do indict and 
destroy people for unrelated matters as Special Counsel  

Robert Mueller did to six Trump associates.
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For 2019 donations, the website lists a gift of $1 million 
or above from one anonymous donor and gifts between 
$100,000 and $1 million from nine anonymous donors. 
Named major donors at $500,000 to $1 million include 
the George Soros–funded Open Society Policy Center and 
a billionaire real estate developer. $100,000 to $499,000 
named donors include an investment bank CEO and a bil-
lionaire investment banker who is married to Sen. Dianne 
Feinstein (D-CA), who sits on the Senate Intelligence and 
Judiciary Committees.

CAP’s founder is John Podesta, former White House chief 
of staff to President Obama, who remains on the board of 
directors. Podesta is central figure in Trump-Russia investi-
gations. As Hillary Clinton’s campaign chairman in 2016, he 
was among the 53 Obama and Comey-era officials subpoe-
naed by the Senate Judiciary Committee in June 2020.

Committee to Investigate Russia. Founded in September 
2017 by far-left Hollywood figures including Rob Reiner 
and Morgan Freeman, the Committee to Investigate Russia 
(CIR) describes itself as a “non-partisan, non-profit orga-
nization helping Americans recognize and understand the 
gravity of Russia’s continuing attacks on our democracy.”

CIR’s website features sections on Key Players, Investi-
gations, Timelines, and History, which smear President 
Trump and 46 Trump associates with insinuations of collu-
sion with Russia.

In CIR’s introductory video, Morgan Freeman references 
Russian election interference and states, “I’ve called on Con-
gress and our intelligence community to use every resource 
available to conduct a thorough investigation to determine 
exactly how this happened.”

While sounding reasonable on its face, by September 2017 
when the video was made and posted to YouTube, there was 
still zero evidence of Trump-Russia collusion or conspiracy, 
despite thousands of federal and congressional investigators, 
journalists, activist groups, and internet sleuths frantically 
searching for over a year. Freeman read lines from a script 
with apparently little more evidence than pundits on CNN 
and MSNBC continuously repeating the trope of “where 
there’s smoke, there’s fire.”

Meanwhile, four months earlier in May 2017, FBI Deputy 
Director of Counterintelligence Peter Strzok texted his par-
amour and colleague Lisa Page, noting his reluctance to join 
Special Counsel Robert Mueller’s team: “I hesitate in part 
because of my gut sense there’s no big ‘there’ there.”

Too bad nobody told Freeman about the missing evidence. 
The legendary actor and Academy Award winner is  
now tainted as a Russiagate pawn who helped damage  
innocent people.

While long-time Democratic donor Rob Reiner is best 
known for his left-wing views as Michael “Meathead” Stivic 
on the 1970s sitcom All in the Family, he should now be 
remembered for advancing a fake scandal that damaged 
innocent people.

Reiner and Freeman were aided in forming CIR by the 
Atlantic’s David Frum, a former speechwriter for President 
George W. Bush, who later became a conservative-bashing 
fixture in media talk shows and entertainment programs 
such as HBO’s Real Time with Bill Maher.

They collectively recruited a high-level Advisory Board, 
including three former Obama-era cabinet members: Direc-
tor of National Intelligence James Clapper, a key figure in 
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John Podesta is central figure in Trump-Russia investigations. 
As Hillary Clinton’s campaign chairman in 2016, he was 
among the 53 Obama and Comey-era officials subpoenaed by 
the Senate Judiciary Committee in June 2020. 

Morgan Freeman, the legendary actor and Academy Award 
winner is now tainted as a Russiagate pawn who helped  

damage innocent people.
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Russiagate; Secretary of Homeland Security Jeh Johnson, a 
former Department of Defense general counsel who char-
acterized the 2009 Ft. Hood mass shooting as “workplace 
violence”; and former Secretary of Defense and CIA Direc-
tor Leon Panetta, who claimed without evidence in August 
2018 that Trump’s behavior shows “clear signal that the 
Russians have something on him.”

Other board members include:

• Gen. Michael Hayden (ret.), former CIA and NSA 
director. Just prior to the 2016 election, he authored a 
Washington Post opinion column entitled “Trump Is 
Russia’s Useful Fool.”

• Former CIA Acting Director Michael Morrell. Weeks 
before the 2016 election he accused Trump allies of 
“working on behalf of the Russians.”

• Russian-born Never Trump columnist and 
commentator Max Boot, who authored routinely 
unhinged columns such as “GOP Is America’s Party 
of White Nationalism” in March 2017 and “Here Are 
18 Reasons Why Trump Could Be a Russian Asset” 
in January 2019.

• Obama-era Pentagon official Evelyn Farkas. In May 
2020, she was exposed in the national media for 
contradictory statements on television and in her 
congressional testimony. When pressed by Rep. Trey 
Gowdy (R-SC) in a June 2017 closed hearing on why 
she made recent statements on MSNBC suggesting 
knowledge of Trump-Russia collusion, she admitted, 
“I didn’t know anything.”

• Former FBI agent and counterterrorism analyst Clint 
Watts. He wrote that Republicans who support an 
“America First” agenda are behaving as Russian 
pawns. He also characterized the House Judiciary 
Committee hearing in July 2018 as “investigation 
theater” that helps Russia. The committee was 
hearing testimony from fired FBI Agent Peter Strzok 
in its investigation into the origins of the Trump-
Russia collusion hoax.

Rounding out the leadership group are Norm Ornstein of 
the center-right think tank American Enterprise Institute; 
Charles Sykes, a conservative commentator; and Jackie 
Schechner, a former reporter for Al Gore’s Current TV.

Democracy Integrity Project. The Democracy Integrity 
Project, an activist group that purportedly “investigates 
foreign influence in U.S. elections,” is one of three organi-
zations run by Dan Jones, a former FBI analyst and Demo-
crat Senate staffer who served under Sen. Dianne Feinstein 
(D-CA).

Tax records for 2017 show Jones paid $3.3 million to Bean 
LLC, the parent company of Fusion GPS, which contracted 
British ex-MI6 agent Christopher Steele to conduct political 
opposition research on Donald Trump and alleged links to 
Russia. The 35-page Steele dossier, which relied heavily on 
Russian disinformation, drove years of Russiagate conspir-
acy theories after publication by BuzzFeed in January 2017. 
Despite acknowledgement by FBI Director Comey that 
it contained “salacious and unverified” information, and 
admission by former FBI Deputy Director McCabe that the 
FBI could not “prove the accuracy” of the dossier, the agency 
used it as a central element of an ultimately successful For-
eign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) warrant application 
against Trump campaign advisor Carter Page.

This created the unprecedented (so far as we know) result of gov-
ernment surveillance of a major party political campaign, all of 
it based on then-unsupported and now-discredited gossip.

In December 2019, the DOJ Inspector General report on 
FISA abuse revealed “17 major errors and omissions” in 
the FISA warrant application against Page and noted that 
Steele’s primary source said that Steele had misrepresented 
and embellished information in the dossier.

In addition to TDIP, Fusion GPS also received funds from 
high-profile sources, including the Hillary Clinton cam-
paign and Democratic National Committee through Marc 
Elias and Michael Sussman at the Perkins Coie law firm. 
Yet when Robert Mueller was asked about Fusion GPS 
during a House Judiciary Committee hearing in July 2019, 
his infamous and astounding response was, “I’m not familiar 
with that,” raising serious questions about his knowledge of 
and involvement in the Mueller Report, as well as his role in 
the investigation.
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Fusion GPS contracted British ex-MI6 agent Christopher Steele 
to conduct political opposition research on Donald Trump and 
alleged links to Russia. 
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The 35-page Steele dossier, which relied heavily on Russian 
disinformation, drove years of Russiagate conspiracy theories after 

publication by BuzzFeed in January 2017.

argument. Hilariously, without a shred of self-awareness, 
Wittes criticized President Trump and his supporters for 
being “obsessed” with the Russia probes and accusations that 
had been bombarding the administration for four years.

Just Security. Just Security is a project affiliated with New 
York University and co-founded by former Obama-era 
Pentagon official Ryan Goodman. The donors listed on its 
website include the Open Society Foundations, Atlantic 
Philanthropies, NYU, and unnamed individuals. It openly 
questions whether President Trump is a Russian agent. Con-
tributors include ex-Mueller prosecutor Andrew Weissmann 
and CNN/MSNBC pundits who pushed Trump-Russia 
conspiracy theories: Asha Rangappa, Harry Litman, Joyce 
Vance, Barbara McQuade, and Renato Mariotti. Its advi-
sory board includes Jake Sullivan, a senior policy advisor to 
Hillary Clinton’s 2016 campaign and a former State Depart-
ment official.

Weaponizing the Mueller Report
Numerous activist groups focus on pushing the Mueller 
Report itself as a weapon to attack the presidency and those 
in Trump’s orbit.

Although the 448-page report debunked Trump-Russia 
collusion conspiracy theories and didn’t reach a conclusion 
on obstruction of justice, the Mueller prosecutors who wrote 
it nevertheless relied heavily on rumor and innuendo while 
omitting exculpatory evidence. In other words, they engaged 
in political warfare and character assassination. Considering 
that Mueller chose, or allowed others to choose, an all-star 
team of Democratic prosecutors including numerous Obama 
and Clinton donors—including Andrew Weissmann,  
Jeannie Rhee, James Quarles, Elizabeth Prelogar, Kyle 
Freeny, Brandon Van Grack, and Andrew Goldstein—the 
guilt by insinuation that permeates the report should not be 
a surprise.

Common Cause. Common Cause, a left-leaning advocacy 
operation claiming to support election law reform, boasted 
of sending 550,000 copies of the Mueller Report’s 15-page 
executive summary to swing voters around the country. Two 
California-based donors paid for the mailing.

In a May 2018 letter about Senate testimony of Donald 
Trump Jr. and Christopher Steele, Senator Chuck Grassley 
(R-IA) revealed that Jones reportedly told the FBI that his 
Penn Quarter Group received approximately $50 million from 
“7–10 wealthy donors primarily in New York and California.”

The donors behind the $50 million campaign to falsely 
discredit a presidency as a puppet of foreign-influenced 
villains should probably be a matter of serious curiosity by 
the credulous media that swallowed the baseless conspiracy 
theories in the Steele dossier. But so far, the mainstream 
media silence has been deafening.

In addition to financing Fusion GPS, TDIP also produced 
and distributed its own “research” papers to the media and 
FBI investigators, helping to keep Russiagate alive for years.

Brookings Institution. The Lawfare blog is a project of the 
Brookings Institution, a center-left think tank in Washington,  
DC. In fiscal year 2018, Brookings listed donations of 
$2 million and above from the Embassy of Qatar, Nike 
co-founder Philip Knight, and other billionaires. Google, 
Facebook, and Open Society Foundations gave between 
$100,000 and $250,000. Amazon.com donated between 
$50,000 and $99,999.

Former Washington Post editorial writer and Brookings 
Senior Fellow Ben Wittes is the co-founder and editor-in-
chief. Lawfare has trafficked in conspiracy theories while 
thoroughly covering Trump-Russia investigations, related 
prosecutions, breaking news developments, and leaks. Early 
examples include a July 2016 post on Lawfare in which 
Wittes engaged in a “legal analysis” of whether Trump was a 
“Russian agent.” It concluded that the future president was 
probably a mere “useful idiot” of the Russians. Two years 
later, an August 2018 post examined seven different levels 
of potential collusion, including the possibility that the 
Russians have compromising information on the president. 
Wittes concluded there was no evidence to undermine the 
theory, but also none to disprove it.

Then in May 2020, after the release of DOJ Inspector Gen-
eral Michael Horowitz’s report exposed the gossip behind 
the baseless conspiracy theories and after the conviction 
of Gen. Michael Flynn began to unravel under clouds of 
prosecutorial misconduct, the Lawfare blog produced a new 
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The Disney Family’s Dramatic Readings. Law Works 
Action, a New York-based activist group, produced The 
Investigation: The Search for The Truth in Ten Acts, an 
off-Broadway play by Pulitzer Prize winner Robert Schenk-
kan in June 2019. Advertised as a “dramatic interpretation” 
of the Mueller Report, it garnered over a million live-stream 
views by featuring notable actors reading various parts 
including John Lithgow, Annette Benning, Jason Alexander, 
Kevin Kline, Alyssa Milano, and over a dozen others. Law 
Works describes itself as “an organization that engages bipar-
tisan voices and educates the public on the Mueller Report” 
listing Susan Disney Lord, Abigail Disney, and Timothy 
Disney as the executive producers.

A low budget, made-for-TV version, America Reads the 
Mueller Report aired on dozens of local stations around the 
country last year featuring TV celebrities from the 1980s 
and 1990s such as Morgan Fairchild, Jon Cryer, Tom 
Arnold, and Montel Williams. Financed with a GoFundMe 
page, it was produced by social media activist and former 
columnist/commentator Cheri Jacobus.

The Trump-as-Caesar Play. Coming full circle back to 
Attorney General Barr’s analogy about Ancient Rome, 
perhaps it’s fitting to conclude by noting a June 2017 
production of Shakespeare’s Julius Caesar in New York’s 
Central Park in which a group of actors portrayed stabbing 
to death a man depicting President Trump. That was just 
one more example of the #Resistance hate-filled obsession 
with destroying the democratically elected president by any 
means necessary.

Although activist groups have thus far largely escaped public 
scrutiny, the evidence clearly shows that they played a signif-
icant role in creating and prolonging Russiagate.

Deterring Repeats
While few individuals responsible for Russiagate will ever be 
charged with crime, much less punished—although former 
FBI attorney Kevin Clinesmith recent pled guilty to one 
count of making a false statement—it is important to expose 
them and their donors to deter repeats.

The DOJ investigation led by U.S. Attorney John Durham 
is generally expected to release its report before the  
November election. Other than having discovered “trou-
bling” evidence of misconduct, little is known about what 
the investigation has uncovered and whether more people 
will be indicted.

Beyond the DOJ investigation and potential indictments 
are many people and organizations that were willingly or 
credulously complicit in Russiagate. They are largely (and 
rightfully) protected by the First Amendment. But the  
First Amendment is a two-edged sword that can just as  
easily pierce the guilty and complicit. As Justice Louis 
Brandeis wrote in the Supreme Court’s opinion in  
Whitney v. California (1927):

If there be time to expose through discussion the 
falsehood and fallacies, to avert the evil by the 
processes of education, the remedy to be applied is 
more speech, not enforced silence.

The conspirators, witting and unwitting, should be publicly 
named and criticized for their poor choices and held up as 
examples before the American people.

To that end, CRC has compiled and is publishing and 
updating an archive of more than 200 of the most promi-
nent people who manufactured and kept the Trump- 
Russia collusion hoax alive. The archive appears on Capital-
Research.org under the title “The Cast of the Trump-Russia 
Collusion Hoax.” 

Read previous articles from the Deception and 
Misdirection series online at CapitalResearch.org/category/
deception-and-misdirection/.

 In a June 2017 production of 
Shakespeare’s Julius Caesar in New 
York’s Central Park, a group of actors 
portrayed stabbing to death a man 
depicting President Trump.
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OF NONPARTISAN DISTRICTS:
AN EXPERIMENT IN REDISTRICTING REFORM

B Y  M I C H A E L  W A T S O N

As House Democrats push for sweeping changes to U.S. elections, 
CRC shows that it’s impossible to create nonpartisan districts.
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THE LEFT’S PLANS TO FLIP  
NORTH CAROLINA IN 2020

By Hayden Ludwig

SPECIAL REPORT

Summary: Of all the states up for 
grabs in the coming presidential 
election, perhaps none is the center 
of more bare-knuckle brawling 
between Republicans and Demo-
crats than North Carolina. At stake 
is more than the Tar Heel State’s 15 
electoral votes, but the integrity of 
the country’s elections. If the Left 
gets its way, North Carolina could 
be transformed into a “Progressive” 
stronghold for years to come.

Few states are more important 
than North Carolina in the 2020 
presidential election and the 
2020 Census, both of which will 
shape America’s political land-
scape for years to come.

Once a solidly Republican stronghold, Barack Obama won 
the Tar Heel State in 2008 by 14,000 votes, the first  
Democrat to do so since Jimmy Carter in 1976. While Mitt 
Romney retook the state and its 15 electoral votes in 2012 
and 2016, leaders in both parties consider it up for grabs in 
2020. That makes it one of the fiercest battlegrounds this 
year as outside groups pour tens of millions of dollars into 
its high-profile races for the presidency, the governorship, 
the state legislature, and Congress.

To the victor go the spoils—which is why Democrats and 
a vast network of allied political action committees (PACs) 
and nonprofits are working to build a left-wing infrastruc-
ture that could flip North Carolina permanently blue. The 
Left’s plan has three steps:

1. Increase the count of traditionally Democratic-voting 
constituencies in the 2020 Census,

2. Boost voter turnout of Democratic-leaning 
constituencies in 2020 to gain a Democratic majority 
in the state legislature, and
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Boundaries for U.S. congressional districts in North Carolina, 2021–2023.  
Few states are more important than North Carolina in the 2020 presidential election and 
the 2020 Census, both of which will shape America’s political landscape for years to come. 

3. Control the 2021 redistricting process to ensure 
favorable congressional districts for Democrats 
running for Congress.

Compared with other battleground states such as  
Pennsylvania, North Carolina has a firm Republican majority 
in the state senate and house. But conservatives shouldn’t rest 
on their laurels. In 2018, Democrats wrestled away six seats 
in the state senate and nine seats in the house—reducing 
Republican majorities from 35 to 29 in the senate and from 
74 to 65 in the house. A sweep like that in 2020 could put 
the GOP in the minority for the first time in over a decade.

It’s a similar plan to that of left-wing groups across the 
nation trying to sweep away fragile Republican majorities in 
state legislatures, a critical step to controlling the congressio-
nal redistricting process nationwide.

The Constitution mandates that all 435 congressional 
districts be reapportioned among the states based on popu-

Hayden Ludwig is a research analyst at CRC.
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So how does one tilt the census to the left? 
Count the people who predominantly vote 
Democratic, and don’t count the people 
who typically vote for the other party.

lation and redrawn as needed by state legislatures after each 
census, held every ten years. According to the latest esti-
mates, ten states—Alabama, California, Illinois, Michigan, 
Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 
and West Virginia—will likely lose a seat in the House of 
Representatives. Seven other states, including Texas and 
Florida, will each gain seats.

North Carolina will likely gain an additional seat in the 
House after the 2020 Census, bringing its total to 14. And 
because state legislative districts are also redrawn following 
the census, the stakes couldn’t be higher for the party in 
power to draw favorable maps that will be in place until the 
next census in 2030.

Manipulating the 2020 Census
Census data about how the American population has 
changed over the past decade are collected by the U.S. 
Census Bureau through mail-in forms, online surveys, and 
in-person interviews. Besides determining how the 435 seats 
in the U.S. House of Representatives are apportioned among 
the states, that data also heavily influence how some $675 
billion in federal funding is spent.

Getting an accurate census count is important, but the 
Census Bureau’s resources are limited. And there are pressing 
questions: The bureau counts legal non-citizens, but should 
it count illegal aliens as well? Counting them will give states 
with large populations of illegal immigrants—such as  
California and Florida—an unfair advantage over states with 
no illegal aliens when congressional seats are apportioned 
and subsequently drawn.

Michael Gonzalez, a Heritage Foundation senior fellow and 
census expert, explains:

Basing voting districts on total population dilutes 
the vote of citizens. The vote of a citizen in a dis-
trict with many non-citizens will count for more 
than the vote of a citizen in a district with very 
few non-citizens. The Supreme Court again said, 
this time in the decision in Reynolds v. Sims, “To the 
extent that a citizen’s right to vote is debased, he is 
that much less a citizen” [emphasis added].

Should the main census form include a citizenship ques-
tion? The Trump administration thought so and planned 
on including one in 2020. He had precedent on his side: A 
citizenship question was included in every census since the 
presidency of James Monroe until 2000, when it was moved 
to the separate American Community Survey.

Leftists cried foul, calling the intent behind reintroducing 
a citizenship question “racist” and claiming it was added 
to “rig the results to benefit ‘Republicans and Non-His-
panic Whites.’” In late 2018, liberal state attorneys general 
launched a salvo of lawsuits to block the question with 
aid from the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) and 
the National Association of Latino Elected and Appointed 
Officials (NALEO). After months of unsuccessful legal 
battles, the Trump administration abandoned the citizenship 
question in July 2019.

So how does one tilt the census to the left? Count the people 
who predominantly vote Democratic, and don’t count the 
people who typically vote for the other party.

In North Carolina, that means pumping up the number of 
people counted in the Democratic strongholds of Charlotte, 
Fayetteville, Raleigh, and Greensboro, while ignoring rural 
areas, which typically vote Republican.

This is possible because the IRS allows 501(c)(3) nonprofits 
to “help” the Census Bureau gather data, something it con-
siders a charitable (and therefore tax-exempt) act. It’s legally 
similar to registering people to vote: 501(c)(3) groups may 
engage in it so long as they don’t do so in a partisan matter 
(e.g., registering only voters who plan to vote Democratic or 
telling them how to vote).

The Left has dozens of groups that do nothing but voter reg-
istration and census counting. They even have a name for it: 
GOTC, or get out the count, which sounds suspiciously like 
the get-out-the-vote (GOTV) work normally done by pol-
iticians running for office. As far as anyone can tell, scores 
of leftist GOTC groups, but no conservative or Republican 
nonprofits, have taken the field in key battleground states. 
It’s a one-sided race—and Left is winning.

Census Counts
One such group trying to tilt the census is Census Counts, 
which virtuously describes itself as a “collaborative cam-
paign” of 60 organizations “working together to make sure 
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that the 2020 Census is fair and accurate.” But fairness is 
not its goal; the group is a front for the decidedly left-wing 
Leadership Conference on Civil and Human Rights. The 
Leadership Conference has been pushing a social justice 
agenda for 70 years and was a key litigator in the lawsuit 
demanding that the Trump administration remove the citi-
zenship question from the 2020 Census.

Census Counts publishes a state-by-state list of local affili-
ates, all of which coordinate with the national headquarters 
on their census strategy. NC Counts Coalition, its North 
Carolina affiliate, offers paid training to become enumera-
tors—official census data collectors—who “can go out into 
their communities and inform others about the importance 
of completing the census.”

Blueprint North Carolina
Then there’s Blueprint NC, part of State Voices, one of the 
most influential groups coordinating the Left’s redistricting 
strategy nationwide. State Voices was formed after the Dem-
ocrats’ defeat in the 2004 election, with the goal of crafting 
permanent left-wing infrastructure in battleground states. 
Consequently, it’s one of the Democracy Alliance’s “recom-
mended organizations,” meaning the elite funders’ collective 
considers State Voices a key group for all its 2020 efforts—
and its funding proves it. Since its creation, State Voices has 
received $43 million in grants from the George Soros’s Open 
Society, Ford, and Tides Foundations—to name a few.

State Voices isn’t shy about its objectives: “The two pillars of 
our civic representation work are the 2020 Census and fair 
redistricting in 2021.” The officially “nonpartisan” group 
plays up traditionally Democratic-leaning constituencies in 
GOTC activities ahead of the 2020 Census. Between 2016 
and 2017 State Voices paid out almost $6 million in grants 
to its affiliated voter/census turnout groups in battleground 
states (e.g., Blueprint NC, Minnesota Voice, and Pennsylvania  
Voice) and constituencies, particularly Latinos (through 
Mi Familia Vota). Those groups in turn trickle part of their 
funding down to their own network of in-state activists and 
use the rest to push likely Democratic voters to support 
redistricting and the census.

Blueprint NC is a convening hub for a sprawling list of local 
“partners” sharing the same 2020 strategy. Notables include 
the Fair Elections Center, Democracy NC, LEAD NC, and 
Progress North Carolina. Far from being independent grass-
roots groups, these well-funded organizations are working in 
tandem to help Democrats win big in 2020.

According to Mapping the Left (a website run by the 
conservative Civitas Institute), Blueprint NC was founded 
by a who’s who of North Carolina leftists, including rep-
resentatives from the state’s Planned Parenthood affiliate, 
Democracy NC, NC Justice Center, and the local League 
of Conservation Voters branch. A glance at Blueprint NC’s 
website reveals how far left its current leadership is. Its exec-
utive director is Serena Sebring, a community organizer and 
self-described “queer Black feminist, mother, organizer, and 
educator.” The group’s board of directors includes represen-
tatives from nine left-wing state activist groups, including 
the Southern Coalition for Racial Justice, the NC Public 
Service Workers Union, and Action NC.

The group’s top donors are two North Carolina grantmak-
ers, the Mary Reynolds Babcock Foundation and Z. Smith 
Reynolds Foundation, which founded Blueprint NC in 
2006. Blueprint NC has also received hundreds of thou-

Census data about how the American population has 
changed over the past decade are collected by the U.S. Census 
Bureau through mail-in forms, online surveys, and in-person 
interviews. Besides determining how the 435 seats in the U.S. 
House of Representatives are apportioned among the states, that 
data also heavily influence how some $675 billion in federal 
funding is spent. 
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NC Counts Coalition is clear on its census target demographics:

• Young children under age 6
• Hispanic or Latinx individuals
• Native Americans
• Black or African Americans
• Migrant populations
• Renters

The group even published an 11-page pamphlet entitled “The 
Statewide Implications of Undercounting Latino Children.”
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Democracy NC’s primary goal is 
breaking down voter integrity laws.

sands of dollars from George Soros’s Foundation to Promote 
Open Society. One Soros grant for $225,000 in 2016 leaves 
little to the imagination: “To build and strengthen collab-
oration and civic engagement capacity in North Carolina.” 
The phrase “civic engagement capacity” is a euphemism for 
get out the vote.

Blueprint NC is cagey about its census and GOTV oper-
ations in 2020, and it isn’t hard to see why. In 2015, the 
group made an embarrassing blunder when a strategy memo 
leaked detailing the group’s cynical game plan to “Eviscerate, 
Mitigate, Litigate, Cogitate, and Agitate.” Excerpts from the 
Charlotte Observer include:

“Crippling their leaders (McCrory, Tillis,  
Berger etc.).”

“Eviscerate the leadership and weaken their ability 
to govern.”

“Pressure McCrory at every public event.”

“Slam him when he contradicts his promises.”

“Private investigators and investigative reporting, 
especially in the executive branch.”

But Blueprint NC almost had the last laugh. In 2018, the 
group accused Republicans of suppressing the votes of 
minorities in that year’s midterm election, co-hosting an 
election fraud meeting in Bladensboro with the NAACP and 
allied groups to accuse Republicans of “stealing our votes.” 
That culminated in seven indictments of Republican politi-
cal operatives charged with ballot harvesting—taking voters’ 
absentee ballots and failing to mail them—to help the cam-
paign of Rep. Mark Harris (NC-09), who won reelection by 
a scant 905 votes against Democrat Dan McCready.

Harris declined to run again in the special election ordered 
by the North Carolina State Board of Elections amid the 
fallout from the scandal, citing medical issues. However, it 
didn’t seem to damage the GOP credibility in the district 
because Republican Dan Bishop beat McCready in the spe-
cial election in September by roughly 3,800 votes.

Supporting Blueprint’s effort is Democracy North Carolina, 
a litigation group often portrayed by the media as a neu-
tral actor but which is little more than an extension of the 

network funded by the Reynolds family foundations. It was 
formed in 1991 as Democracy South, an extension of the 
Institute for Southern Studies, which is a leftist agitation 
group co-founded by Julian Bond, who also co-founded the 
Southern Poverty Law Center.

Democracy NC’s primary goal is breaking down voter 
integrity laws. It adamantly opposed the voter ID law added 
to the North Carolina constitution by ballot measure in the 
2018 election after it passed with 55 percent of the vote. The 
NAACP launched a lawsuit to overturn the new require-
ment, and the state Supreme Court ultimately struck down 
the voter ID law as unconstitutional in December 2019. As 
a consequence, no photo ID was needed to vote in North 
Carolina’s primary in March 2020 and won’t be required in 
the November general election.

The Redistricting Process in North Carolina
The redistricting process—when every state redraws its 
congressional and legislative maps—will start in early 2021, 
when the Census Bureau releases its data to the states. Just 
how North Carolina will draw its 13 congressional districts 
(14 if it gains one in the census) and 170 legislative districts 
will be determined by whichever party controls the state leg-
islature after the 2020 election. (Unlike some states, North 
Carolina’s governor can’t veto the legislature’s maps and so 
plays a much smaller role.)

Redistricting has some basic rules. According to state law, 
districts must be contiguous, should attempt to adhere to 
county lines, and should take into consideration “communi-
ties of interest.” However, the 2020 process differs the 2010 
process in one critical way: North Carolina no longer needs 
to obtain federal “preclearance” to put its plans in place.

To keep states from infringing on Americans’ voting rights 
(particularly the rights of blacks in the South), Section 5 of 
the 1965 Voting Rights Act required certain states to pre-
clear their redistricting plans with the U.S. Department of 
Justice to ensure they do not discriminate against minorities. 
In North Carolina, 40 of 100 counties were such “covered 
jurisdictions.” Section 5 was always meant to be tempo-
rary—hence, the provision required congressional reautho-
rization every five years—but it had effectively become a 
permanent condition for most Southern states.

That changed in 2013, when the U.S. Supreme Court ruled 
5-4 against Attorney General Eric Holder in Shelby County 
v. Holder that conditions had changed in Shelby County, 
Alabama, such that Section 5 no longer applied. In a nut-
shell, the racial discrimination of the 1960s was simply no 
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longer true 50 years later. Chief Justice John Roberts wrote 
in his opinion:

If Congress had started from scratch in 2006, it 
plainly could not have enacted the present cover-
age formula. It would have been irrational for 
Congress to distinguish between States in such 
a fundamental way [as the Voting Rights Act did] 
based on 40-year-old data, when today’s statistics 
tell an entirely different story. And it would have 
been irrational to base coverage on the use of voting 
tests 40 years ago, when such tests have been illegal 
since that time. But that is exactly what Congress 
has done [emphasis added].

Yet while conservatives celebrated the decision, liberals were 
aghast. The Brennan Center for Justice wrote that Shelby 
County “opened the floodgates to laws restricting voting 
throughout the United States.” The New York Times charac-
terized the decision as the culmination of a 50-year effort by 
Republicans “to undercut or dismantle [the] most important 
requirements” of the Voting Rights Act. The Atlantic didn’t 
hold back in a piece entitled, “How Shelby County v. Holder 
Broke America,” charging the Supreme Court with “set[ting] 
the stage for a new era of white hegemony.”

In reality, the Shelby County decision enabled states like 
North Carolina to implement voting integrity laws that 
likely otherwise would not have gotten past Attorney 
General Eric Holder’s rigidly left-wing Justice Department, 
including voter ID requirements and purging rolls of voters 
who hadn’t voted in six consecutive years and failed to con-
firm their residency.

Holder’s War
The litigation war to reshape America’s congressional dis-
tricts to suit the Democrats is being coordinated by Eric 
Holder, President Barack Obama’s former attorney general 
and an overt partisan.

Holder is not the face of honest politics. In 2012, 17  
Democrats joined the House Republican majority in holding 
the attorney general in contempt of Congress for refusing to 
turn over documents related to the Fast and Furious scandal, 
a law enforcement operation intended to dismantle Mexican 
drug cartels, which instead put some 2,000 guns into the crim-
inals’ hands. Holder called the vote “politically motivated.”

During his tenure, conservative critics of the self-described 
“activist attorney general” charged him with politicizing the 
Justice Department by ignoring Democratic voter intimidation 
cases and hiring only committed leftists to the civil service.

Holder may be the ultimate Washington insider. He held a 
lucrative job at the mega-lobbying firm Covington & Burl-
ing from 2001 until he was sworn in as attorney general in 
February 2009. After leaving office in 2015, he immediately 
returned as a partner in the firm, which literally kept an 
empty office waiting for him, according to one report. Lib-
eral Rolling Stone called him a “Wall Street Double Agent” 
for cashing in on the $2.5 million partnership immediately 
after leaving public service. And he’s still listed as a partner 
at Covington & Burling.

He has also launched a second career as the Democrats’ top 
gerrymandering litigator. Gerrymandering is drawing dis-
tricts that unfairly favor one political party over another—
for example, confining urban voters to a single district 
to ensure they vote for a Democrat and freeing up more 
districts for Republican-voting suburban and rural areas. It’s 
named for Elbridge Gerry, vice president under President 
James Madison, who as a Massachusetts legislator famously 
drew long, snakelike congressional districts that one political 
cartoonist likened to a salamander—hence “gerrymander.”

In 2017, Holder launched the National Democratic Redis-
tricting Committee (NDRC) with the declaration that 
Republicans’ “extreme partisan gerrymandering” in states 
they controlled left Congress “broken.” That Democrats 
have gerrymandered states they controlled was conveniently 
overlooked. “This creates a Congress driven by primary 
party politics and ideological extremism,” he wrote, “not one 
accountable to the will of the majority of voters.”
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In 2017, Eric Holder launched the National Democratic 
Redistricting Committee (NDRC) with the declaration that 
Republicans’ “extreme partisan gerrymandering” in states they 
controlled left Congress “broken.”
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Yet accountability has little to do with it. NDRC’s goal is to 
elect Democrats to legislatures in battleground states in time 
for the 2021 redistricting process, gerrymandering them 
into oblivion, and ensuring his party’s dominance for the 
next decade. It even calls itself the Democrats’ “strategic hub 
for a comprehensive redistricting strategy.” Its stated goal in 
the organizational forms filed with the IRS is: “To build a 
comprehensive plan to favorably position Democrats for the 
redistricting process through 2022.”

In his 2017 launch speech, Holder listed three NDRC goals:

1. Get Democrats elected to state legislatures in order to 
redraw congressional maps,

2. “Reform” the redistricting process with California-
like citizens’ commissions, and

3. Litigate away Republican-drawn congressional maps.

The NDRC has set its sights on 12 states where Republicans 
either have a strong legislative majority (Texas) or face tough 
competition from Democrats (North Carolina) in 2020. It’s 
particularly interested in breaking trifectas—states where 
Republicans control both houses of the legislature and the 
governorship—guaranteeing Democrats a stronger place in 
the redistricting process.

NDRC is supported by former President Obama, whose 
presidential campaign-turned-activist group, Organizing for 
Action (formerly “Obama for America”), merged with the 
NDRC in 2019—gifting it the formidable list of donors, 
supporters, and volunteers built by the Obama campaigns 
over more than a decade. Now dubbed “All on the Line” and 
under the NDRC’s leadership, the combined groups have 
targeted ten states with lawsuits to influence redistricting 
to favor the Left in what Obama called an “opportunity to 
bend the great arc of history toward justice.”

The NDRC is composed of three groups, each chaired by 
Holder: the NDRC PAC, which supports Democrats running 
for Congress; the National Redistricting Action Fund, a 501(c)
(4) that lobbies for state ballot measures supporting redistrict-
ing “reforms”; and the National Redistricting Foundation, a 
501(c)(3) that litigates against Republican-drawn maps. (These 
kinds of networks are common, since each organization takes 
advantage of the peculiar laws governing 501(c)(3) and 501(c)
(4) groups and PACs to advance a single cause.)

In 2018, the NDRC PAC raised $3 million and spent $2.7 
million helping Democrats and attacking Republicans.  
North Carolina was its favorite target state: The PAC 
donated $500,000 to the state Democratic Party and $5,200 
to Judge Anita Earls’s successful campaign for the state 
Supreme Court (seat 5). It’s raised nearly $4 million for 

the 2020 cycle (as of August). The PAC is run by Elisabeth 
Pearson, former director of the Democratic Governors Asso-
ciation and Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee 
(DSCC), the party’s main PACs for gubernatorial and U.S. 
Senate races.

The National Redistricting Action Fund, Holder’s 501(c)
(4) lobbying arm, is run by Kelly Ward, a former director 
for the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee, 
the Democrats’ main PAC for congressional races. In 2019, 
the action fund spent $375,000 aiding Democrats running 
for state offices in Wisconsin (Lisa Neubauer, state Supreme 
Court) and Pennsylvania (Pam Iovino, SD-37).

The action fund manages the All on the Line campaign, 
focusing on turning out Democratic-leaning constitu-

A DEVIL’S DICTIONARY
A good rule of thumb with left-wing advocacy 
groups is that their goal is usually the opposite of 
their name. Case in point: Fair Districts NC, a 
“nonpartisan” redistricting group that is actually a 
front for the liberal League of Women Voters’ North 
Carolina branch—itself a nominally centrist group 
that strongly supports government-run health care, 
handgun bans, and other left-wing policies. Fair 
Districts NC is part of a nationwide network of 
similarly named groups, all of which are fronts for 
the League of Women Voters. In Pennsylvania and 
other states it’s co-administered by the redistricting 
litigation group Common Cause.

Fair Districts lobbies for the creation of California- 
style independent redistricting commissions, but in 
keeping with this Devil’s Dictionary nothing about 
such commissions is “independent.” Far from  
being “transparent,” taking the redistricting 
power from the state legislature and giving it to 
an appointed committee of individuals who aren’t 
accountable to voters would all but guarantee  
genuine gerrymandering .

There’s nothing “fair” about it. As CRC’s Michael 
Watson has documented, similar redistricting 
commissions in California, Washington, Idaho, and 
Arizona have resulted in election outcomes that 
disproportionately favor one party over another—
granting California Democrats, for instance, as 
many as ten extra seats relative to their party’s state-
wide proportion.
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encies in the 2020 Census. In August 2019, it launched 
Redistricting U with fanfare from Obama, who wrote in a 
fundraising email that “there’s no one-size-fits-all solution 
to map manipulation.”

Redistricting U was formed to “train volunteers, give them 
the tools to impact the redistricting process in their state, 
hear from them on how to best make change in their com-
munities, and empower them to be leaders in the movement 
for fair maps.” According to the group, North Carolina is a 
“key target.”

A “Redistricting Coup”
The third group, the National Redistricting Foundation 
(NRF), has already had perhaps the most potent impact on 
the 2020 election. The 501(c)(3) group describes its mission 
as “initiating litigation that will have a nationwide impact 
in creating more just and representative electoral districts,” 
which in effect means helping Democrats. To date, it has 
filed or supported several important lawsuits in states that 
are heavily contested at the state or congressional level. In 
Wisconsin, it demanded that then-Gov. Scott Walker (R) 
hold special elections in two state legislative districts. In 
Georgia, it accused Republicans of drawing racist congres-
sional maps. And in North Carolina, it accused the state of 
drawing unfair congressional maps.

First, a little background: in 2017, the U.S. Supreme Court 
threw out the maps drawn by North Carolina’s legislature 
after the 2010 Census as overly partisan (North Carolina 
v. Covington), but instead of asking the state legislature to 
redraw them it appointed a special master: Nathaniel Persily, 
a Stanford University law professor. Critically, Professor 
Persily also redrew maps in Pennsylvania after a state court 
found them unconstitutional.

When the 2018 midterms came around, voters in both 
states went to the polls in districts that had been completely 
redrawn—and the Democrats won big.

Liberals declared that justice had been served. Conser-
vatives saw it differently, with many claiming that North 
Carolina and Pennsylvania had simply been gerryman-
dered in favor of Democrats. To be fair, there were many 

reasons why the Republicans lost and the Democrats won 
in those states, but the new maps arguably gave liberals an 
edge they didn’t possess under the pre-2017 maps.

Yet one victory wasn’t enough for the Left. On November 
13, 2018—exactly one week after the midterm elections—
Holder’s NRF backed a lawsuit by a branch of Common 
Cause (a liberal redistricting group) claiming the state leg-
islative maps were still gerrymandered. This time, however, 
they brought the case (Common Cause v. Lewis) to a state 
elections panel, which in a 2-1, 357-page ruling threw the 
maps out yet again on September 3, 2019. Republicans, 
faced with appealing the decision before the 6–1  
Democratic majority in the state supreme court,  
admitted defeat.

If liberals were giddy before, they were now ecstatic. “Our 
heads are spinning here in North Carolina,” the head of 
Common Cause North Carolina told the New York Times.

The Wall Street Journal editorial board called the move a 
“redistricting coup” meant to “tee up” Democrats for the 
2020 election. “Liberals assail partisan gerrymanders as 
undemocratic except when they do the rigging.”

The National Redistricting Action Fund launched  
Redistricting U with fanfare from Barack Obama, who wrote  

“there’s no one-size-fits-all solution to map manipulation.”

The U.S. Supreme Court threw out the maps drawn by North 
Carolina’s legislature after the 2010 Census as overly partisan 
(North Carolina v. Covington), but instead of asking the 
state legislature to redraw them it appointed a special master: 
Nathaniel Persily, a Stanford University law professor. 
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Incredibly, that still wasn’t the end of the Left’s redistrict-
ing lawsuits in the Tar Heel State. Just weeks after the state 
panel ruling in September, the NRF filed another lawsuit, 
this time targeting North Carolina’s congressional map, 
which it called perhaps “the most extreme and brazen 
partisan gerrymander in American history.” Even the liberal 
New York Times recognized that the lawsuits’ shared goal 
was “challeng[ing] Republican control of the next round of 
redistricting in 2021.”

On October 30, 2019, three judges on North Carolina’s 
Superior Court ruled that the congressional maps “do not 
permit voters to freely choose their representative, but rather 
representatives are choosing voters based upon sophisticated 
partisan sorting.” The court threw out the congressional 
maps and ordered the legislature to draw remedial maps for 
the 2020 election under supervision of a court-appointed 
referee. Those remedial maps, which were eventually upheld 
by the court in December, were widely seen as helpful to 
Democrats, who are expected to pick up two seats in the 
2020 election—reducing the state GOP’s advantage in  
Congress from 10–3 to 8–5.

Rep. G.K. Butterfield, a Democrat representing the state’s 
northeastern counties, still wasn’t impressed: “To have a fair 
map we need a 6–7 map or a 7–6 map or a 6–6–1 map,” he 
told the press. “Those would be fair maps.”

Getting Out the (Democratic) Vote
Of course, this matters little if Democrats cannot win elec-
tions. Enter the Left’s vast array of ostensibly nonpartisan 
GOTV nonprofits, which with few exceptions operate as 
tax-exempt 501(c)(3) public charities. The IRS considers 
voter registration a charitable act (like census registration). 
Moreover, these groups are required to be nonpartisan, but 
not non-ideological.

America Votes is at the nexus of left-wing GOTV activism. 
The self-described “coordination hub of the Progressive com-
munity” was devised by political operatives in the wake of the 
Democrats’ defeat in the 2004 midterms as a way to build 
permanent left-wing infrastructure in all future elections.

To achieve this, it has amassed an incredible $95 million 
and the support of nearly every notable group on the Left 
to build an impressive network of aligned groups across two 
dozen states. North Carolina is the newest “core state” in 
America Votes’ roster, meaning local operations are directly 
controlled by its office in Washington, DC. (Operations in 
less important “affiliate states” are generally outsourced to 
small, standalone affiliates.)

America Votes may be legally nonpartisan, but in practice 
that’s a joke given that the professional operatives who 
dreamed it up include veteran Clinton official Harold Ickes, 
SEIU President Andy Stern, Sierra Club Executive Director 

A GIANT MONEY FUNNEL
America Votes is also a donor to aligned state-level 
groups. In 2017, it gave $25,000 to NC Citizens for 
Protecting Our Schools, an education lobbying group that 
gave $1.1 million in 2017 to NC Families First—a group 
that spent millions of dollars attacking Republicans  
in the state legislature.

In 2016, America Votes gifted $175,000 to Make North 
Carolina First, a mysterious advocacy nonprofit with no 
website, yet raked in $4.1 million in 2016 and another 
$2.7 million in 2017. It’s a good example of how the 
Left weaponizes nonprofits to achieve political aims—
entirely in secret.

Among the activities listed in Make NC First’s 2017 IRS 
Form 990 are “voter registration and voter representa-
tion.” Its three-person board is headed by Adam Abram, 
owner of an insurance group and a board member for 
the left-wing groups Human Rights First and the Urban 

Institute. In November 2019, Abram was appointed 
to the state Housing Finance Agency by the governor. 
Also on the board are Dean Debnam, who runs the 
highly successful polling firm Public Policy Polling, and 
Michael L. Weisel, a legal expert in independent expen-
diture activities—the domain of partisan super PACs.

In 2017 alone, Make NC First made eight (mostly 
six-figure) grants to groups such as North Carolina 
Latino Power, Progress North Carolina Action, Advance 
Carolina, and NC Citizens for Protecting Our Schools. 
In 2018, it granted $1.3 million to NC Citizens for 
Progress, a PAC which spent some $1.6 million in 
attack ads during the midterm elections.

The media reporting about Make NC First has been 
nonexistent—and with a name that vague, it will almost 
certainly stay that way.
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Carl Pope, EMILY’s List founder Ellen Malcolm, and Part-
nership for America’s Families President Steve Rosenthal.

Its leadership exhibits a similar partisan bent. The group’s 
founding president was Anne Bartley, a former aide to First 
Lady Hillary Clinton and a wealthy Democratic donor 
involved in founding numerous prominent leftist organiza-
tions, including the Democracy Alliance. Its current director, 
Greg Speed, is a former staffer at the Democratic Congressio-
nal Campaign Committee, a group with the sole purpose of 
electing Democrats to the House of Representatives.

America Votes is an original member of the Democracy 
Alliance—a shadowy collective of leftist mega-funders and 
influencers who meet annually to coordinate spending on 
political goals—which praises America Votes as “the com-
mon link between many of the largest and most influential 
issue and membership organizations in the country.”

There’s little doubt that America Votes is a thinly veiled 
tax-exempt political campaign for electing Democrats, and the 
Right has nothing comparable. A 2018 job posting shows the 
group sought a data expert whose job description is strikingly 
similar to that of a political campaign consultant: “Work with 
partner organizations using the voter file and other technolo-
gies to support and enhance voter contact programs.”

CRC obtained an agenda for America Votes’ state summit 
held in February 2019, where the workshops and strategy 
sessions sound far more like those run by partisan campaigns 
than tax-exempt nonprofits. The highlights include:

2020 is the next in the long series of “most import-
ant elections in our lifetimes.” Indeed, the stakes 
could not be higher—from winning the White 
House and ending the Trump Era in American 
politics to the fight for full control of Congress 
to the final state elections before the next redis-
tricting. Everything is on the line, and enormous 
change is possible if progressives are successful.

While focus has clearly shifted toward 2020, how 
should the remarkable 2018 cycle inform pro-
gressives’ strategies moving forward? What do last 
year’s outcomes say about the real state of power in 
this country, and what strategies and messages will 
not just help win the next election but also move 
society toward broader equity and progress?

. . . America Votes partners did much to shape the 
midterm narrative and electorate on the ground 
in their states through effective advocacy and elec-
tion programs and strategies. The “Digging Deeper” 
breakout sessions will focus on what worked, what’s 
replicable and/or what really needs to happen on 
the ground to continue building toward further 
victory and progress in 2020 and beyond.

. . . Democrats and progressives have shown how 
passing over rural communities and small towns 
leads to a steady plunge in voter support in recent 
elections. This session will highlight the need to 
reengage communities beyond urban and subur-
ban cores and strategies for rebuilding support in 
rural communities and small towns.

. . . progressives fight to ensure a complete count 
and fair 2020 Census, plus undo conservative 
gerrymanders in post-2020 redistricting, all while 
enacting powerful democracy and election reforms 
such as Automatic Voter Registration at the  
state level.

With 2020 fast approaching, the Trump Adminis-
tration’s incompetence and malevolence threatens 
the integrity of the [census] count.

The Democracy Alliance and  
Arabella Advisors
The Democracy Alliance has its own big plans for North 
Carolina. A recently unearthed 2016 internal report by the 
secretive group details 15 funding streams moving money 
to battleground states ahead of the 2016, 2018, and 2020 
elections to avoid attention. With names such as the Cli-
mate Action Fund and Latino Engagement Fund, these 
streams run through a pair of nonprofits managed by Ara-
bella Advisors, a for-profit consultancy in Washington, DC, 
which runs a $600 million “dark money” funding network 
in America, as detailed in the 2019 CRC report “Big Money 
In Dark Shadows.”

Democracy Alliance doesn’t make grants itself. It’s an  
invite-only strategy HQ for leftist luminaries to coordinate 

There’s little doubt that America Votes is a thinly veiled tax-exempt 
political campaign for electing Democrats, and the Right  

has nothing comparable.



28 SEPTEMBER 2020

how environmentalists, foundations, labor unions, and  
allied organizations will spend resources to reshape  
American elections.

According to the report, Democracy Alliance’s 113 part-
ners invested $146 million in 2016 alone in “Progressive 
infrastructure map organizations” and promised another 
$71 million to 2020 efforts. Yet those figures were promised 
before the 2016 election and Trump’s election; we expect the 
actual 2020 sums to be even higher in the wake of the Left’s 
anti-Trump “Resistance.”

The report also reveals that much of this spending was chan-
neled through the New Venture Fund and Sixteen Thirty 
Fund—two nonprofits created and run by Arabella Advi-
sors—and paid out by them as grants to allied state-level 
groups. Donors are instructed to make their checks out to 
the Arabella-run nonprofits, thus hiding their involvement 
in the final grants paid out by Arabella’s nonprofits. Thanks 
to this document, we know which states the Democracy 
Alliance has targeted and who benefited.

The New American Majority Fund and its 501(c)(4) “sister,” 
the New American Majority Action Fund, raised over  
$1 million in 2016 to target left-wing outreach to likely 
Democratic-leaning constituencies in North Carolina, 
Virginia, Florida, Ohio, and Arizona. The funds especially 
targeted “Asian and Pacific Islanders Americans, women, 
the LGBTQ community, and white working class”—the 
so-called New American Majority. The pair’s spending is 
overseen by Democracy Alliance staffers, the National  
Education Association (NEA) operative Daaiyah Bilal-
Threats, and an SEIU representative.

Similarly, the Black Civic Engage-
ment Fund and Action Fund—with 
oversight from the Ford Founda-
tion, AFSCME, NEA, and SEIU—
directs spending toward Blueprint 
NC and groups in other key states 
“to build political power and 
activism within the Black commu-
nity.” In 2016, the pair raised close 
to $5 million. They’re joined by 
the Latino Engagement Fund and 
Action Fund, which also directed 
money to Blueprint NC. That pair 
raised over $2 million in 2016.

The State Engagement Initiative, 
another fund, raised $6.7 million 
in 2016 to create “donor tables” 
in battleground states, aiming to 
increase left-wing spending on 

elections and the activist nonprofits supporting the Left. In 
North Carolina, it directed funds to a group mysteriously 
called Put NC First, possibly a front for the liberal news 
aggregate Real Facts NC. (Hilariously, the report mistook 
South Carolina for its northern sibling—that’s cynical  
outside spending for you.)

“Dark Money” Looming in 2020
Of all the states up for grabs in the coming presidential 
election, perhaps none is the center of more bare-knuckle 
brawling between the Left and Right than North Carolina. 
Republicans and Democrats aren’t just fighting for the state’s 
15 electoral votes—they’re fighting for the sanctity of the 
republic’s elections.

Left-wing progressives aren’t interested in fairness and the 
forum of ideas. They fight dirty and play for keeps. If the 
Left bludgeons its way into power in the Tar Heel state, we 
can expect it to do everything possible to twist and mangle 
the law to cement a permanent left-wing majority through 
gerrymandering lawsuits, vote-by-mail schemes, ballot fraud, 
“independent” redistricting commissions, and a steady 
stream of cash to activist groups.

Worse, it will have proven that any state—no matter how 
conservative—is vulnerable. 

Read previous articles from the Special Reports series 
online at CapitalResearch.org/category/special-report/.
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Arabella Advisors, a for-profit consultancy in Washington, DC, runs a $600 million 
“dark money” funding network in America, as detailed in the 2019 CRC report “Big 
Money In Dark Shadows.” 
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SOROS MEDDLING IN EUROPEAN ELECTIONS
By Jon Rodeback

FOUNDATION WATCH

Summary: “Open Society has a long history 
of involvement in elections, some of it rather 
controversial.” Leaked documents and other 
evidence indicate that the Open Society 
Foundations’ involvement in the 2014  
European Parliament elections likely violated 
IRS prohibitions on partisan electioneering 
by U.S. nonprofits. Yet the bigger issue  
may be what else is Open Society  
Foundations’ hiding.

“Open Society has a long history of 
involvement in elections, some of it rather 
controversial,” reads an internal Open 
Society Foundations (OSF) memo dated 
April 11, 2013.

If anything, the memo greatly understates 
how much the OSF and its affiliated organi-
zations have intervened in elections around 
the world since the 1990s. In developing 
countries, OSF expenditures in the mil-
lions—if not tens of millions—of dollars 
give OSF and its grantees disproportionate 
influence for good and ill. Even in the United States, Soros’s 
millions have exerted a disproportionate influence to reshape 
dozens of local elections.

Over the years, much of the OSF involvement in elections 
overseas—especially election monitoring—was arguably 
laudable, and some is in debatable gray areas. Yet a signifi-
cant portion appears to blatantly violate U.S. tax law, if not 
other laws as well.

Leaked internal documents from OSF, headquartered in 
New York City, demonstrate clear intent from the top to 
deliberately alter election outcomes in other countries, 
particularly the 2014 elections for the European Parliament 
and some national parliaments in Europe. While OSF 
headquarters did not directly run these influencing efforts, 
its European subsidiaries did, under OSF’s instruction and 
guidance. This appears to blatantly violate OSF’s status as a 
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Billionaire financier and 
philanthropist George Soros 
founded Open Society Foundations 
in 1993. It has since become the 
flagship of the Soros Network, a 
fleet of nonprofits through which 
Soros promotes his philosophy of 
“open society” around the world. 

501(c)(3) nonprofit foundation, which 
prohibits directly or indirectly interven-
ing in any election for public office. The 
statute does not distinguish between 
domestic and foreign elections.

Open Society Foundations
Billionaire financier and philanthropist 
George Soros founded Open Society 
Foundations (then named Open Society 
Institute) in 1993 as a 501(c)(3) non-
profit under U.S. law. It has since become 
the flagship of the Soros Network, a fleet 
of nonprofits through which Soros pro-
motes his philosophy of “open society” 
around the world. As “the main hub of 
Soros-funded a network of more than 20 
national and regional foundations,” OSF 
is “one of the largest political philanthro-
pies in the world.” As of 2017, Soros had 
donated more than $32 billion to his 
foundations, and his foundations give 
away almost $1 billion dollars annually to 
make “open society” a global reality.

Major pillars of the Soros nonprofit network include:

• Foundation to Promote Open Society (FPOS), “the 
primary grantmaker in the Soros network.”

• Open Society Policy Center (OSPC), a 501(c)(4) 
nonprofit that serves as the main lobbying arm of the 
Soros network.

• Fund for Policy Reform, a 501(c)(4) nonprofit that 
gives “grants to organizations focused on drug policy, 
criminal justice, and election administration policy.”

• Central European University Budapest Foundation, 
a 501(c)(3) nonprofit used to fund Soros’s Central 
European University.

Jon Rodeback is Managing Editor and Director of Content 
at the Capital Research Center.
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Soros’s Philosophy and Giving. Soros’s philosophy is based on 
20th-century philosopher Karl Popper’s theories in which 
“‘open societies’ . . . operate based on critical thinking, 
constantly seeking to make things more democratic and 
pluralistic, ensuring that the rule of law is ever equal and 
expanding to protect marginalized groups.”

This thinking animates his giving and his foundations, 
his giving to his foundations, and the foundations’ efforts 
to change the world. He first tried to change apartheid in 
South Africa and failed:

Then I turned my attention to Central Europe. 
Here I was much more successful. I started support-
ing the Charter 77 movement in Czechoslovakia in 
1980 and Solidarity in Poland in 1981. I established 
separate foundations in my native country,  
Hungary, in 1984, in China in 1986, in the  
Soviet Union in 1987, and in Poland in 1988.  
My engagement accelerated with the collapse of  
the Soviet system.

After the fall of Communism, he formed OSF and has 
turned to promoting free elections, “open borders” and 
unrestricted immigration, supporting marginalized pop-
ulations such as LBGT and Roma (Gypsies), and radical 
criminal justice reform.

OSF has a global reach and ambition, as illustrated by a 
February 2012 list of “Activities by Region,” which indicated 
OSF activities in multiple countries in Africa, Asia, Central 
and Eastern Europe, Southeastern Europe, and the Former 
Soviet Union. For the Middle East and North Africa, it lists 
only Turkey and a “Middle East/North African Initiatives 
(MENA).” In North America, only the United States is 
listed, with the catch-all subheading “US Programs.”

Lack of Transparency. Contrary to its “emphasis on transpar-
ency and ‘open societies,’” OSF is consistently rated as non-
transparent. For example, in 2016, Transparify rated OSF 
as “highly opaque,” with zero stars out of five—the lowest 
ranking of any of the rated U.S. nonprofit. (Ironically, as 
Transparify discloses on the first page of its report, the report 
was “made possible through the support of the Think Tank 
Fund of the Open Society Foundations.”)

This lack of transparency makes serious research into OSF 
activities difficult if not nearly impossible—akin to dis-
cerning the internal workings of the Soviet Union during 
the Cold War. And the sheer scope of OSF activities makes 
any comprehensive, thorough analysis of OSF activities 
extremely difficult. As a result, much of the available infor-
mation about OSF is anecdotal, the result of government 
investigations, or revealed through leaks of OSF documents.

Election Involvement and Backlash
In the late 1990s and early 2000s, OSF was actively involved 
in elections in Central and Eastern Europe, former Soviet 
republics, and Latin America. An internal OSF memo 

PROHIBITION ON POLITICAL CAMPAIGNING BY 
501(C)(3) ORGANIZATIONS
The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) states:

Under the Internal Revenue Code, all sec-
tion 501(c)(3) organizations are absolutely 
prohibited from directly or indirectly par-
ticipating in, or intervening in, any political 
campaign on behalf of (or in opposition to) 
any candidate for elective public office.

However, voter education activities conducted in a 
nonpartisan manner are permitted, as is encourag-
ing participation in elections if such activities are 
conducted in a nonpartisan manner. That said, the 
IRS warns:

Voter education or registration activities 
with evidence of bias that (a) would favor 
one candidate over another; (b) oppose a 
candidate in some manner; or (c) have the 
effect of favoring a candidate or group of 
candidates, will constitute prohibited  
participation or intervention.

Contrary to its “emphasis on transparency and ‘open societies,’”  
OSF is consistently rated as nontransparent.
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obliquely states, “Open Society was present for many of the 
major transformations of the era, including the so-called 
‘color revolutions’ in Georgia [in 2003], Ukraine [in 2004] 
and Kyrgyzstan [in 2005].” The involvement often took the 
form of support for domestic nongovernmental organiza-
tions (NGOs) that monitor local elections.

Since the early 2000s, OSF has pulled back from direct 
engagement in Latin America, while becoming more active 
in Africa, supporting election monitoring and supporting 
activities. During the 2000s, Soros’s giving in the United 
States expanded, including $15 million in an effort to defeat 
George Bush in the 2004 election. For 2017, the OSF’s U.S. 
programs had a budget of $100 million.

Banned in Russia. OSF efforts were generally well received in 
most Central and Eastern European countries, but not in 
neighboring Russia, where the government has repeatedly 
condemned them. For example, in 2015, President Vladimir 
Putin said:

In the modern world, extremism is used as a geopo-
litical tool for redistribution of spheres of interest. 
We can see the tragic consequences of the wave of 
the so-called color revolutions, the shock experi-
enced by people in the countries that went through 
the irresponsible experiments of hidden, or some-
times brute and direct interference with their lives.

In fact, from Putin’s perspective, the color revolutions in 
Europe had eroded the security buffer between Russia 
and NATO and threatened to spread to Russia itself. In 
November 2015, the authoritarian Putin regime predict-
ably—except that it took so long—classified Open Society 
Foundations as an “undesirable” organization and banned it 
from operating in the country.

Driven out of Hungary. OSF activities, particularly in support 
of illegal immigrants, also became quite controversial in 
Hungary, Soros’s birth country. After “campaign[ing] under 
a ‘Stop Soros’ banner,” Prime Minister Victor Orbán won 
reelection in a landslide in April 2018, with his party alli-
ance winning 133 of 199 seats in the Hungarian parliament. 
The parliament wasted no time in passing a collection of 
“Stop Soros” laws that restricted foreign funding of NGOs 
and aid to illegal aliens.

OSF countered by moving its operations to Berlin after 
condemning the “increasingly repressive political and legal 
environment” in Hungary. Central European University 
responded by moving most of its operations from its  
Budapest campus, which was serving as the main campus,  
to Vienna.

The Europe Problem
In the early 2010s, OSF became increasingly worried about 
the European experiment and the trends in Europe that 
were creating an increasingly hostile environment for OSF. 
OSF was greatly concerned about growing “xenophobia” and 
growing anti-EU sentiments among Europeans. In 2013, an 
internal OSF strategy document opined, “The EU has lost 
self-confidence and influence, and the European consensus 
on pluralism and inclusion is breaking down.” And this 
breakdown was directly impeding OSF’s mission of fostering 
open societies.

Protecting OSF Turf. The OSF was particularly concerned 
that this would undermine OSF’s cozy relationship with 
EU institutions: “Vocally xenophobic candidates are already 
pushing mainstream parties to attack policies and institu-
tions that OSF has worked for years to build up.” 

Yet this cozy relationship has continued beyond the 2014 
elections with OSF boasting of an unheard of 42 meetings 
in one year with the European Commission—the rough 
equivalent of a private foundation meeting 42 times with 
the Cabinet of the U.S. president. Revealing the scope of the 
relationship, an internal OSF document listed 226 “reliable 
allies” in just the European Parliament in 2017, not to men-
tion allies in the sprawling EU bureaucracy.

Given the parliament’s new powers under the Lisbon Treaty 
(which took effect on December 1, 2009), the 2014 elec-
tions became a high priority, particularly in terms of pre-
venting the election of members of the European Parliament 
(MEPs) that would oppose OSF priorities:

The 2014 European Parliament elections will be 
a big political moment which will raise the alarm 
about illiberal trends in European politics. Public 
anger and protest voting could result in a major 
increase in the number of xenophobic and anti-EU 
candidates who get elected.

From Putin’s perspective, the color 
revolutions in Europe had eroded the 
security buffer between Russia and 
NATO and threatened to spread to 
Russia itself.
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To counter and even reverse these trends, OSF focused on 
the 2014 elections for the European Parliament as a deci-
sive point through which OSF could influence the EU. One 
OSF report stated, “The European Parliamentary elections in 
May 2014 present a crucial opportunity for citizens and civil 
society actors to help influence and shape the agenda of the 
European Union in the EU’s legislative period 2015–2019.”

Justified Concerns. Eurobarameter surveys tend to confirm 
that OSF concerns about the EU were warranted. Trust in 
EU institutions—specifically, the European Parliament, 
European Commission, and European Central Bank—
peaked in spring 2007 (56 percent, 52 percent, and 53 per-
cent, respectively) and steadily declined through spring 2014 
(37 percent, 32 percent, and 31 percent). By spring 2015, a 
majority of respondents in the U.K., Italy, Cyprus, and  
Slovenia believed that their country would be better off outside 
the EU. All of these indicate deteriorating support for the 
EU, with support across the entire EU dropping 3 percentage 
points from autumn 2012 (58 percent) to autumn 2015.

If there were any doubts that the EU was facing an existen-
tial crisis from the eurozone crisis, BREXIT erased them. 
The June 2016 referendum in which 52 percent of U.K. vot-
ers chose to leave the EU sent shockwaves through Europe 
and around the world. The U.K. had never quite fit in the 
EU, even after France stopped vetoing the U.K.’s accession 
to the EU’s predecessor. It took nearly four years, but despite 
all manner of political scheming, the U.K. formally left the 
EU on January 31, 2020.

Open Society Blinders. While still very real, OSF concerns 
about Europe are a peculiar creation of the open soci-
ety mindset, which frames opposition to porous national 
borders and floods of international refugees as xenophobia 
and racism. Internal OSF documents consistently reflect this 
mindset. Similarly, opposition to the EU is cast as indefensible 
backward thinking, excluding even the potential of reasoned 
skepticism. In this way of thinking, the objective of advancing 
“open society” overrides people’s legitimate, understandable 
concerns about cultural identity, economic costs, and law and 
order in favor of the OSF agenda of open borders, radical 
criminal reform, and promotion of minority rights.

Targeting the 2014 European  
Parliamentary Elections
OSF adopted “a two-level strategy to reduce the number of 
opponents of the open society who get elected.” Two OSF 
organizations in Europe were tasked with the mission: Open 
Society Initiative for Europe (OSIFE) would “work on local 

campaigns to turn out the vote,” and Open Society European 
Policy Institute (OSEPI) would “engage pan-European par-
ties to influence their manifestos and campaigning tactics.”

OSIFE. For its part, OSIFE reaffirmed that a “crucial test will 
take place in May 2014 when all EU citizens vote for the 
European Parliament” and “that landmark election will be 
the cornerstone and key priority for OSIFE’s strategy.”

In the larger context of trying to tilt the 2014 elections, 
OSIFE identified its objectives as:

1. Preventing racist candidates from getting (re)elected
2. Countering racism in election campaigns and in the 

European Parliament
3. Getting EU citizens who live in other EU countries 

to vote in their countries of residence
Essentially, OSIFE’s tactical objectives included “preventing” 
candidates with whom OSF disagreed “from getting (re)
elected” and “countering” views OSF disliked “in election 
campaigns and in the European Parliament.”

OSIFE’s primary vehicle for achieving these objectives 
appears to have been grant making, with 92 grants totaling 
more than $5.7 million ranging from $8,790 to $340,000. 
The grants included “open call grants, targeted mobilization 
efforts, up-scaling grants and grants related to post-election 
actions.” The OSIFE grants also overlapped into OSEPI’s 
objective of engaging pan-European parties. In fact, the list 
included not just all OSIFE grants, but also related projects 
from the Soros network’s Hungary project, Italy project, and 
the less subtly named Open Society Fund to Counter Xeno-
phobia. The list also included “election grants” from the At 
Home in Europe and European Civil Liberties projects, an 
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Jordi Vaquer, former director of the Open Society Initiative  
for Europe. 
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“election-related legacy grant” from the Open Society Youth 
Initiative, and a “co-funded project” of OSIFE with OSF’s 
so-called Information Program.

Even more illuminating are the grant descriptions. Most of 
the grants focused on three areas: targeted voter mobiliza-
tion, lobbying/influencing political campaigns, and media 
operations. Other grants did not obviously intend to directly 
influence election outcomes in a particular direction but in 
some cases became tools to that end.

For example, OSIFE gave a grant to Kieskompas to develop 
EUVOX 2014, a free voting advice application that was 
nonpartisan on its face. This application was designed to give 
the voter “a nuanced portrayal of his or her distance from all 
parties in the political spectrum,” not offer “one-sided voting 
advice.” However, even assuming the app was truly nonparti-
san, younger voters are more likely than older voters to turn 
to an app for voting advice—a point reinforced by a second 
grant to Kieskompas to fund a Facebook marketing cam-
paign to encourage “young people” to use the app.

Based on a review of the 92 grants, most programs that 
received grants were attempting to target specific pop-
ulations, especially “young people” (18–35-year-olds), 
migrants, and LBGT. In what appears to be a typical func-
tion of age, “young people” in Europe and elsewhere tend 
to skew left of the general population and would therefore 
tend to be more supportive of “open society” positions. 
LGBT communities exhibit similar tendencies, and migrants 
would be expected to support more open borders. In other 
words, every OSIFE voter-turnout grant appears intended 
to increase voter turnout of populations that would be more 
supportive of open society positions.

On the other side of the coin are the lobbying of political 
campaigns and carrying out media operations, some of 
which might be called “fake news” in today’s parlance. Both 
prongs intended to alter the public conversation by “naming 
and shaming” what OSF deems xenophobic and nationalist 
rhetoric and “hate speech” in general.

While Europe certainly has its share of neo-Nazis, fascists, 
and communists, and others who hate freedom, the OSF 
uses rather broad definitions of xenophobia, nationalism, 
and hate speech. “Hate speech” is a particularly slippery 
term in Europe given the lack of a First Amendment equiva-
lent. Accordingly, a naming and shaming (i.e., propaganda) 
campaign against political parties and candidates who 
disagree with OSF could be expected to stifle debate and 
potentially suppress voter turnout of their supporters.

Because many EU countries use electoral lists, “a small 
increase in turnout can reduce dramatically the represen-
tation that extremist parties win.” Of course, the oppo-
site applies as well: A small increase in votes in the “open 
society” direction could elect more MEP’s who support open 
society objectives.

OSIFE Grants for the 2014 European Elections. The number of 
grants is impressive. Listed below is a selection of the grants, 
grouped by program focus, with a brief description for each 
grant and its target countries.

Targeted Voter Mobilization
• Europe on Track (EU-wide): mobilize  

university students. 
• LGBT Mob-Watch Italy-Europe 2014 (Italy): 

mobilize LGBT Italian voters. 
• Bite The Ballot (U.K.): register “young people”  

to vote. 
• Combattre l’islamophobie politique (fighting 

political islamophobia) (France): mobilize  
Muslim vote. 

• Disclosing Hate Speech and Discrimination 
(Croatia): mobilize ambivalent voters against 
“xenophobic, racist, and other radical  
political options.” 

• Vote-Up! (France): mobilize youth vote. 
• Ligue des jeunes électeurs (league of young voters) 

(France): mobilize “young people” vote. 
• Operation Vote (Italy): mobilize EU expats in Italy 

to vote in Italian elections. 
• Höj Rösten (raise your voice) (Sweden): mobilize 

anti-xenophobic, anti-nationalist vote. 
• Mobilizing the Vote Through Social Media in 

2014 (France, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Netherlands, 
U.K.): mobilize voters through social media. 

• Vote for the Voiceless: Amplifying the Voices  
of the Powerless (EU-wide): mobilize “young 
people” vote. 

Every OSIFE voter-turnout grant 
appears intended to increase voter 
turnout of populations that would be 
more supportive of open society positions.
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• Romanians Vote for Europe (EU-wide): mobilize 
the Roma vote. 

• The Raval Project (Spain): mobilize the  
migrant vote. 

• It’s About You (Hungary): mobilize LGBT vote. 
• Facebook Marketing Campaign for EUVOX 2014 

(10 Central European countries): mobilize “young 
people” vote. 

• I Do Care (Lituania): mobilize “young people” vote. 
• Our Elections—Our Europe (Greece, Hungary, 

Italy, United Kingdom): mobilize “young  
people” vote. 

• Piloting Immigrant Citizenship Campaigns 
Across Europe (11 countries): mobilize  
immigrant vote. 

• My Vote Matters (U.K.): mobilize migrant- 
worker vote. 

• Vote Europe! (U.K.): mobilize Hungarian expat vote 
in the U.K. 

• Voter mobilization and information campaign 
(EU-wide): mobilize Czech vote across EU, especially 
among “young people.” 

• Youth Voice at European Elections (Slovenia): 
mobilize “young people” vote. 

Media Operations 
• Open EU 2014 (EU-wide): publish articles against 

“hate speech” and “intolerant rhetoric” in local outlets. 
• Radical Democracy for Europe (EU-wide): involve 

media-makers (e.g., video and animation artists) in 
election debate. 

Lobbying/Influencing Political Campaigns 
• Towards a European Parliament Committed to 

Transparency and Accountability (EU-wide): 
pledge against “excessive lobbying influence.” 

• Per i diritti, contro la xenophobia (campaign for 
rights, against xenophobia) (Italy): lobby candidates 
about the rights of Roma, Sinti, migrants, and 
detained persons. 

• Naming and Shaming Populism in EP 
Election Campaign (Belgium, Germany, France, 
Netherlands): fact-checking, hate-speech monitoring, 
and public debates to shape political campaigns. 

• Platform for Voice (Greece, Netherlands, U.K.): 
monitor and micro-target candidates and parties who 
use xenophobic speech. 

Taken individually or a few at a time, these programs are 
unthreatening, even laudable. Taken together they constitute 
a massive, covert effort to tilt the makeup of the European 
Parliament in a very specific direction.

OSEPI. OSEPI explicitly planned for the joint effort with 
OSIFE to “reduce the number of opponents of the open 
society who get elected” in Europe in 2014. For its part 
OSEPI would tackle “pan-European parties” to “influence 
their manifestos and campaigning tactics,” employing its 
so-called Foresight Program to “engage politicians and 
campaign managers of mainstream parties,” “highlight 
dangers in key constituencies,” “develop social media tools 
to support election campaigning” and push those tools out 
to OSF’s grantees, and “show politicians and officials how to 
frame open society concerns in ways that majority popula-
tions can identify with.”

How this worked in practice is much less clear given the 
limited documents available. OSEPI certainly influenced 
the list of OSIFE grants, and many of the grants would 
appear—at least indirectly—to facilitate influencing pan- 
European political parties. The 2017 list of 226 “reliable 
allies” suggests its efforts bore fruit. Yet this sort of  
person-to-person influencing is more difficult to observe and 
document than flows of money.

Outstanding Questions
The evidence—what we have been able to gather—is per-
suasive that the OSF and its European entities planned and 
executed an operation to tilt the 2014 European Parliament 
election in favor of its open society objectives. The operation 
was apparently initiated and directed (on the strategic level) 
from OSF headquarters in New York City, which makes it 
subject to U.S. law even though the operation was carried 
out through OSF subsidiaries in Europe. In particular, 
OSEPI and OSIFE’s self-described “two-level strategy to 
reduce the number of opponents” seems to fall outside the 
legal confines of nonpartisan election activities. In short, 
OSF’s projects for the 2014 European elections—as a group 
and many as individual projects—appear to have violated 
U.S. tax law on nonprofits.

OSF’s lack of transparency breeds suspicion, and the leaked 
internal documents appear to confirm those suspicions. As 
usual, answering some questions leads to more questions:

• To what extent did activities and programs of 
the OSF and its subsidiaries violate U.S. law by 
intervening in the 2014 European Parliament 
elections? 
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• Did the OSF and its subsidiaries continue to 
interfere in subsequent elections in Europe, 
including the 2016 BREXIT referendum and the 
European Parliament elections in 2019? Anecdotal 
evidence suggests that OSF has continued to heavily 
influence European and national elections and votes. 
For example, Nigel Farage MEP (UK Independence 
Party) suggests that OSF was behind a parliamentary 
investigation into alleged Russian influence behind 
the BREXIT vote. 

• Did OSF break the election laws of the EU or of 
the targeted European countries? 

• Did the OSF leverage U.S. government funding to 
magnify its election interference? Where possible, 
OSF uses its grants to leverage and attract funding 
from other sources, especially the U.S. Agency for 
International Development. Did the U.S. government 
provide matching funding for any of OSF’s election 
activities? 

• How effective was the 2014 operation in 
preventing the election of “xenophobic” MEPs 
and assisting the election of OSF allies? OSF’s 
confidential list of 226 “reliable allies” out of 751 
seats in the European Parliament in 2017 suggests 
some success—or at least that the operation was  
not a bust. 

Prying loose truthful answers to these questions would likely 
require the full force of the U.S. government (or other gov-
ernments), in part because the U.S. government is uniquely 
positioned to pressure the OSF to cooperate and answer 
questions. And the U.S. government would do well by its 
allies and friends to investigate OSF’s likely interference in 
European elections. OSF activities also beg the question of 
whether Congress should require greater transparency of 
U.S. nonprofits operating overseas.

Appendix: Methodology and Sources
A full review of Open Society interventions in elections is 
beyond the scope of this short report for two reasons:  
(1) An examination of the sheer number of interventions  
in any depth would require a book if not a multivolume 
book, and (2) in many cases the needed information is not 
publicly available.

Much of the key information on which this report is based 
came from internal OSF documents that were leaked on 
DCLeaks.com, which was ostensibly a front for GRU (Main 
Intelligence Directorate) of the General Staff of the Russian 
Armed Forces. Despite the unsavory provenance of the OSF 
documents and other leaked documents, to our knowledge 
OSF has not disputed the authenticity of these or other 
documents leaked on the site. In the case of leaks posted on 
DCLeaks.com, former Secretary of State Colin Powell has 
confirmed the authenticity of emails attributed to him.

Curiously, whoever has since taken over the website to 
archive it as “part of the historical record” has chosen to 
point the banner’s “Learn more” link to the Moscow Project, 
“an initiative of the Center for American Progress Action 
Fund.” The Center for American Progress Action Fund was 
established by John Podesta, George Soros, and Morton 
Halperin (from the Open Society Institute). Less curiously, 
many of the leaked OSF documents are no longer available 
on DCLeaks.com as of July 2020. Questions submitted to 
the email address provided on the website have received no 
response to date. 

Note: For the full documentation, please see the online version 
at CaptialResearch.org.

Read previous articles from the Foundation Watch series 
online at CapitalResearch.org/category/foundation-watch/.
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Heather Grabbe, Director of the Open Society Europe  
Policy Institute. 
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