COMPLAINT
In qualifying candidates to participate in debates it sponsors, the League of Women Voters of Connecticut Education Fund ("the League"), a tax-exempt organization, applies what it calls "debate criteria and vetting standards."  Candidates that fail to meet the vetting standards are not considered suitable for inclusion by the League.  The complainant is a candidate for Connecticut attorney general, on the ballot and endorsed by the Green Party and the Independent Party.  The complainant asked to participate in the League debate for attorney general, but the League found that he failed to meet the vetting criteria and announced that he would be excluded.  At the time of this complaint, no attorney general debate has yet been held.    

The vetting standards were circulated to the complainant by email and are attached as Exhibit A, which includes a blank form for responding.  Exhibit B is the complainant's response to the League.  Exhibit C is the League's email message excluding the complainant.  The complainant's exclusion had the effect of advancing the candidacies of the complainant's Democratic and Republican opponents, and the act of excluding the complainant was in direct violation of the prohibition against political favoritism.  Under the Internal Revenue Code, tax-exempt organizations are prohibited from directly or indirectly participating in, or intervening in, any political campaign on behalf of (or in opposition to) any candidate for elective public office.   

The vetting criteria are a sham, in that all of them hinge on a single factor: money.  Criteria purporting to define whether the candidate is waging a campaign--campaign manager, headquarters, dedicated telephone--all depend on money.  Yard signs and distribution of campaign literature depend on money.   Paid staff are acceptable in place of volunteers, and money talks here, too.  Campaign spending is set out separately, but it is the basis for the satisfaction of all the criteria.  Financial support is established as an independent criterion, even though it is the key factor in the satisfaction of the other criteria.  The application of these illogical, unfair and biased criteria means that, unless a candidate is determined to raise and spend what most voters would consider a large amount of money, the candidate will be deemed unsuitable for inclusion.  Even a candidate who declines to raise money on principle is so branded by the League.  

Notice also that there are no parameters, no standards, no figures except the dollar figure for money raised.  No number of volunteers.  No assessment of the quality of campaign literature.  No minimum number of appearances.  In fact, having tried to qualify for League debate in the past, the complainant attests that no list of volunteers is long enough, no number of campaign appearances or yard signs is sufficient, no quality of campaign literature is high enough, if the money test isn't met.  

To say that a candidate must be excluded because of an inability or unwillingness to raise money is arbitrary and illogical.  There is no logical connection between the seriousness of a candidacy and the size of a candidate's treasury.  There may be a connection between money and the probability of winning an election, but this has nothing to do with the  seriousness of an election campaign, and adjudging a poorly-funded candidate unsuitable for inclusion is defamatory and has the effect of favoring candidates with money.        

Vetting standards are inapposite in any case.  "Vetting" is a preliminary screening meant to eliminate competitors that should not be in the race.  The term is imported from horse-racing and refers to a veterinary exam for health and soundness.  It is inherently a disqualification process, and a competitor that can't pass vetting is screened out for unfitness.  To say that a candidate is unfit to debate because he has no bankroll is tortured logic, and it has the appearance of a pretext for favoritism toward well-financed candidates, typically those of the major parties.  

The proper approach would be to accept candidates whose names are on the ballot and determine whether there are any reasons to disqualify any of them.  If not, they must, in the case of a debate sponsored by a tax-exempt organization, be allowed to participate.  I should have been allowed to participate. 

Contributors to a tax-exempt organization have a legitimate expectation that their monies will not be used to the advantage or disadvantage of particular political candidates, and organizations with a tax-exemption have an obligation to see that their funds are not so used .  The League has failed to honor its obligations to contributors, and IRS, as the guarantor of the League's commitment to impartiality, is obliged to revoke its tax-exemption.  

