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Funding Liberalism With Blue-Chip Profits:
Fortune 100 Foundations Back Leftist Causes
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Summary: Although many believe self-
interested corporations lavish funds on
politically conservativegroups, itjustisn’t
true. A painstaking analysis of tax returns
for Fortune 100 foundations reveals the
nonpr ofitsoverwhel minglyfavor groupsthat
push for bigger government and tougher
regulations.

wrote, “Those that call themselves

‘compassionate conservatives’
would never think totouch their fat-cat sup-
porters. It's much easier to spin the ‘eco-
nomic benefits' of helping huge corpora-
tionsfatten their bottom lines.” Liberal aca-
demic ThomasFrank, in hisbook What’ sThe
Matter With Kansas?, claimsthat the corpo-
rateworld"“ wieldstheRepublicanParty asits
personal political sidearm.” Both Mark and
Frank express acommon view that corpora-
tionsare major funders of the political right,
and that when corporations make contribu-
tions to nonprofit advocacy groups they
give to groups on the right because those
groups are pro-business.

I iberal blogger David R. Mark recently

On its face, this makes sense. After all,
conservativesgenerally supportlower taxes,
less government regulation, and freer trade,
publicpoliciesthat aresupposedtocoincide
with the interests of corporations. Why
wouldn’t corporations eagerly fund their
political supporters?InaWashington Exam-
iner editorial, Professor Thomas F. Schaller
lamented the “‘infrastructure gap’ that per-
sists between the well-funded and highly
organized Republicanrightandtherelatively
underfunded and generally disorganized
Democratic left.” [Italics added.] Of course,

New Jersey Governor Jon Corzine (at center above) is living proof that

corporate leaders do not necessarily lean to the political right. A former
head of one of the world largest's investment banks, the then-U.S. senator
is shown protesting corporate policies at a June 2005 rally.

the conventional wisdom admits some high-
profileexceptions. Certainly New Jersey Gov-
ernor Jon Corzine, aDemocrat, wasoneof the
most liberal membersof theU.S. Senate, con-
sistently achieving scoresof 90% and higher
on the legislative scorecard of the left-wing
activist group, Americans for Democratic
Action. Y etbeforeheentered palitics, Corzine
was head of Goldman Sachs, one of thelarg-
est investment banksin theworld. Nonethe-
less, the popular assumption is that groups
onthepoalitical right should havetheir coffers
filled with corporate money. By contrast, the
political left, because it is thought to favor
policiesinimical to businessinterests, ought
to have scant corporate support.

We decided to test this hypothesis by

examining giving by the charitable founda-
tions of the top 100 corporations on this
year’ sFortune 500 list. For thisanalysis, we
definedtheterms* political right” and“ politi-
cal left” broadly but with some specificity.
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Nonprofit public interest and advocacy
groupsonthepoalitical rightfavor lower taxes,
less government regulation, and less gov-
ernment spending on social programs but
more on defense programs. We also put on
the right groups that defend traditional val-
ues, the right to bear arms, stricter immigra-
tion laws, and tougher criminal laws.

Weputonthepolitical | eft nonprofit groups
that advocatehigher taxes, moregovernment
regulation, more spending on social pro-
gramsand less on defense, and groups pro-
moting moreliberal values, moreguncontrol,
and relaxed immigration and crimina laws.
We looked at grants to groups across the
political spectrumincluding advocacy orga-
nizations such as Natural Resources De-
fense Council and the Right to Life Commit-
tee, think tankslikethe Heritage Foundation
and Brookings I nstitution, and public inter-
est law firmssuch asthe Institutefor Justice
and the Southern Poverty Law Center.

If thepolitical right and major corporations
areasclosely aligned as popular perception
suggests, then the corporate foundations
examined in this report ought to be more
generoustogroupsonthepolitical right than
thoseonthepolitical left. That’ snotwhat we
found.
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Results

In this analysis, we examined only those
Fortune 100 companies that operated non-
profit charitable foundations which made
grantstogroupsweidentifiedasoneither the
political right or left. That reduced the num-
ber to 53 corporatefoundations. (For alist of
thosefoundationsandtheir giving patterns,
seepage4.) Weexamined themost recent tax
returnfilingsfor thesefoundations(IRSForm

Although James Dimon (pictured
above), CEO of JPMorgan Chase, has
contributed to an array of Democrats,

he has given to few Republicans.

990) and compiledthedollar valuesfor grants
and matching gifts to left-wing groups and
right-wing groups.

The results are the exact opposite of the
common perception. The Fortune 100 foun-
dationsgavemoremoney tothepolitical left.
In fact, the grantmaking was lopsided: The
political leftreceived nearly $59million, while
the political right received only about $4
million, aratioof 14.5to0 1. Evenif wesubtract
a single $35 million mega-grant from the
Goldman Sachs Foundation to the liberal
Wildlife Conservation Society, donationsto
the left still outstrip those to the right by a
ratio of 5.8to 1.

Of the 53 Fortune 100 corporate founda-
tions, 29 foundations donated to both the
political left and right, while 24 donated only
to theleft. Of the 29 donating to both sides,
25 donated more to the left than the right,
while only four—those associated with Ar-

cher DanielsMidland, Exxon, WellPoint, and
Wells Fargo—donated more to the political
right.

The Wildlife Conservation Society, which
took in the huge $35 million grant from the
Goldman Sachs Foundation, was the top
beneficiary onthepolitical | eft of Fortune 100
foundation giving. It was followed by the
Conservation I nternational Foundation ($4.5
million), theNational Council of LaRaza($2.9
million), and the Nature Conservancy ($1.9
million).

The American Enterpriselnstitutereceived
$575,000, which was the largest single For-
tune 100 grant to a group on the right, fol-
lowed by the Competitive Enterprise Insti-
tuteat $325,000, andtheEmployment Policies
Institute at $275,000. (For a complete list of
the foundations and their grantees, see the
August 4, 2006 CRC Highlight at http://
www.capitalresearch.org.)

Funding Left versus Right: Competitive
Advantage

Why do they do it? To understand why
corporationsgivemoremoney tothepolitical
left than to the political right, it iscritical to
understand that businesses are not inher-
ently “pro-market.” Indeed, some business
leaders may support tax increases and more
government regul ation becausethey believe
itgivesthem anadvantageover competitors.
Many are not averse to more government
spending if it boosts their profits.

Consider the rental car business. Most
rental car companiestoday invite rentersto
purchasea“ collision-damagewaiver” (CDW)
to cover the cost of any car damage. But in
1989, activist consumer groups promoted a
bill by then-Congresswoman Lynn Martin,
an Illinois Republican, to ban CDWSs. The
measure would have made the car renta
companiesliablefor most of thedamagedone
torental cars. Although thiswould increase
thecoststoall rental car companies, Avisand
Hertz, thetwo largest such companies, sup-
ported thebill! Thisseems counterintuitive,
but it appears that Avis and Hertz under-
stood that the requirement imposed the big-
gest financial burden on smaller car rental
companies. If the smaller companies were
forcedout of business, Avisand Hertzwould
benefit.
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Using government to gain advantage over
the competition may explain some of the
grants made by the corporate foundations.
For example, the RS Form 990 for the corpo-
rate foundation of General Motors shows
that it gavegrantsof $50,000to Resourcesfor
the Future and $10,000 to the World Re-
sourcesl|nstitute, both supportiveof energy
policiesfavoringethanol productionanduse.
Would GM have made the grantshad it not
made a mgjor investment in a fleet of E85
vehiclesthat aredesignedtorunonfuel that
is 85% ethanol ?

Similarly, the foundations of the timber
giantslnternational Paper and Weyerhaeuser
fund many groups that support the Endan-
gered SpeciesAct, which hasimposed dras-
tic restrictions on the use of forests claimed
to bethe habitat of alleged endangered spe-
cies. International Paper Foundation’ slatest
tax return showsit made grantsof $10,000to
American Forest Foundation, $30,000 to the
ConservationFund, and $3,000totheNature
Conservancy. The Weyerhaeuser Founda-
tion gave money to the American Forest
Foundation ($201,180), the Conservation
Fund ($30,000), andtheNature Conservancy
($74,500).

It is likely that International Paper and
Weyerhaeuser areannoyed by lawsrestrict-
ing their use of forests. But they have the
financial resources and legal talent to fight
thosepoliciesincourt or broker special deals
with government regul ators. Restrictivefor-
est-usepolicieshurt small timber companies
far more because they cannot pay what it
takes to fight a government regulatory on-
slaught abetted by environmental advocacy
groups. Isit so far-fetched to suggest that
International Paper and Weyerhaeuser un-
derstand that they gain more than they lose
by supporting political groupsthat back the
Endangered Species Act? (For more on this
topic, seethe February 2006 issue of Capital
Research Center’ snewsletter, Organization
Trends)

Liberal CEOs

But competitiveadvantageisonly one pos-
sibleexplanation for why Fortune 100 giving
leans leftward. Another reason is personal
political preference. Besides Jon Corzine,
many other corporatel eaderssupport | eft-of -
center causes and candidates. For instance,
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James Dimon, CEO of JPMorgan Chase, has
made political contributions to high-profile
Democratic lawmakers and candidates, in-
cluding New York Senator Hillary Clinton,
I1linoisSenator Barack Obama, former House
Minority Leader Richard Gephardt, Indiana
Senator EvanBayh, unsuccessful North Caro-
lina Senate candidate Erskine Bowles, Colo-
rado Senator Ken Salazar, former Senate
Majority Leader Tom Daschle, Representa-
tiveHarold Ford of Tennessee, andtheDemo-
cratic Senatoria CampaignCommittee. Dimon
has al so given to Republican senatorsMike
DeWine of Ohio and Richard Shelby of Ala-
bama.

Robert Benmosche, who until last year was
CEO of MetL ife, isanother |eft-leaning cor-
porate chief. His list of contributions in-
cludesDemocratsHillary Clinton, Connecti-
cut Senator Chris Dodd, New Y ork Senator
Charles Schumer, New Y ork Representative
CharlesRangel,andtheNewY ork StateDemo-
cratic Committee.

Not surprisingly, JP Morgan Chase Foun-

FoundationWatch

the foundation’ s board of directors:

Since 2001, former board chair Marjorie
Magner has contributed $10,000 to the
Democratic Senatorial Campaign Com-
mittee and to the campaigns of many
liberal Demacratic senators, including
Tom Daschle ($1,000) Tim Johnson
($500), CharlesSchumer ($1,000), Erskine
Bowles ($1,000), and Hillary Clinton
($2,000). Board member Michael Car-
penter, who does support some Repub-
licans, al so supported SenatorsDaschle
($1,000), Schumer ($2,000), Harry Reid
($1,000) and ChrisDodd ($2,000). Board
member Richard Druskin’ sgivingisalso
heavily Democratic: Daschle ($1,000),
Dodd ($2,000), Schumer ($2,000) and
Daschle' sPAC ($5,000). Citigroup divi-
sional vice chairman Stanley Fisher and
senior vice president Michael Schlein,
who worked in the Clinton administra-
tion before joining Citibank, also skew
Democratic.

Corporations and their foundations appear
to use “strategic giving” in an attempt to influence
events. The goal may be establishing customer
or employee goodwill. Often the objective
is buying off the opposition.

dation donated just under $1.2 million to
groups on theleft, but no money to groups
on the right. It gave over $31,000 to the
NAACP, over $59,000 to Planned Parent-
hood, and $1,000,000 to thefar-left Associa-
tion of Community Organizationsfor Reform
Now (ACORN). TheMetL ifeFoundationfol-
lowed a similar pattern. While it did donate
$40,000 to groups on the palitical right in
2004, itgaveover $1.2milliontogroupsonthe
political left, including the Children's De-
fense Fund ($5,000), the Economic Palicy
Institute($275,000), and theNational Council
of LaRaza ($180,000).

Inthe December 2005issueof CRC' sFoun-
dation Watch, author Lea Oksman noted
similar tendencies in the Citigroup Founda-
tion. Theleftward political drift of its grants
matched the political contributions made by

As Oksman noted, the Citigroup
Foundation’ sgivingtiltsway totheleft, with
largegrantsgoing totheRainbow Push Coa-
lition, the Nature Conservancy, and the
League of Women Voters.

Charity AsInvestment

“Strategic giving” is another explanation
for the Fortune 100 foundations’ giving pat-
terns. In 21997 article, New York Times re-
porter Claudia H. Deutsch explained that
strategic giving is “the fancy phrase that
corporate-giving gurus useto describe how
every dollar or product they give must mesh
with the company’ s markets or employees.”
Inshort, givingto charity isaform of invest-
ment strategy, in which donations advance
the company by increasing market share,
keeping employees happy, or creating good
public relations.
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Giving Patterns of the Fortune 100 Company Foundations

Company

Abbott Laboratories (2004)
Aetna (2004)

Albertson’s (2004)

Alcoa (2004)

Allstate (2004)

Amerada Hess (2004)
American Express (2004)
Archer Daniels Midland (2004)
AT&T (2004)

Bank of America Corp. (2004)
Caterpillar (2004)

Cisco Systems (2004)
Citigroup (2003)

Dow Chemical

Exxon Mobil (2004)
Federated Dept. Stores (2004)
Ford Motor (2004)

General Electric (2004)
General Motors (2003)
Goldman Sachs Group (2004)
HCA (2004)

Home Depot (2004)
International Paper (2004)
J.P. Morgan Chase & Co. (2004)
Johnson & Johnson (2004)
Johnson Controls (2004)
Kroger (2004)

Lockheed Martin (2004)
Marathon Qil (2004)

Merck (2004)

Merrill Lynch (2004)

MetLife (2004)

Morgan Stanley (2004)
Motorola (2004)

Nationwide (2004)

New York Life Insurance (2004)
PepsiCo (2004)

Pfizer (2004)

Procter & Gamble (2004)
Prudential Financial (2004)
Sprint Nextel (2004)

St. Paul Travelers Cos. (2004)
Time Warner (2003)

United Parcel Service (2004)
UnitedHealth Group (2004)
Valero Energy (2004)

Verizon Communications (2004)
Wachovia Corp. (2004)
Wal-Mart Stores (2004)
Washington Mutual (2003)
WellPoint (2004)

Wells Fargo (2004)
Weyerhaeuser (2004)

to the Political Left and Political Right

Total Giving

Giving to the
Political Left

Percent of
Total Giving

Giving to the
Political Right

Percent of
Total Giving

$23,039,015 $18,376 0.08% $0 0.00%
$8,828,905 $121,050 1.37% $0 0.00%
$2,038,070 $250,000 12.27% $0 0.00%
$16,999,076 $390,000 2.29% $62,000 0.36%
$13,988,998 $500,500 3.58% $0 0.00%
$9,673,267 $88,100 0.91% $0 0.00%
$23,247,401 $63,736 0.66% $16,120 0.17%
$1,552,836 $1,100 0.07% $4,089 0.26%
$13,899,924 $540,600 3.89% $84,200 0.61%
$35,727,694 $211,293 0.59% $12,045 0.03%
$15,407,405 $160,360 1.04% $0 0.00%
$4,397,619 $425,000 9.66% $17,500 0.40%
$55,524,404 $1,109,000 2.00% $55,000 0.10%
$10,643,145 $193,300 1.82% $0 0.00%
$51,068,151 $1,180,500 2.31% $2,705,000 5.30%
$12,161,819 $1,000 0.01% $0 0.00%
$89,941,276 $6,160,762 6.85% $1,000 0.00%
$59,761,733 $697,743 1.17% $276,415 0.46%
$31,802,075 $1,408,800 4.43% $227,500 0.72%
$36,850,250 $35,525,000 96.40% $0 0.00%
$8,017,089 $25,375 0.32% $0 0.00%
$6,799,782 $155,000 2.28% $0 0.00%
$5,371,322 $77,460 1.44% $0 0.00%
$45,914,081 $1,192,833 2.60% $0 0.00%
$42,871,365 $1,472,946 3.44% $10,000 0.02%
$6,125,188 $69,050 1.13% $41,980 0.69%
$2,658,095 $5,500 0.21% $0 0.00%
$7,183,885 $125,500 1.75% $0 0.00%
$3,415,314 $101,000 2.96% $24,000 0.70%
$41,636,724 $15,295 0.04% $0 0.00%
$27,036,037 $25,772 0.10% $0 0.00%
$27,445,352 $1,263,000 4.60% $40,000 0.15%
$4,661,953 $20,000 0.43% $0 0.00%
$5,088,709 $30,000 0.20% $0 0.00%
$13,078,870 $15,220 0.12% $5,000 0.04%
$7,293,005 $283,000 3.88% $0 0.00%
$15,179,442 $1,065,000 7.02% $10,000 0.07%
$28,782,824 $501,358 1.74% $48,454 0.17%
$23,158,523 $341,900 1.48% $50,000 0.22%
$26,188,398 $827,276 3.16% $10,504 0.04%
$5,444,815 $15,335 0.28% $5,000 0.09%
$10,964,449 $191,035 1.74% $180 0.00%
$5,046,802 $76,390 1.51% $0 0.00%
$36,552,445 $269,875 0.74% $143,000 0.39%
$10,707,600 $2,000 0.02% $0 0.00%
$10,421,785 $64,000 0.61% $0 0.00%
$56,968,636 $48,703 0.09% $42,888 0.08%
$40,983,073 $730,000 1.78% $0 0.00%
$154,537,406 $732,350 0.47% $2,530 0.00%
$8,696,151 $60,000 0.69% $0 0.00%
$4,976,208 $80,000 1.61% $155,000 3.11%
$64,747,007 $81,600 0.13% $124,000 0.19%
$9,775,569 $673,300 6.89% $53,500 0.55%
TOTALS: $58,928,393 $4,049,405

The need for good PR may help explain
corporate giftsto environmental groupslike
theK eystoneCenter ($459,610), NatureCon-
servancy ($1,903,388), Trust for Public Land
($670,034), theWildernessSociety ($104,790),
andtheWorldWildlifeFund ($680,637). Some
corporations, likeJohnson & Johnson, which
producesmedical supplies, and Pfizer, which
makes pharmaceuticals, would seemto have

4

little reason to placate environmentalists.
Unlikeloggingor ail drillingcompanies, their
productshave only amodest environmental
impact. But perhaps they understand that
few terms confer more saintly statusin con-
temporary society than the moniker “envi-
ronmentalist.” Corporate image-makers fig-
urethatitissurely good PRfor their company
totoutitself as“environmentally sensitive.”

Both Johnson & Johnson and Pfizer devote
sections of their websites to the environ-
ment. Johnson & Johnson’s observes that
its “Healthy People...Healthy Planet” pro-
gram:

reflectsour understanding of thecritical

interdependencebetweenhumanhealth
and the health of our planet. As one of
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the world’s most broadly based and
diversified health care companies, we
feel a special responsibility to protect
the environment.

Similarly, the Pfizer website asserts:

Environment, Health and Safety (EHS)
isakey pillar of good corporate citizen-
ship. Wearecommitted to seeking con-
tinuousimprovementinour EHSperfor-
mance, maintaining safe and environ-
mentally sound manufacturing opera-
tions, integrating EHS considerations
into our research and product devel op-
ment, contributingtothecommoneffort
to protect the natural and workplace
environment, and fostering openness
and dialogue with colleagues and the
public.

What better way to credibly claimtheenvi-
ronmental mantle than to give to environ-
mental groups?1n 2004, Johnson & Johnson
gave over $100,000 each to the Nature Con-
servancy, Trust for Public Land, and the
Wilderness Society, and $450,000 to the
World Wildlife Fund. Pfizer gave over
$250,000 to the Keystone Center and over
$130,000 to the Nature Conservancy.

The charity-as-investment strategy may
also account for grants to | eft-of -center mi-
nority organizations. Corporatefoundations
may reason, for exampl e, that grantstogroups
identifyingwith Hispanics, thefastest grow-
ing segment of theU.S. popul ation, will help
themtaptheHispanicconsumer market. Bank
of Americaisacasein point. It hasengaged
in extensive efforts to tap into the Hispanic
market, including launching Spanish-lan-
guage ads in 2003 in the Hispanic-heavy
states of Texasand California. In 2004 Bank
of America Foundation donated $40,000 to
the Cesar E. Chavez Foundation and $31,000
to the Mexican-American League Defense
and Education Fund (MALDEF). Nicole
Nastacie, aBank of Americaspokeswoman,
summed up the bank’s philanthropic phi-
losophy. “ A healthy community isahealthy
place to do business,” she said in an inter-
view.

Ford Motor Company also has commercial
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A partial list of organizations included in
our study that received grants
from Fortune 100 foundations:

Conservative, or right-wing groups

American Legislative Exchange Council
Cato Institute
Center for the Defense of Free Enterprise
Citizens for a Sound Economy
Competitive Enterprise Institute
Federalist Society
Focus on the Family
Heritage Foundation
Pacific Legal Foundation

Liberal, or left-wing groups

American Association of Retired Persons Foundation
American Civil Liberties Union
Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now
Brookings Institution
Children's Defense Fund
National Council of La Raza
Nature Conservancy
Planned Parenthood
Sierra Club

reasons for reaching Hispanics. In 2001 it
began to expand the number of Hispanic-
owned Ford auto dealerships. Said Ford ex-
ecutive George Frame: “ Thefact isindepen-
dent Hispanic dealers, adequately capital-
izedandeffectively managed, areessential to
the successful marketing and sales of Ford
products.” It’slikely that Ford believed do-
nating to leftist groupsthat represent them-
selves as spokesmen for the Hispanic com-
munity wasoneway todomorebusiness. In
2001 the Ford Motor Company Foundation
donated over $200,000to the National Coun-
cil of LaRaza, $50,000 to the Congressional
Hispanic Caucus Institute, $15,000 to
MALDEF, and $4,500to the Michigan chap-
ter of the League of United Latin American
Citizens.

Extortion and I ndifference

The final two explanations for why big
corporations giveto theleft are perhapsthe
most exasperating: Corporationshopetomake

trouble go away, and they don’t know the
nature of the groups they fund.

Left-wing groups are far more likely than
groupsontherighttoorganizeboycottsand
proteststo embarrasscorporationsinto cav-
ing into activists' demands. Some groups,
such as the radical Rainforest Action Net-
work, use so-called “civil disobedience” to
disrupt corporate meetings and operations.
Instead of stiffening corporate resistance,
their tactics frequently help open company
checkbooks.

Jesse Jacksonisthemaster of thecorporate
shakedown. His tactics are tried and true.
Jacksonfirst firesoff aletter toacorporation
criticizingit for not hiring enough minorities.
He demands a meeting. If the corporation
defendsitself and rejectsthedemands, Jack-
sonpublicly accusesitof racial insensitivity,
announcesaprotest and callsfor aboycott.
Since corporations recoil at charges of rac-

5



FoundationWatch

ism, they usually attempt to appease Jackson
and agree to a meeting. The upshot is that
Jackson can claim a historic breakthrough
that also produces a corporate contribution
to Jackson’ s Rainbow Push Coalition. (For

L~

Sil¥eity

exposing the real’
Jesse Jackson

-

Kenneth E. TimMmerman

Jesse Jackson’s legendary
corporate pressure tactics were
documented in a 2002 book.

more on Jackson'’ stactics, see CRC’ sOrga-
nization Trends—A pril 2003—andaspecial
sectionat theNational Legal and Policy Cen-
ter website at http://www.nlpc.org/
jiackson.asp).

Sometimes Jackson piggybacks on the ef-
fortsof others. In2003the Teamstersandthe
United Food and Commercia Workersunions
organized a strike of workers at three West
Coast grocery chains, Albertsons, Ralphs,
and Vons. Jackson showed his support by
speakingat ralliesfor theworkers. Jackson’s
message to the grocery chains got through:
Fortune 100 member Albertsons, throughits
foundation, donated $250,000 to Rainbow
Pushin2004. Ral phsal so contributed $15,000
to the Jackson group.

Itisworthwhileto notethat many corporate
foundations have programs that match do-
nations made by company employees. Cor-
porations sometimes observe that they can
hardly beexpectedto monitor small employee
gifts that they match. For instance, on the
Bank of America Foundation tax return we
found amatching $300 gift to the Sea Shep-
herd Conservation Society and a $50 gift to

6

the Progress Unity Fund. The Sea Shepherd
Conservation Society maintains a fleet of
shipsthat sinksfishingvessels. (For moreon
this group, see the February 2004 issue of
Organization Trends) The Progress Unity
Fund is the parent organization for Interna-
tional Act Now to Stop War and End Racism
(A.N.SW.E.R.). International A.N.SW.E.R.
is perhaps best known for organizing pro-
tests against the war on terror. In fact, the
group’ sleaders support the communist dic-
tatorships of Cuba and North Korea. (For
moreon A.N.SW.E.R., see CRC'sbook The
Politics of Peace by John Tierney.) Nicole
Nastacieexplainedthat Bank of Americadoes
not pass judgment on employees’ personal
philanthropy. “We respect our associates’
individua charitablegiving choicesby match-
ing associate gifts to al eligible 501(c)(3)
organizations,” she said.

Therewould be massive public outrageif a
corporatematchinggrantwenttotheKuKlux
Klan or aneo-Nazi group and rightfully so.
But corporate giftsto the Sea Shepherd Con-
servation Society and International
A.N.S.W.E.R. go unnoticed.

Conclusion
If the Fortune 100 represents corporate

America, then the belief that corporate
Americaismore generousto public interest
and advocacy groupson therightisclearly
wrong. Unfortunately, that misperceptionis
embedded in American consciousness. How
often aregroupsontheleft derided as* cor-
porate lackeys’?

Will the pattern change? Corporate foun-
dationscould makeastart by better monitor-
ing their matching grants. But real change
requiresthat they committhemselvestofree-
market principles that are the basis for the
liberty that | etsenterprisegrow and prosper.
If corporationsusetheir foundationsto stifle
competition and buy off opponents, thereis
little hopethat they will be bulwarks of free-
dom—no matter what liberal commentators
believe.

FW

David Hogberg, formerly with Capital Re-
search Center, isa Senior Policy Analyst at
the National Center for Public Policy Re-
search. Sarah Haney, a student at George
Washington University, wasan internwith
Capital Research Center in the spring of
2006.

For frequent updates on environmental groups,
nonprofits, foundations, and labor unions, check out the
CRC-Greenwatch Blog at

www.capitalresearch.org/blog
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Buffett’s Compassionate
Calling

By Terrence Scanlon

InJunemulti-billionaire Warren Buffett did
what most of us could only dream of doing.
He gave away 85% of his$44 billion fortune
in Berkshire-Hathaway stock. To some,
Buffett’s generosity was puzzling because
hegaveroughly $31billiontothefoundation
of the world's richest couple, Microsoft
founder Bill Gates and hiswife Melinda.

Beyond the head scratching, if you look
deeply, you can see the geniusin Buffett's
move. Buffettisensuring hisintentionsasa
donor inthe best way possible: He' sgiving
away his money while he is aive, in good
health and in complete control of his facul-
ties.

Evenbetter, he’ smaking hischaritablecon-
tributions by relying on a close friend he
trustsand who shareshi s philanthropic out-
look. Bill Gates has decided to end hisreign
asCEOof Microsoftintwoyears. Hewill then
devotehisfull attentiontothe Gates Founda-
tion, a charity with nearly $30 billion that
promotesworld health and American educa-
tion. With Buffett’ s contribution, Gates will
eventually have twice as much money to
work with.

By givingto the Gates Foundation, Buffett
acknowledges and accepts its priorities,
which are curing and preventing diseases
that afflict the world’s poor and improving
American education. Recent articles about
the Gates Foundation say its approach to
these problemsisencouraging. Thefounda-
tion is a streamlined organization that, like
any good businessperson, holds account-
able those who receive its grants and de-
mands measurable outcomes, not vague
promises.

Inglobal health, thefoundationfocuseson
fighting diseaseslike AIDS and malaria. It's
saidthat Mr. Gatesgetsintellectually excited
about using hiswealth to find vaccines and
curesfor diseases. Butthefoundationalsois
involvedin less exciting but important work
such as providing mosquito nets soaked
with insecticidein order to help prevent the
spread of malaria.
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Ineducation, the GatesFoundationinitially
believed highschool sizeaffectslearning. So
Gates used his wealth to break up larger
schools and school districts so teenagers
would get theattentionthey need. That was
goodintheory, but BusinessWeek recently
wrote about the lack of successin this en-
deavor. Now the Gates Foundation, accord-
ingtoa Hoover Institutionreport, isfocusing
more on charter schools, private and paro-
chial schoolsin order to spur education re-
form.

Thebest newsin all of this? It appearsthat
Buffett’s fortune will not be used for the
purposemany conservativesfeared—topro-
moteabortionandreproductiverights. Buffett
biographer Roger Lowenstein once noted
the Omaha billionaire had “aMalthusian
dread that overpopul ation would aggravate

From right to left: Warren Buffett,
Melinda Gates, Bill Gates

problemsin all other areas — such as food,
housing, even human survival” and that the
|ate Mrs. Buffett was most concerned about
women’s issues. The Buffetts set up the
Susan Thompson Buffett Foundationwhich
currently has $270 million in assets, accord-
ing totheWall Street Journal, and may have
billionsmoreonceMrs. Buffett’ sown estate
is settled. I1ts main focusis family planning
and reproductiverights. In Buffett’scurrent
spending spree, heleft it $3 billion dollars.

That’ s peanuts compared to Buffett’ s gift
to the Gates Foundation, which will literally
andfiguratively doubleinsize. Until recently,
the largest private U.S. foundation was the
Ford Foundation, which is eager to encour-
agetheformation of nongovernmental politi-
cal advocacy organizationsin the U.S. and
around the world. Gates, seems to be more
interested in getting things done, solving
real problems that are fundamentally non-
political. Somespecul atethat M elindaGates,
aCatholic, should be credited with reorient-
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ing her husband’ s—andWarrenBuffett’ s—
thinkingabout howtohel ptheworld’ spoor—
by curing disease rather than fighting over-
population.

| have onefinal caveat. Gates and Buffett
need to makesurethat the Gates Foundation
remains streamlined and well-run. After all,
the United Nation’ s entire annual spending
accountsforamere$13billion. AddBuffett’s
$31 hillionanteto Gates$30billionin assets,
andit’ sentirely conceivablethe GatesFoun-
dationcouldstart runningwiththeoperating
efficiency of FEMA.

Terrence Scanlon is president of Capital
Research Center.
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PhilanthropyNotes

Leftist meddler extraordinaire George Soros has changed his mind and decided that his social-engineering
foundations should live on after he has shuffled off this mortal coil, the Wall Street Journal reported June 23.
Previously, the billionaire speculator had wanted his worldwide network of foundations to close their doors upon
his death, but he has since reconsidered. Soros explains in the prologue to his new book, The Age of Fallibility:
The Consequences of the War on Terror, that although he did not originally want his foundations to survive him,
he later came to feel that allowing the foundation to lapse with his death would be “selfish” because “many
people are devoting their lives to the foundation. Why should their work be terminated with my death?” Soros
also reportedly intends to create an oversight board to look after his cherished Open Society Institute and the
other tentacles of his philanthropy empire. His son, Jonathan, will be a member of the board.

In other Soros news, the left's preeminent funder discloses his future philanthropic plans in The Age of Fallibil-
ity. Because America has failed “to exercise the right kind of leadership,” the time may be right “for launching a
European open society foundation,” he states in the book’s prologue, a dreary recitation of the philanthropist’s
increasingly tedious and predictable critique of the United States. “The main obstacle to a stable and just world
order is the United States,” he writes. Soros also writes he is establishing “an Arab Cultural Fund,” and is
considering new political adventures in countries near Russia. Soros writes he is “ready to do what | can to help
the countries of the ‘near abroad’ that have been able to hold free elections to maintain their independence from

Russia.™

With the ouster of their favored university president, at least four donors who pledged $390 million to Harvard
University apparently believe that nothing safeguards donor intent better than revoking a donation. In late June
Oracle Corp. CEO Larry Ellison put the kibosh on a $115 million gift to the wealthy Ivy League bastion of
wrongheaded thinking as then-president Larry Summers was being shown the door. An Ellison spokesman
said his boss reneged because Summers, who was axed in part because of past politically incorrect com-
ments he made to the easily outraged faculty, would not be around to manage the global health foundation that
Ellison had wanted to create. Three other donors upset at Harvard —Mortimer Zuckerman, Richard A. Smith,
and David Rockefeller— have since followed suit and canceled plans to donate to Harvard, which already has
a whopping $26 billion endowment, the Wall Street Journal reported July 13. “It is quite normal in situations of
leadership transition in any not-for-profit organization for donors who are considering very major gifts to wait for
a new leader to be in place before finalizing and announcing a major commitment,” said Donella Rapier, the
university’s development director. Zuckerman had planned to give $100 million for a neuroscience institute,
while Smith wanted to fund a $100 million science complex. Rockefeller chopped $65 million from a planned
$75 million gift to fund study-abroad trips for needy students. His smaller $10 million gift will now fund the
existing Rockefeller Latin American Studies Institute instead. The four philanthropists’ moves ensure in a
dramatic way that the future powers-that-be at Harvard will have no opportunity to use their money in a way they
disapprove.

New York Attorney General Eliot Spitzer, a Democrat who polices the Empire State’s 60,000 charities and
nonprofits, is helping his family administer a charity that his office oversees, the New York Daily News reported
July 9. According to the newspaper, the Bernard and Anne Spitzer Charitable Trust invests almost all of its
nearly $26 million in assets in hedge funds and equity funds whose executives have made generous donations
in the hundreds of thousands of dollars to Spitzer's gubernatorial campaign. Spitzer, a trustee for the nonprofit
organization, denied any wrongdoing, but ethics expert Marcy Murninghan, a consultant to foundations and a
former ethics professor at Harvard Divinity School, said the actions raised red flags. “It raises ethical questions
-- and suggests a level of self-dealing -- when financial investments are placed with investors who happen to be
his biggest contributors.”
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