The MacArthur Foundation on Foreign Policy

and Defense

Funding the Left's Counterattack on Bush Administration Policies

Summary: In last month’s Foundation
Watch we looked at grants made by the
John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur
Foundation to nonprofit domestic policy
and advocacy groups. Thisissue analyzes
MacArthur support for nonprofits that
focus on foreign and defense policy.

I resident George W. Bush givesliber-

alsnightmares. Thethink-tanksand policy
centersin Washington, New Y ork and San
Francisco that see their mission as offer-
ingwisecounsel to policymakersarefright-
ened by his Administration’s foreign and
defense policies. They are alarmed by his
emphasi son security against terrorismand
the Administration’s new doctrine on the
preemptiveuseof military power. They are
dismayed that Administration officials
show little respect for United Nations
policymaking and reject international trea-
tiesliketheKyoto Accord on global warm-
ing and supranational bodies such as the
International Criminal Court. Andthey see
the President’ s decision to withdraw the
U.S. from the ABM treaty and deploy a
missile defense system as further signs
that the Administration pays no heed to
liberal policy advice. But theforeignpolicy
establishment is mounting a counterat-
tack. Although stung by recent Adminis-
tration advances, it aimsto re-direct U.S.
policiesback to an agendaof armscontrol,
multilateral negotiationsand global regu-
lation.

The Chicago-based John D. and
Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation is
providing much of the money that is spur-
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TheMacArthur Foundation subsidizesliberal activistswhovow to defeat
President Bush’s allegedly “corporate” and* militaristic” foreignpolicy.

ring this effort. In 2001, the MacArthur
Foundation, which has $4 billion in as-
sets, disbursed nearly $170 milliontotax-
exempt nonprofit groups and educational
institutions. (For background informa-
tion on the MacArthur Foundation, see
“A Look at the MacArthur Foundation,”
Foundation Watch, August 2003.) A ma-
jor portion of that amount goesto foreign
and defense policy groups.

MacArthur grantees have avariety of
policy interests. Some practicevariations
onanarmscontrol theme—peacekeeping,
disarmament, and opposition to missile
defense. Othersareinternational environ-
mental groups promoting global “ sustain-
able development.” Still other grant re-
cipients want “fair trade.” Prominent

MacArthur grantees include the Federa-
tion of American Scientists, Center for
Defense Information, Council on Foreign
Relations, Global Exchange, LawyersAlli-
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ancefor World Security, and the Institute
for Policy Studies.

TheFoundation’ swillingnesstofund
these organizations comes at a critical
time. Despite the President’ s popularity,
the organizations and their supportersare
gathering strength. They are acting on
global events and renewing their efforts
to influence U.S. foreign and defense

policy.

The MacArthur Board

A review of the MacArthur Founda-
tion board of directors shows why it is
such aninfluential and generous donor to
liberal groups. The Foundation’s presi-
dentisJonathan Fanton, who alsoischair-
man of theboard of Human RightsWatch,
aharshcritic of the Administration’ santi-
terrorismpoliciesanditswar against Irag.
Fantonwasformerly president of the New
School University in New Y ork City (His
successor isformer Nebraska Senator Bob
Kerrey). Other MacArthur board members
include Drew S. Days, solicitor general
and assistant attorney general for civil
rights in the Clinton Administration, and
Jamie Gorelick, the vice chair of Fannie
Mae who also served the Clinton Admin-
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istration as deputy attorney general and
Defense Department general counsel.

However, one member of thethirteen-
member MacArthur board stands out. He
isLloyd Axworthy, aformer Canadianfor-
eign minister whose passionate and elo-
guent call for a new international order
makes clear why the MacArthur Founda-
tion is so at odds with the Bush Adminis-
tration. (For background on Axworthy,
see Box on page 3) Axworthy has written
a book (advance copies of which are in
circulation) to be published in October
entitled, Navigating a New World:
Canada’ sGlobal Future(Alfred A. Knopf,
New Y ork). Its sharp criticisms illustrate
the gap between liberal opinion leaders
and the Bush Administration. The deep
anger and frustration apparent in its pages
no doubt reflect the feelings of many oth-
erswho expected the Bushteamto defer to
their viewson apost-Cold War new world
order.

In the book, Axworthy paints Presi-
dent George W. Bush as out-of-control.
He claims that the “instinct” of the Bush
Administration is to constantly “dismiss
treaties, disdain common efforts to cope
with global issuesand arguefor full-spec-
trum dominance and pre-emptive unilat-
eral action.”

The book echoes a number of themes
raised by Axworthy withincreasing shrill-
nessin recent months. In September 2002,
he fired off a major attack on President
Bush’s war on terror. He said that it has
“given license to a variety of interven-
tions, a massive increase of expenditure
onarms, ajustificationfor severelimitson
human rights and a cover for all kinds of
nasty suppressions of various groups and
interests around the world. As practised
by its chief proponent, counter-terrorism
isthe new crusade. It is the litmus test of
loyalty to the faith: you’ re either for us or
against us.”

Axworthy feels powerless. But as a
member of the MacArthur Foundation
board of directorshehasoneway to trans-
late his anger into policy, and that’'s
through the power of itsgrants. MacArthur
Foundation money supports academic

studies and speakers’ honoraria, policy
conferences and networking programs.
They inturn areused to affect national and
international politicsand policy decisions.
It's hard to trace precisely how this hap-
pens. But certainly without MacArthur
Foundation support the international op-
ponents of Bush Administration policies
would be less equipped to pursue their
goals.

The International Criminal Court

(All figures cited, unless otherwise noted,
come from the MacArthur Foundation’s
2001 IRSdisclosureform, the most recent
available.)

In2001, MacArthur gave$246,000 over
three years to the University of Chicago
“for research andtrainingrelated to human
security.” The phrase “human security” is
interesting because when hewas Canada’ s
foreign minister Lloyd Axworthy never
spoke for very long without using it. It is
now a key term in the Canadian
government’ s lexicon of official phrases.

Canada defines “human security” as
“freedom from pervasive threats to
peopl€’ srights, safety and lives.” Thisis
a departure from the concept of “national
security,” which is usually considered a
foundation of U.S. foreign policy. Human
security apparently issomething different.
The Chicago grant ispart of alarger effort
by MacArthur to fund what president
Jonathan Fanton calls an effort to build
“research capacity and policy analysis’
about human security “at 15 or 20 univer-
sities and other research centers around
theworld.”

Axworthy describes his September
2000 “awakening” at the United Nations:
“The most dramatic part of that awaken-
ing,”’ he claimed, is the realization that
increasingly it is the security of individu-
als which is at the centre of the interna-
tional agenda. Not the security of states.”
In other words, human security meanspro-
tecting individual s as peopl e of the planet
and not citizens of sovereign nations.

Just how does one conduct a foreign

policy based on human security? It seems
clear that Axworthy intends treaties and
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Lloyd Axworthy
MacArthur Board Member

Born in Saskatchewan in 1939, Lloyd Axworthy earned a Princeton Ph.D. in political science in 1972 and entered
Canadian politics as a Liberal member of Parliamentin 1979. In 1996, he became Canada’s Minister of Foreign Affairs,
serving until 2000 under Prime Minister Jean Chrétien. Now retired from politics, Axworthy heads a research unit on
“global issues” at the University of British Columbia. He joined the MacArthur board in 2001.

As Foreign Minister, Axworthy pushed two policies that gave American officials headaches. First, he opposed
construction of a space-based North American missile defense system even though it would help protect Canada. He
recalledin 2002 that as foreign minister he regularly objected to Canadian government spending on weapons systems
research and development that “reflected US military objectives such as space-based technology.”

Second, he worked for a ban on landmines. In December 1997, representatives of 122 countries gathered in
Canada’s capital, Ottawa, to sign a treaty to make itillegal to produce, store or deploy anti-personnel mines. The United
States refused to sign the treaty, specifically citing the U.S. Army’s need to use mines in South Korea to deter a North
Korean attack. The Center for Security Policy argues that land mines are important “when American personnel are
outnumbered—a fact of life in many combat situations.” A 1997 Center paper explains that “studies by the Army indicate
that American casualties will increase by some thirty percent if U.S. land forces are obliged to fight without the use
oflandmines.”

Canadians likely could have won U.S. support for the treaty by granting an exemption to U.S. forces in South Korea.
Instead, they joined an international chorus of critics who chided Washington for its reluctance to endanger its 37,000
soldiers stationed in South Korea. Axworthy’s statements frustrated American policy analysts such as John Bolton,
now Undersecretary of State for Arms Control. “A lot of Axworthy’s initiatives are poorly disguised anti-Americanism,”
observed Bolton back in 2000. “His moral sense overcomes what’s real in the world...A country like Canada can afford
to take [Axworthy’s stance] because nobody is ever really going to hold it to account.”

Axworthy has no restraints now that he is out of office. In a Nov. 20, 2002 speech on the Bush Administration
decision to go after Saddam Hussein, he complained that the U.S. wanted “the right to be judge, jury and prosecutor
against any country, or anyone it considers a threat, running contrary to half a century of international law and the
Charter of the United Nations.” The November speech gets worse. “If the United States can get away with a unilateral
attack, supported by a few deputy sheriffs, have we not set a precedent for many others to exercise the same
prerogative? The result is anarchy, the law of the jungle.”

Axworthy may be out of politics, butthe ideas he espouses are finding new life whenever the MacArthur Foundation
makes grants to like-minded foreign and defense policy groups.

international organizations to protect hu-
man security. Similarly, supranational bod-
ies like the International Criminal Court
will secure justice and human rights.

InJune 1998, aninternational confer-
ence in Romelaid the groundwork for the
International Criminal Court (ICC). The
ICC’s jurisdiction would be global—it
would serveasaforumto hear accusations
of crimesagainst humanity, war crimesand
genocide. By December 2000, atreaty cre-
ating the ICC was signed by 130 nations,
and on December 31 President Clinton
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decided the U.S. would sign the treaty as
well.

Still, the United States introduced
certain reservations. The President noted
that the ICC was at no time to “ supersede
or interferewithfunctioning national judi-
cial systems.” Clintonsaid, “1 will not, and
do not recommend that my successor sub-
mit the treaty to the Senate for advice and
consent until our fundamental concerns
are satisfied.”

But the MacArthur Foundation had

nosuch concerns. InaDec. 27 op-edinthe
Chicago Tribune, MacArthur president
Fanton calledthel CC* potentially themost
powerful institution for defending human
rights that the world has yet devised.” He
dismissed Clinton’ sworriesasunfounded:
“This court is designed for failed
states...not for the United States.”

However, President Bush announced
onJanuary 10, 2002 that theU.S. would not
be a party to the ICC. Bush said he was
invoking his “constitutional authority in
theareaof foreign affairs... totakeactions
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to protect U.S. nationals from the pur-
portedjurisdiction of thetreaty.” ThePresi-
dent noted that “ United Statesarmed forces
operating overseas could be conceivably
prosecuted by the[ICC] evenif the United
States has not agreed to be bound by the
treaty.”

Critics of the ICC cheered the
President’ sdecision. Many congressmen
signed a 2002 declaration warning that
since the ICC claims jurisdiction over all
military personnel, the day may comewhen
“United States armed forces operating
overseascould be conceivably prosecuted
by the[ICC] even if the United States has
not agreed to be bound by thetreaty.” The
declaration also warned that unless the
ICCwasreinedin, therewas"arisk that the
President and other senior elected and
appointed officials of the United States
Government may be prosecuted by the
International Criminal Court” for what ICC
prosecutors could decide were “ crimes of
aggression.”

On May 6, the Bush Administration
formally “unsigned” the ICC treaty. As
Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld proclaimed:
“There' stherisk the ICC could attempt to
assert jurisdiction over U.S.
servicemembers, as well as civilians, in-
volved in counterterrorist and other mili-
tary operations — something we cannot
alow.”

Axworthy and otherswereapopl ectic.
“When the current Bush administration
threatened to frustrate UN peacekeeping
activities as part of its campaign against
thelnternational Criminal Court,” hewrote
in 2002, “we and the Europeans should
have beenin aposition to say very bluntly
that they should take their ball and go
home.”

Lawyers Committee on Human
Rights

In 2001, MacArthur gave nearly $1.5
millionto groupsworkingto build support
intheU.S. forthel CC. TheLawyersCom-
mitteefor Human Rights (www.Ichr.org), a
key ICC supporter, received a grant of
$485,000 over three-years. In November
2002, MacArthur gave the Committee an
additional $1 million over two years.
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InApril 2002, theLawyers Committee
sent aletter to President Bush, warning of
severe conseguencesshould theU.S. aban-
don the ICC. The Committee cautioned
that “disaffected interest groups’ would
use the precedent of junking the ICC to
“roll back the[U.S." 5] sighature” on “any
number of [other] treaties.” This August
the Committeefurther complained that the
U.S. was demanding immunity from ICC
prosecution for any American peacekeep-
ersdispatchedto Liberia. GaelleLaroque,
asenior attorney at the Committee, said“it
isvery troubling thelengthsto which U.S.
negotiatorsarewillingtogoto pursuetheir
efforts to undermine the [ICC].” Said
Laroque, “ Nooneshould begrantedimmu-
nity from prosecution from ... the Interna-
tional Criminal Court.”

The Committee has attacked many
Bush Administration homeland security
initiatives. InMarch 2003, ontheeveof the
Iragq war, it denounced an Administration
planto detain Iragi asylum seekers as pos-
sible security threats. It also has opposed
thedetention of two U.S. citizensasenemy
combatants without charge or access to
counsel, andit hascriticizedjudicial defer-
ence to the executive branch policy of
withholding the names of non-citizens
detainedintheU.S. after September 11 and
authorizing their deportation.

Notable members of the Committee’s
27-member board include Kenneth
Feinberg, overseer of the September 11
Victims Compensation Fund, Kerry
Kennedy Cuomo, and actress Sigourney
Weaver. Itsnational council includesJudge
Abner Mikva and Father Robert Drinan,
S.J. TheCommitteereported $17.8 million
inrevenuefor 2002.

Internationalist Agenda: Anti-
Bush, Anti-Market

The MacArthur Foundation gives
grants to United Nations-affiliated inter-
national agencies and to nongovernmen-
tal organizations (NGOs) that serve U.N.
interests. These funds help shape an inter-
national agenda from the inside—by giv-
ing support directly to international agen-
cies—and from the outside—by giving
grants to NGOs that will pressure those
same agencies.

MacArthur's 2001 tax disclosures
show pledges to two U.N. agencies. The
United National Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization (UNESCO)
received $33,000 (three-year grant) for
environmental projectsin northern India.
UNESCO'’ smandateissupport for cultural
and scientific programs and the promo-
tion of international educational ex-
changes. In 1984, the U.S. withdrew from
UNESCO (www.unesco.org) in response
to evidence of rampant corruption at the
agency. However, last year President Bush
announced the Administration’s inten-
tion to rejoin the Paris-based organiza-
tion. MacArthur grants have funded vari-
ous UNESCO-affiliated projects promot-
ing international environmentalism and
“sustainable development.”

Membersof Congressand former U.S.
ambassador tothe U.N. Jeane Kirkpatrick
havewarned that UNESCO activitiesfre-
quently violate U.S. national sovereignty.
For instance, aUNESCO memorandum of
agreement with the Department of State
authorized without congressional ap-
proval the designation of 47 U.N. “bio-
spherereserves” inthe United States cov-
ering more than 70 million acres. These
land-use designations—there are 400 bio-
spheresworldwide—aremeant tobe“labo-
ratories’ (in UNESCO-speak) testing sus-
tainable development policies. UNESCO
is also the sponsor of a committee that
designates U.N. “World Heritage Sites”
(they include Y ellowstone and Y osemite
national parks, the Statue of Liberty, and
Monticello in the U.S.). Environmental
activist groups invoke this designation
when they want to entangle governments
and private companiesin global red tape.

UNESCO also supports the idea of a
“global tax” on Internet use by U.S. citi-
zens. Philippe Quéau, director of
UNESCO'’s Information and Informatics
Division, lamentsthat there currently are
“no global mechanisms to ensure con-
tinuous adequate taxation at the global
level.” Of course, thistax would give the
United Nations a revenue source inde-
pendent of national contributionsby U.N.
member states.

TheUnited NationsResear ch | nsti-
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tutefor Social Development (UNRI SD)
received $58,976 (two-year grant). Like
UNESCO, Geneva-based UNRISD
(www.unrisd.org) isan autonomous U.N.
agency. Its mandate is to carry out “re-
search on the social dimensions of con-
temporary problems.” Accordingly, its
MacArthur grant paid for a project en-
titled: “ Promoting Corporate Environmen-
tal and Social Responsibility in Develop-
ing Countries.” A 2000 UNRISD paper
argues that without “governmental and
international regulation and more con-
certed, co-ordinated [NGQ] pressure,”
private corporations will never be fully
reconciled to an agenda for sustainable
development. The paper saysthat if gov-
ernmentsand NGOsdon’t exert pressure,
corporations will be able to pursue with-
out restraint their goal of “economic
growth and stable capitalism.”

UNRISD advocates equality above
prosperity. A 2002 summary of UNRISD
research, People, Power and the Envi-
ronment, proposes the need for monitor-
ing to “balance the property rights of
large corporations with [their] social and
environmental obligations.” Stronginter-
national “institutions” should “prevent
gross inequalities in ownership of and
access to land and other natural re-
sources.”

Global ExchangeisaSan Francisco-
based nongovernmental organi zation—or
NGO —that claimsto represent “civil so-
ciety.” Founded in 1988, the group re-
ported $4.7 million in revenues in 2001.
Global Exchange, unlike more conven-
tional think-tanks, isless an organization
than a gathering of highly motivated ac-
tivists. They helped coordinate the pro-
tests against the World Trade Organiza-
tion in November 1999 that shut down
Seattle and the April 2001 Quebec city
protestsagainst freetrade. They alsowere
involved in the September 2001 protests
againstthe G-8 Summitin Genoa, Italy that
turnedviolent. Global Exchangesays* cor-
porations must be subject to the people’s
will; they should haveto provetheir worth
to society or be dismantled.” (See“Anti-
Global Trade Protestors Become Global
Force,” Organization Trends, July 2001.)
The MacArthur Foundation gave Global
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Exchangea$78,000 grant (over twoyears)
in2001.

The Institute for Policy Studies
(www.ips-dc.org), the veteran left-wing
activist think tank, received $233,000 (over
three years) in 2001. IPS president John
Cavanagh is an international economist
who previously worked with several U.N.
agencies. IPS foreign policy initiatives
includea” Global Economy” project, which
targets multinational corporations and
claimsfree trade is responsible for world
poverty; a “Sustainable Energy and
Economy Network” (a project co-spon-
sored with the Transnational Institute of
Amsterdam), whichworriesabout thehigh-
level Republicans who have ties to
America stop oil companies; and a“New
Internationalism” project, which explains
why America’s interests would be better
served by following “a new kind of UN-
centered, democratic and people-based
internationalism.”

In 2003, MacArthur gavethel nter na-
tional Peace Academy $250,000 (twoyear
grant). It followed a$117,000 grant (over
four years) in 2001 in*“ support of research
onpeacebuilding.” The Academy, founded
in 1970, islocated in New Y ork and lists
Kofi Annan, theUN Secretary-General, as
itshonorary chair. Accordingtoitswebsite
(http://www.ipacademy.org), it is“an in-
dependent, international institution dedi-
cated to promoting the prevention and
settlement of armed conflicts.” The con-
cept of “peacebuilding” is another intel-
lectual make-work project for UN agencies
and foundation funders. “ Peacebuilding”
assumes international agencies will pro-
vide the rules and institutions to bring
tranquility to world hot spots.

InWest Africa, for instance, the A cad-
emy promotes regional cooperation and
UN-style “ peacekeeping” to bring politi-
cal stability. But Liberiansknow that end-
ing the chaosthere dependsmore on Presi-
dent Bush. Charles Taylor gave up power
and Nigeriantroops patrol the capital only
because Bush determined it was in
America sinteresttointroduceaU.S. mili-
tary presence.

TheAspen I nstitutereceived pledges
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of $841,000 (over three years) from
MacArthur, in part to study “global inter-
dependence” (one of 16 program areas).
According to the Institute’s Global Inter-
dependence Initiative  webpage
(www.aspeninstitute.org/
Programt2.asp?i=70), “ Public opiniondata
suggest that the American public...in prin-
ciplesupportsthe United Nationsand other
cooperative multilateral responses to glo-
bal challenges. On the other hand, US ac-
tions and Congressional pronouncements
often express resistance or opposition.”
The Initiative represents a“ten year effort
tobetter inform, and more effectively moti-
vate, American public support for forms of
US international engagement that are ap-
propriate to an interdependent world.”

Members of the Initiative Working
Groupinclude Carnegie Endowment presi-
dent Jessica Mathews, Sierra Club execu-
tivedirector Carl Pope, and Human Rights
Watch director Kenneth Roth. They pro-
poseto network with “ sympathetic elected
officials, think-tank pundits, journalists,
businesspeople and NGO leaders’ to dis-
cuss how to generate public support for
forcing the Bush Administration to listen
to peoplelikethem. (Of course, they don’t
exactly put it that way.) Thelnitiative says
it has awarded $350,000 to six other (un-
named) organizations engaged in the out-
reach project.

The Aspen Institute had revenues of
morethan $31 millionin 2001. It hasoffices
in Washington, New Y ork, Aspen (Colo-
rado), Berlin, Rome, Lyon (France) and
Tokyo. Its president isformer Time maga-
zine managing editor Walter |saacson and
its 56-member board of trustees include
Madeleine Albright and David Gergen.

LawyersAlliancefor World Security
($100,000 over two years). Alliance presi-
dent ThomasGraham, Jr.,isaformer Clinton
Administration arms control adviser A
March 2002 Los Angeles Times opinion
piece by Graham, co-authored with former
defense secretary Robert S. McNamara,
branded the Bush Administration’ sassess-
ment of U.S. nuclear policies destructive
and predicted that “We will live in a far
more dangerous world, and the United
States will be much less secure.”
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Institutefor Defense& Disar mament
Studies ($50,000 over two years). IDDS
(www.idds.org) believes American inter-
ests are better served if the U.S. rejects
President Bush’ sapproach to fighting ter-
rorism and adopt “sustainable, equitable
developmentinall parts of theworld” and
takes"thelead in supporting nuclear arms
control and disarmament.” Itsfounder and
executivedirector isRandall Forsberg, who
in 1980 launched the Nuclear Weapons
Freeze campaign. Its 2001 revenue was
$259,000.

Pacificlnstitutefor Studiesin Devel-
opment, Environment and Security (http:/
fwww.pacinst.org/) ($200,000 over three
years) The Institute has 2001 revenue of
$1.6 million. President Peter Gleick writes
extensively on water policy.

I nter national Unionfor Conservation
of Natureand Natural Resour ces (http://
www.iucn.org/) ($199,000). Basedin Gland,
Switzerland, [UCN isauniquemember or-
ganization of 70 nations, 100 government
agenciesand over 750 NGOswho focuson
issues of ecosystem policy and manage-
ment. It has over 1,000 staff membersin
eight regional offices and dozens of na-
tional offices around the world. Its 2002
revenue of about $58 million came prima-
rily from amix of Western European gov-
ernments(Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden),
foundations (Ford, MacArthur), NGOs
(World Wildlife Fund) and multilaterial
international agencies(UNESCO, UN De-
velopment Programme, World Bank).

Funding Missile Defense
Opponents

The MacArthur Foundation also
makes major donations to defense policy
groups that are strong opponents of a
missile defense shield.

Center for Defense Information
($307,000 staggered over three years).
Describingitself asan“independent moni-
tor of the Pentagon, and a watchdog on
wasteful defense spending,” CDI has of-
fices in Washington D.C., Moscow,
Beijing, Brussels and Los Angeles and
reported 2001 revenue of $4.1 million.
$122,000 of its MacArthur grant was ear-
marked for “support of the National Mis-
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sile Defense Media Project, a public edu-
cation campaign.”

The campaign has onetheme: Missile
defense can't work. This year Defense
Secretary Donald Rumsfeld asked Con-
gress to lift the “overly burdensome ad-
ministrative requirements” that Congress
imposed on the Pentagon’s Missile De-
fense Agency (MDA). But CDI character-
ized the request as a duplicitous effort to
keep “the Congress and the public in the
dark about whether the ambitious and
costly missile defense effort is going to
work.” Similarly, CDI associatePhilip Coyle
last year chided the Pentagon for keeping
the results of its testing secret — even
though it acknowledged that “if the Penta-
gonrevealswhichkindsof targetsit can hit
and whichit misses, an enemy will havean
advantage.” (For additional information
on anti-missile defense groups, see “The
Arms Control Lobby Confronts Ballistic
Missile Defense,” Organization Trends,
March2003.)

ArmsControl Association ($150,000
in2001, $250,000in2002). The Association
claimed $610,000 revenuein 2001 and used
the Foundation’s grant “for activities to
maintain and strengthen international arms
control treaties and to raise public aware-
nessabout national armscontrol policies.”

LikeCDI, theWashington, D.C.-based
ACA is no friend of missile defense. In
June 2003, ACA research director Wade
Boese dismissed missile defense proto-
typesas“rudimentary” and described tests
as not “challenging or representative of a
real-world scenario.” A December 2002
ACA articleonthe MDA called theagency
“less than forthright about its successes
and failures” and suggested that in June
2002 congressional testimony MDA chief
Lieutenant General Ronald K adish uttered
half-truths about missile defense test suc-
cesses.

The Federation of American Scien-
tists ($220,000). The Federation reported
$2.1 millioninrevenuein2002. 1n 2000, it
wrote President Clintonto demand that his
Administration abandon plans to build a
missile defense. In 2001, it assembled a
letter signed by 50 Nobel laureates urging

Congressto deny funding to any program
inconsistent with the ABM treaty.

Educational Foundationfor Nuclear
Science($750,000 over threeyearsto pub-
lish the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists).
Its Jan./Feb. issue predicts that President
Bush’s policies will have “negative re-
sults for U.S. national and international
security.”

American Physical Society ($78,000
“in support of an analysis of key technical
issues involved in a national missile de-
fense system.”) The Society, a profes-
sional association claiming to represent
40,000 physicists, reported 2001 revenue
of $35 million. APS always couches its
missiledefensecriticisms” solely” interms
of “technical viability,” and claimstotake
no position “with respect to thewisdom of
national missile defense deployment.”

But at a press conference last year
APS official Francis Slakey said ballistic
missileswould never be our enemies’ first
choice of attack: “ They are going to come
after us in trucks and airplanes and suit-
case bombs and what that means is Na-
tional Missile Defense offers no protec-
tion. NMD will be the most elaborate de-
fenseagainsttheleast likely attack.” Slakey
ignores North Korea's effort to acquire
the capacity to launch missile attacks.

Henry L. Stimson Center ($56,000
over two years, including support for a
conference on the “consequences and
implications” of aU.S. missiledefensefor
Europe). Center associates Alan Romberg
and Adam Hantman have written (March
15, 2003 South China Morning Post) that
U.S. deployment of an anti-missile-system
could hurt US-Chinaties. The Bush Ad-
ministration should “ appris|e] the Chinese
of US missile defense plans.” The Wash-
ington, D.C.-based Center had $3.1 million
inrevenuein 2001.

Dwight D. Eisenhower World Affairs
Institute($195,000for a“ Future of Space”
project). The Washington, D.C.-based In-
stitute believes building a space-based
missile defense system would represent
“a dramatic departure from the interna-
tional security framework currently in

September 2003



place, and could have grave and perhaps
not fully foreseenimplicationsfor thestra-
tegic balance.”

Supporting Castro’s Cuba
Ending the U.S. isolation of Cubais
also on the MacArthur agenda.

Council on Foreign Relations
($347,000 over three years). Founded in
1921, the Council reported revenue of $39
millionin2001. A portion of theMacArthur
grant supports the Foundation’s Cuba
Program, which “ seeks to broaden the na-
tional debate on normalizing relations be-
tween the United States and Cuba.” When
former President Jimmy Carter traveled to
Cuba in 2002, Julia Sweig, CFR deputy
director of Latin Americastudies, extolled
it as “a very important step marking the
continued erosion” of official U.S. policy.
A Council book, Economic Sanctionsand
American Diplomacy, questions the ef-
fectiveness of trade sanctions as a tool of
Americanpolicy.

Inabriefing note circulated as part of
CFR’s public education effort during the
2000 election, Sweig warned Americans
against attempts to “fully enforce the
Helms-Burton Act,” which allows Cuban-
Americans to seek redress against those
who traffic in property stolen from them
during Castro’ srevolution. Sweig said this
“wouldrisk aprotracted tradedisputewith
its alliesin the European Union.”

Cuban Committee for Democracy
($30,000). TheWashington, D.C. headquar-
tered group (www.us.net/cuban/
index.htm) reported 2001 revenue of
$144,000. It supports Florida“ media out-
lets that promote independent, objective
discussionsabout US-Cuban relationsand
the Cuban-American community.” The
Committee wants to reduce the power of
“conservative Cuban-Americans [sup-
porting] an agenda that favors the isola-
tion and punishment of the Cuban people
because of their government.” It also tries
to“raisetheprofile of themoderate Cuban-
American community.”

MacArthur also supports academic

programsworkingin Cuba. M edical Educa-
tion Cooper ation with Cuba($70,0000over
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two years) islocated at Emory University
but is not affiliated with it. MEDCC
(www.medicc.org) hel psmedical students
in the U.S. and Canada study for brief
periodsin Cuba. A granttotheUniver sity
of Chicago ($31,490 over four years) isin
“support of ascholarly exchange program
withthe Cuban Ministry of Higher Educa-
tion.” TulaneUniversity law school dean
Oliver Houck received three years of
MacArthur funding to sponsor a collo-
quium on environmental law in Cuba. In
2001, he becamethefirst U.S. law profes-
sor to teach in Cubasincethe Castro revo-
lution.

Conclusion

What are the consequences of
MacArthur’'s funding of liberal foreign
policy and defense policy groups? Thor
Ronay, executive vice president at the
Center for Security Policy, observes that
MacArthur grants “credentialize” the ac-
tivists and policies of leftist groups: “It’s
much like the model of founding a new
religious sect.” Think tanks and policy
groups use MacArthur funding to hold
conferences and produce publications to
spread the word. Professors opposed to
American foreign policy use MacArthur
assistance for their research. Activist or-
ganizations spend their MacArthur dol-
lars on internships and outreach programs
to train leftist students for the policy
struggles ahead.

“Youfellowswill havetofigureout to
spendit,” said banker John D. MacArthur
about his estate. The MacArthur Founda-
tion is building a new generation of |eft-
liberal NGOsthat will be staffed by foun-
dation-funded executives, academics, ac-
tivists and journalists. That’s quite an
accomplishment.

Neil Hrab, afree-lancewriter, works
at the National Post in Toronto, Canada.
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PhilanthropyNotes

Syndicated columnist Matthew Miller says liberal philanthropies have been too timid in helping Demo-
crats overcome the Bush campaign’s big-money advantage. In a July op-ed he urges them to fund “public
education” media campaigns from April to August 2004 before the Democratic nominee receives public
funding for the general election. Miller imagines how a TV ad by Warren Buffet promoting national
healthcare could shape public opinion if only foundations were more aggressive. Drew Altman, president
of the Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation, agrees: “They’re not prepared for the kind of criticism and
warfare that can occur when you try and play any kind of role in these super-charged issues.” But CRC
Vice President Robert Huberty disagrees. In a letter-to-the-editor in the Albany, NY Times-Union, he
argues that “grantmakers like Ford, Soros and Rockefeller already give away millions of dollars to groups
advocating liberal views on the environment, consumer protection and government spending on health
and education.”

Leslie Lenkowsky is stepping down as CEO of the federal agency that runs AmeriCorps, frustrated by
what he told the Wall Street Journal is just “another cumbersome, unpredictable government bureau-
cracy.” Lenkowsky was a fervent advocate of the agency but now wonders, “Even if [AmeriCorps] is well-
run, do we really need it?” An AmeriCorps “volunteer” costs taxpayers an average of $16,000 annually.
Lenkowsky tried to reform the Clinton-era agency, which hired participants in advance of funding in order
to force more federal appropriations. But he found too many rubber-stamped program applications and too
few performance measures in place. Said Lenkowsky, “When you can’t keep track, on a timely basis, of
how many people are enrolling in your program, you have a big problem.” He will return to Indiana Univer-
sity.

Sharon Percy Rockefeller, wife of Senator Jay Rockefeller (D-WV), has denounced plans by Arlington
County, Virginia to build a day labor center for illegal aliens adjacent to the WETA public television stu-
dio. Mrs. Rockefeller is chief executive officer of WETA, a leading PBS station that produces “The
NewsHour with Jim Lehrer.” She worries that day labor sites are often plagued by loitering and street
brawls and will create what she calls a “pretty hostile environment” for WETA guests and staff, especially
women. Rockefeller’'s criticisms are well-considered but ironic because the Rockefeller Foundation is a
major supporter of day labor sites for undocumented workers. Last year, a Rockefeller Foundation-funded
writer, David Bacon, wrote sympathetically about illegal aliens and criticized federal sanctions against
employers who use them. If other Americans were to voice Mrs. Rockefeller’'s objections, observes col-
umnist Michelle Malkin, they would be “labeled uncouth, hateful, racist, xenophobic, and intolerant.”

The Council of Institutional Investors, an influential pension-fund group, told the New York Stock
Exchange (NYSE) in an August 5 letter that it should identify all individuals and organizations that it funds
through its philanthropy, the NYSE Foundation. Gary Findley, who heads the Council’'s board, says the
council has learned of “a troubling pattern of contributions” by the NYSE Foundation to organizations that
have ties to NYSE Chairman Dick Grasso. According to the council, as much as 40 percent of the NYSE
Foundation’s contributions go to organizations that have NYSE members on their boards. Findlay says
this must change because of “the risk of swaying regulators who are otherwise supposed to provide
unbiased oversight.” Robert Fritz, who serves on the NYSE Foundation board, said the issue “doesn’t
merit a response.”

In July, NASCAR cut off its funding of Jesse Jackson’s Rainbow/PUSH Coalition. NASCAR paid a total
of $250,000 to Rainbow’s sports division over the last few years. Last April, Capital Research Center
reported that NASCAR was trying to fend off unfounded charges of racism by making the “donations.”
The resulting fan backlash apparently forced NASCAR to reconsider its support for Jackson.
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