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Summary: The infiltration of “green” ideol-
ogy into American religious groups has taken 
decades to occur. It has also required millions 
of quietly delivered dollars from left-wing do-
nors, who otherwise have little respect for the 
religious persons whose minds they hope to 
sway—or for the traditional moral teachings 
on respect for human life and the poor that 
are central to America’s religious institutions.

T he effort to turn American Christians 
into soldiers for the environmental 
movement began decades ago.  A 

critical moment occurred in 1990, when 
Carl Sagan, the astronomer famed for his 
PBS series “Cosmos,” spearheaded a group 
of scientists (including 32 Nobel Laureates) 
who signed an “Open Letter to the American 
Religious Community” that declared:

We are now threatened by self-inflicted, 
swiftly moving environmental altera-
tions about whose long-term biologi-
cal and ecological consequences we 
are still painfully ignorant: depletion 
of the protective ozone layer; a global 
warming unprecedented in the last 150 
millennia; the obliteration of an acre of 
forest every second; the rapid-fire ex-
tinction of species; and the prospect of 
a global nuclear war which would put at 
risk most of the population of the Earth. 
There may well be other such dangers 
of which we are still unaware. Individu-
ally and cumulatively, they represent a 
trap being set for the human species, a 
trap we are setting for ourselves. 

Sagan said he worried humanity was not 
responding adequately to environmental 
threats and urged religious leaders to bring 
their moral authority to bear on the prob-
lem. Sagan and others presented the appeal 
in January 1990 to the Global Forum of 
Spiritual and Parliamentary Leaders Con-

ference in Moscow, and it soon gained 
the signatures of over 270 global religious 
leaders from Christian, Buddhist, Hindu, 
and Muslim traditions. Sagan co-chaired 
the Joint Appeal by Religion and Science 
for the Environment, based on the “Open 
Letter,” which was an impressive feat for 
an agnostic who was harshly skeptical 
of all religious claims. (Walker Percy, a 
Catholic novelist with a Columbia medical 
degree, wrote a spoof of Sagan’s “Cos-
mos” in which he chuckled at the man’s 
“sophomoric scientism.”)
Co-chair with Sagan of the Joint Appeal 
was the “New Age” Rev. James Parks 
Morton, dean of the Episcopal Cathedral 
of St. John the Divine in New York City. 
The vice president for programs at the ca-
thedral, Paul Gorman, served as press sec-
retary to Sen. Eugene McCarthy (D-Minn.) 
during McCarthy’s 1968 presidential 
campaign and was a longtime host on the 
leftist radio station WBAI.  Gorman was 
a radical environmentalist who believed 
“The relentless magnitude of environmen-
tal degradation is clearly the overarching 
social, political, economic and cultural 

challenge for our generation, linked with 
the ongoing struggle for social justice.”

Kits for Christians
One response to the “Open Letter” was 
the formation of the National Religious 
Partnership for the Environment (NRPE), 
with Gorman as the founding executive 
director.  In April 1994, 30,000 evangelical 
churches across America received copies 
of Let the Earth Be Glad: A Starter Kit for 
Evangelical Churches to Care for God’s 
Creation. Another 23,000 congregations 
of mainline Protestant, Roman Catholic, 
and Jewish congregations received similar 
kits as part of a campaign by Gorman’s 
NRPE. 
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The role of left-wing foundations in the rise of religious environmentalism

By E. Calvin Beisner

Carl Sagan, principal promoter of now-discredited Nuclear Winter theory, spear-
headed an effort by scientists-activists to turn religious people into environmen-
talists. (Sagan’s book on Nuclear Winter, seen at right, was co-written by Paul 
Ehrlich, principal promoter of now-discredited Population Explosion theory.)
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For most, the kits—which sought to 
convey “theological roots for celebrating 
God’s creation,” “tools for worshiping 
the Creator through His handiwork,” and 
descriptions of “the provisions and abuses 
of God’s creation”—were a bolt out of 
the blue. Significant religious involve-
ment in environmental activism had until 
then been rare, mostly confined to liberal, 
mainline churches. What few evangelical 
recipients knew was the history behind the 
kits, including the NRPE campaign’s ties 
to the Left.

The version for evangelicals, Let the Earth 
Be Glad, was distributed by the Evangeli-
cal Environmental Network (EEN), newly 
formed by Ronald J. Sider, author of the 
influential Rich Christians in an Age of 
Hunger. EEN was part of Sider’s Evangeli-
cals for Social Action, an advocacy group 
that had long touted the Left’s political and 
economic agenda. Sider launched EEN at 
the request of Gorman.

All told, NRPE claims, its “faith groups 
have sent resource kits to over 100,000 
congregations: every Catholic parish, vir-
tually every synagogue, 50,000 mainline 
Protestant and Eastern Orthodox churches, 
35,000 evangelical congregations.” In May 
1999, the Acton Institute reports, “NRPE 
announced a 10-year, $16 million initiative 
designed to “assure that the next generation 
of religious leaders in America advance 
care for God’s creation as a central priority 
for organized religion.”

Major support for NRPE comes from 
left-leaning foundations with a history of 

supporting population control through gov-
ernment-run “family planning.” Few of the 
foundations have shown much friendliness 
to any religion, particularly to theologically 
conservative Christianity. For instance, 
the Rockefeller Foundation gave NRPE 
$400,000 in 2008 for its “Climate Policy 
& Replication” initiative and $80,100 in 
2010 for a “Conference on International 
Adaptation” related to so-called climate 
change. The William and Flora Hewlett 
Foundation gave NRPE a combined $2.8 
million in 2005, 2007, 2008, 2009, and in 
2011—mostly passed through to NRPE’s 
member groups, including EEN. (Hewlett’s 
support for abortion and government-run 
“family planning” programs is evident 
from its multi-million-dollar contributions 
to these areas.)

As an evangelical, I will focus here mostly 
on environmentalism’s presence in the 
evangelical movement. This is fitting, too, 
in that evangelicals have historically shown 
more resistance than Catholics, mainline 
Protestants, and Jews to the environmen-
talist message. Also, because fears about 
‘global warming’ or ‘climate change’ have 
been the most powerful pull for evangeli-
cals to become environmental activists, I 
will focus particularly on that issue.

Growing slowly
Support among evangelicals for left-wing 
environmentalism (particularly with re-
gard to ‘global warming’) grew slowly 
but steadily through the 1990s.  Climate 
had a significant but still small part in 
1993’s “Evangelical Declaration on the 
Care of Creation.”  (“We and our children 
face a growing crisis in the health of the 
creation. . . . Yet we continue to degrade 
that creation.”) 

But  it wasn’t until 1997, with the release 
of “It’s God’s World: Christians, the En-
vironment, and Climate Change,” a study 
resource prepared by National Council 
of Churches U.S.A. Eco-Justice Working 
Group, that the topic began to dominate 
NRPE member groups’ attention. By 1999, 
NRPE had launched an Interfaith Climate 
and Energy Campaign that by 2001 would 
expand to 21 states—not coincidentally, 
many of the states that had close races for 
Congress the next year.

The Oregon Petition
EEN partnered with Christianity Today and 
the National Association of Evangelicals to 
sponsor a conference on “Compassion and 
the Care of Creation” at Malone College in 
Canton, Ohio, in 1999. I delivered a short 
paper and questioned whether mitigating 
global warming was a moral imperative.  
I also cited the “Oregon Petition,” which 
had then been endorsed by over 17,000 
scientists (now by over 31,000) and which 
denied that scientific evidence proved that 
human-induced global warming was or in 
the foreseeable future would be harmful. 
My paper was later posted—without my 
permission—at the website of World Hope 
International, with a note claiming that 
anyone could sign the Oregon Petition so 
long as he claimed to have a bachelor’s 
degree in some field of science, that no ef-
fort was made to check the validity of the 
signatures, and that “among the signatories 
were the TV characters Perry Mason and 
Hawkeye Pierce.” 
Those charges were false. In fact, the initial 
17,000+ signatures on the Oregon Petition 
were obtained in response to a first-class 
mailing to about 19,000 bona fide scientists 
who, to be included on the petition, had 
to complete a form listing scientific cre-
dentials; they had to sign the petition and 
return it as hard copy; and each signature 
was verified before the name was put on 
the list. Afterwards, the petition was posted 
to the Internet, at which time a form was 
also posted so that people who wanted 
their names added to the petition could go 
through the same process of verification 
before listing. 
That listing of Perry Mason? Perry Mason 
was the real name of a chemistry Ph.D. in 
Lubbock, Texas, a man known personally 
to Oregon Petition organizer (and evangeli-
cal scientist) Art Robinson. That character 
from “M*A*S*H”?  “Hawkeye Pierce” 
never appeared on the list. The radical envi-
ronmental group Ozone Action succeeded 
in getting one bogus name, Geri Halliwell 
(the Spice Girl), included on the list, but it 
was quickly removed.  False charges and 
dirty tricks: Such are the perils of dealing 
with some religious environmentalists.
In June 2001, EEN inaugurated a “Cre-
ation Fest Recycling Program,” and in 
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December of that year it launched the 
HealthyFamilies.org website.  Then EEN 
rose to national prominence with its “What 
Would Jesus Drive?” campaign spanning 
2002–2003, headed by its then-president, 
the Rev. Jim Ball (a former employee of 
the left-wing Union of Concerned Scien-
tists whose wife Kara was employed by 
the National Wildlife Federation). The 
WWJD campaign urged Americans to fight 
global warming by driving low-emissions 
vehicles—never mind the higher injury 
and death rates faced by the vehicles’ occu-
pants. The campaign, which focused on nu-
merous Bible Belt states, was orchestrated 
and promoted by Fenton Communications, 
the left-wing public-relations organiza-
tion.  It was featured in newspapers and on 
broadcast and cable TV news. Also in 2003, 
EEN began its annual “Creation Sunday” 
observances, beginning with “What Would 
Jesus Drive?” in 2003, “God’s Oceans” in 
2004, and “Protecting God’s Endangered 
Creatures” in 2005.

By 2006, largely in response to EEN’s 
efforts, 14 colleges of the Coalition of 
Christian Colleges and Universities had 
“Creation Care Initiatives” underway 
(Calvin, Eastern Mennonite, Eastern, 
Gordon, Judson, Messiah, Mount Vernon 
Nazarene, Northwest, Northwestern, Point 
Loma Nazarene, Roberts Wesleyan, Seattle 
Pacific, Taylor, and Waynesburg).  That 
year, EEN, together with the Carbon Fund, 
started a program to help evangelicals “off-
set” their carbon consumption.

EEN’s most important climate-related ef-
fort by far was the launch  of the Evangeli-
cal Climate Initiative’s “Climate Change: 
An Evangelical Call to Action,” drafted 
by David Gushee, then professor of ethics 
at Union University. The ECI declaration 
garnered endorsements from 86 evangeli-
cal leaders—college and mission agency 
presidents and megachurch pastors promi-
nent among them—at its 2006 release. (The 
number has since grown.) Interestingly, 
few if any of the signers were scientists of 
any sort, let alone climate scientists, who 
might have had expertise to evaluate the 
document’s alarming claims and its con-
clusion that “The basic task for all of the 
world’s inhabitants is to find ways now to 
begin to reduce the carbon dioxide emis-

sions from the burning of fossil fuels that 
are the primary cause of human-induced 
climate change.”

EEN then organized an “Evangelical Youth 
Climate Initiative,” signed by over 1,000 
young evangelicals. EEN launched the 
campaign with an ad in the New York Times 
stating, “Our Commitment to Jesus Christ 
Compels Us to Solve Global Warming.”
EEN met strong resistance, though, from 
other evangelical leaders, resistance led 
by the Interfaith Stewardship Alliance. (I 
was ISA’s founder and national spokes-
man.  ISA later changed its name to the 
Cornwall Alliance for the Stewardship 
of Creation, which I currently lead.)  The 
Interfaith Stewardship Alliance issued its 
own statement, “A Call to Truth, Prudence, 
and Protection of the Poor: An Evangeli-
cal Response to Global Warming.”  The 
statement offered counterevidence to ECI’s 
claims and was co-authored by NASA 
award-winning climate scientist Roy W. 
Spencer, environmental economist Ross 
McKitrick, energy policy analyst Paul K. 
Driessen, and me. (My credentials are in 
religion, philosophy, economics, and his-
tory.) ISA issued the statement along with 
an “Open Letter” to ECI’s signers and 
others concerned about global warming 
that stated:

► Foreseeable global warming will have 
moderate and mixed (not only harm-
ful but also helpful), not catastrophic, 
consequences for humanity–including 
the poor–and the rest of the world’s 
inhabitants.
► Natural causes may account for a 
large part, perhaps the majority, of the 
global warming in both the last 30 and 
the last 150 years, which together consti-
tute an episode in the natural rising and 
falling cycles of global average tempera-
ture. Human emissions of carbon dioxide 
and other greenhouse gases are probably 
a minor and possibly an insignificant 
contributor to its causes.
► Reducing carbon dioxide emissions 
would have at most an insignificant 
impact on the quantity and duration of 
global warming and would not signifi-
cantly reduce alleged harmful effects
► Government-mandated reductions in 
carbon dioxide emissions not only would 

not significantly curtail global warming 
or reduce its harmful effects but would 
also cause greater harm than good to 
humanity–especially the poor–while 
offering virtually no benefit to the rest 
of the world’s inhabitants.
► In light of all the above, the most 
prudent response is not to try to prevent 
or reduce whatever slight warming might 
really occur. It is instead to prepare to 
adapt by fostering means that will ef-
fectively protect humanity–especially 
the poor–not only from whatever harms 
may be anticipated from global warming 
but also from harms that may be fostered 
by other types of catastrophes, natural 
or manmade.

The statement and its “Open Letter” gained 
110 initial endorsements. Some Christian 
college and mission agency presidents, 
megachurch pastors, and other ministry 
leaders were among the endorsers, but they 
were mostly professors of science and eco-
nomics at Christian colleges, approached 
because they had relevant expertise to 
evaluate the paper’s arguments.

Administration and faculty at Union Uni-
versity arranged a debate between David 
Gushee and me, with comments by science 
faculty members. (Gushee, remember, was 
the drafter of the ECI’s “Climate Change: 
An Evangelical Call to Action.”) Shortly 
before we took the stage in October 2006, 
Gushee quietly told me, “In preparing for 
this debate, I found that the science was a 
whole lot more nuanced than I thought it 
was when I wrote the Call to Action.” Not 
long after the debate, Union University 
President David S. Dockery, who had been 
among ECI’s endorsers, became one of 
several who revoked their endorsements.

In 2007, NRPE launched a major campaign 
on poverty and climate change, “God’s 
Climate Embraces Us All,” seeking to 
persuade the Bush administration and 
Congress that fighting “climate change” 
was essential to protecting the poor. In 
conjunction with the campaign, the group 
released a letter signed by Bishop William 
Skylstad of the United States Conference 
of Catholic Bishops; Dr. Leith Anderson, 
president of the National Association of 
Evangelicals; Reverend Michael Livings-
ton, president of the National Council of 
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Churches; and Rabbi Eric Yoffe, president 
of the Union of Reform Judaism. That 
year, NRPE’s four member groups testified 
before the Senate Environment and Public 
Works Committee in support of carbon 
dioxide cap-and-trade legislation (which 
later failed in the Senate). 

In 2008, a group calling itself “The 
Southern Baptist Environment and Cli-
mate Initiative” (SBECI) led by seminary 
student Jonathan Merritt, son of a former 
president of the Southern Baptist Conven-
tion, captured widespread attention as the 
major media sought to make it appear that 
the group spoke for the Convention. As it 
turned out, the Convention had not autho-
rized it and had actually adopted an official 
statement in 2007 directly opposed to it. 
At least one SBECI signer, Frank Page, 
then-president of the Convention, seemed 
to have misunderstood the SBECI, because 
he later told Baptist Press he still supported 
the Convention’s 2007 resolution.

The partisan political aspect of NRPE and 
the religious environmental movement in 
general had been apparent all along, with 
the religious “greens” overwhelmingly sup-
porting Democrats. Among evangelicals in 
general, a partisan shift became obvious 
in 2008, particularly among evangelicals 
under 30, of whom the left-wing Center 
for American Progress reported, “twice as 
many voted for Democrat Barack Obama 
than for the 2004 Democratic nominee, 
John Kerry.”

Working with Obama
Once President Obama took office in 2009, 
NRPE and its member groups gained ready 
access to the halls of power in Washington, 
meeting that year alone “with the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, Council on En-
vironmental Quality, the State Department, 
the Office of Faith-Based and Neighbor-
hood Partnerships, the Treasury Depart-
ment, and senior White House officials on 
several occasions to offer the perspectives 
of the faith community on climate change 
and to advocate protections and programs 
for low income people and developing 
nations,” according to NRPE’s website. 

Aided by the American Values Network 
with its $350,000 advertising campaign 
in support of “global warming” legisla-
tion, EEN’s advocacy campaigns that year 

helped secure an affirmative vote on cap-
and-trade in the House, though the measure 
failed in the Senate. (The Network’s head 
was Burns Strider, who had worked with 
the Democratic Congressional Campaign 
Committee and also served as senior 
advisor to House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, 
and as senior advisor and director of faith 
and values outreach for Hillary Clinton’s 
presidential campaign.)
2009 was also the year in which Sojourn-
ers—the left-wing organization headed 
by evangelical Jim Wallis—stepped up its 
efforts on “climate change.”  Along with 
Faith in Public Life and Catholics in Alli-
ance for the Common Good, Sojourners 
distributed a guide encouraging pastors 
to call for action in sermons. Sojourners’ 
prior debt to the hard Left became apparent 
a year later, when Marvin Olasky reported 
in World magazine that Sojourners received 
$325,000 from multibillionaire George So-
ros’s Open Society Institute in 2004, 2006, 
and 2007—which helps explain how So-
journers’ revenues more than tripled from 
$1.6 million in 2001-2002 to almost $5.3 
million in 2008-2009. Wallis called Olasky 
a liar but later acknowledged the figures’ 
accuracy. Sojourners had also received 
almost $216,000 from the left-wing Tides 
Foundation in 2004–2009, plus more than 
$38,000 in 2010–2011.
In December 2009 and January 2010, the 
Cornwall Alliance released a research 
paper entitled, A Renewed Call to Truth, 
Prudence, and Protection of the Poor: An 
Evangelical Examination of the Theology, 
Science, and Economics of Global Warm-
ing. It was the work of 11 theologians, nine 
scientists (including six climate scientists), 
and 12 economists as authors and review-
ers. More than triple the length of the ear-
lier Call To Truth statement, it reaffirmed 
the earlier findings. Cornwall also released 
an “Evangelical Declaration on Global 
Warming” (EDGW) that bore the signa-
tures of 91 ministry leaders, theologians, 
pastors, ethicists, and higher education 
leaders, as well as 41 scientists (including 
11 climate scientists), ten economists, and 
hundreds of laymen.

A misleading ‘pro-life’ campaign
In 2010 EEN launched a new initiative, 
Mercury and the Unborn, to support the En-
vironmental Protection Agency’s moves to 

institute strict new regulations on mercury 
emissions from coal-fired electric power 
plants. Claiming one in six American in-
fants were exposed in the womb to levels 
of mercury that put them at risk of devastat-
ing, permanent brain damage, EEN charac-
terized the reduction of mercury emissions 
as a “pro-life” issue. In a radio, television, 
and billboard advertising campaign (the ra-
dio component alone cost $150,000), EEN 
praised as “sensitive to pro-life concerns” 
members of Congress who supported new 
mercury regulations—including some 
members with 100 percent pro-abortion 
voting records. It questioned the pro-life 
commitment of members of Congress who 
opposed the regulations—even some with 
100 percent pro-life voting records. The 
campaign’s funding seems to have come at 
least in part from a $50,000 grant in July 
2011 from the Rockefeller Brothers Fund, 
a notoriously pro-abortion donor.

Sojourners’ Wallis isn’t the only evangeli-
cal “green” to be less than candid about his 
funding. When Family Research Council 
president Tony Perkins said the Rockefeller 
Foundation had given EEN $200,000 in 
2009 and $50,000 in 2011, EEN president 
Mitch Hescox denied it, saying his orga-
nization had received no money from that 
source during his tenure. He was techni-
cally correct, but disingenuous. The Rock-
efeller Brothers Fund, not the Rockefeller 
Foundation, actually made three grants to 
EEN—$450,000 indirectly through NRPE 
in 2006, two months before Hescox became 
EEN’s president, the other two during his 
tenure. The Rockefeller Brothers Fund was 
founded by David Rockefeller expressly 
to promote “family planning” and popula-
tion control around the world, including 
programs that involve coercion.

The Cornwall Alliance responded with 
a new major paper, “The Cost of Good 
Intentions: The Ethics and Economics of 
the War on Conventional Energy,” which 
argued that EEN had misunderstood EPA’s 
scientific findings about mercury contami-
nation and that exposure rates were many 
times lower, while the risks to infants were 
greatly exaggerated—the risk was not one 
of permanent, devastating brain damage 
but of a delay in neurological development 
that was minimal and temporary. (Only 
a trained specialist using targeted testing 
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ClimateWire, a publication of Environ-
ment & Energy Publishing, e-mailed me 
asking, “Did you expect this collection 
of 200 Evangelical scientists, all with 
degrees in climate science, to promote 
their studies with a faith-led banner?” 
(emphasis added). 

In fact, out of the 194 signers—who were 
identified only by institution, not by the 
fields in which they taught—only five had 
degrees in climate science (2.6%), while 
by far the largest field of study represented 
was biology, with 117 (60.3%). That is to 
say, the number of degreed climate scien-
tists was fewer than the number of such 
scientists among the authors and reviewers 
of Cornwall’s Renewed Call to Truth.

Left-wing monies have been crucial to 
religious environmentalism (including 
evangelical environmentalism), notably—
► Evangelicals for Social Action ($500,000 
from the Marisla Foundation in 2007, 2008, 
and 2009, all designated to environment/
climate)
► Evangelical Environmental Network 
($100,000 paid and another $100,000 ap-
proved in 2010 from Marisla Foundation 
for its climate campaigns; $650,000 directly 
from the Rockefeller Brothers Fund in 
2006, 2009, and 2011, and $100,000 indi-
rectly from the same fund through NRPE in 
2006, all for its climate campaigns; $75,000 
from the Energy Foundation in 2013)
► National Religious Partnership for the 
Environment (the Rockefeller Foundation 
gave $400,000 in 2008–2010 and $80,100 
in 2010–2011; a total of $3.5 million 
from the Hewlett Foundation: $200,000 
in 2000, $400,000 in 2005, $600,000 in 
2007, $600,000 in 2008, $700,000 in 2009, 
$700,000 in 2010, and $300,000 in 2011; 
$150,000 in 1998–1999 from the Bauman 
Family Foundation; $1.2 million for climate 
campaign and $305,000 for mercury cam-
paign in 2011 from the Energy Foundation; 
$532,000 in 1998–2000 from the John D. 
and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation; 
$75,000 from the Marisla Foundation in 
2006; $320,000 in 2005, $314,000 in 2006, 
and $450,000 in 2007—a total of $1.084 
million—from the Pew Charitable Trusts)
► Sojourners ($325,000 total from Soros’s 
Open Society Institute in 2004, 2006, and 
2007; $253,791 total from Tides Founda-
tion in 2004, 2006, 2009, 2010, and 2011)

► Richard Cizik’s New Evangelical Part-
nership for the Common Good ($175,400 
from Soros’s Open Society Institute in 
2009–2010; $25,000 from Tides Founda-
tion in 2010). (As vice president for govern-
mental affairs for the National Association 
of Evangelicals, Cizik had pushed its board 
hard to endorse the ECI; he was later forced 
to resign when, in an NPR interview, he 
endorsed same-sex unions. For his environ-
mentalist efforts, he found support at Ted 
Turner’s United Nations Foundation, then 
at Soros’s Open Society Institute.)

This list only scrapes the surface but still 
totals over $9.6 million. All of these left-
wing foundations also support population 
control through government-run “family 
planning” including (often incentivized, 
sometimes forced) sterilization and abor-
tion. They also support centralized eco-
nomic planning, as well as the transfer of 
power to global institutions like the United 
Nations. It seems fair to say their support 
for religious organizations seems based 
less on religious motivations and more 
on a larger agenda, one that has little to 
do with religion.

E. Calvin Beisner, Ph.D., is founder of 
and national spokesman for The Cornwall 
Alliance for the Stewardship of Creation 
and the author of Where Garden Meets 
Wilderness: Evangelical Entry into the 
Environmental Debate.
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––

On Carl Sagan, blacklisting, 
and the poor
By Steven J. Allen 
As noted above, a turning point in the rela-
tionship between the religious community 
and supporters of Global Warming theory 
was the “Open Letter to the American 
Religious Community” put together by 
TV personality Carl Sagan, an agnostic 
astronomer at Cornell.
Sagan, also remembered for the catch-
phrase “billions and billions,” was the 
voice of popular science in the 1980s 
and a proponent of several questionable 
ideas. He popularized the Drake Equation, 
which fantastically overstates the prob-
ability of intelligent life on other planets. 
He promoted now-discredited “arms 
race” theory regarding the Cold War and 

could detect such a delay, and it almost 
always disappeared early in life. In the 
tiny percentage of cases where damage 
persisted, it amounted to about a one-half 
point reduction in I.Q., a difference found 
in identical twins raised in the same house-
hold. Offsetting that risk was the significant 
improvement in levels of health and safety 
resulting from the availability of inexpen-
sive energy from coal-fired power plants.)

Thirty-one pro-life leaders from 21 pro-life 
organizations then issued a joint statement, 
“Protecting the Unborn and the Pro-Life 
Movement from a Misleading Environ-
mentalist Tactic,” which repudiated EEN’s 
campaign. Citing Cornwall’s “Cost of 
Good Intentions” paper, they said, “The 
life in pro-life denotes not quality of life 
but life itself. The term denotes opposition 
to a procedure that intentionally results in 
dead babies . . . even if one grants the ex-
aggerated numbers and harms claimed by 
the Evangelical Environmental Network 
(EEN) in its recent quarter-million-dollar 
advertising campaign that claimed, ‘being 
pro-life means protecting the unborn from 
mercury pollution,’ mercury exposure 
due to power-plant emissions does not 
kill infants.” They concluded that EEN’s 
campaign would “confuse voters, divide 
the pro-life vote, and postpone the end of 
abortion on demand in America.”

Nonetheless, in 2012 EEN began claiming 
that the fight against global warming is a 
“pro-life” cause as well, though the claim 
is vulnerable to the same kind of critique. 
Here, too, major funding for EEN’s cam-
paign comes from pro-abortion foundations 
such as Hewlett ($475,000 to launch the 
ECI) and the Rockefeller Brothers Fund.

In July 2013, 194 evangelical scholars call-
ing themselves the Evangelical Scientists 
Initiative, closely allied with EEN, sent an 
open letter to Congress calling for urgent 
action that would supposedly prevent 
climate change. One would expect a letter 
on climate change would have among its 
signers a host of climate scientists. That’s 
especially true for a letter that begins: “As 
evangelical scientists and academics, we 
understand climate change is real and ac-
tion is urgently needed.” The news media 
often assume that such a proclamation 
involves climate scientists, and that’s what 
happened with this letter: A reporter for 
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described the U.S. and Soviets as like “two 
men standing waist deep in gasoline, one 
with three matches, the other with five.” 
He was the most vocal proponent of “nu-
clear winter” theory, which held that the 
U.S. nuclear arsenal was useless because 
a strike in retaliation for a Soviet nuclear 
attack would plunge the earth into a cold 
spell that would wipe out the human race. 
(The Soviets promoted “nuclear winter” 
in order to persuade the West to disarm 
itself. To create the impression reputable 
scientists believed the theory, a fake report, 
supposedly from the Soviet Academy of 
Sciences, was leaked to “peace” activists. 
The theory was discredited when oil fires 
set by Iraqi troops in Kuwait in 1991 failed 
to produce the weather effect it predicted.) 
On occasion, Sagan was openly political. 
In 1984, he was a signer of a newspaper 
ad declaring President Reagan to be the 
“performing star” of “Far-Rightists” who 
exude “a scent of fascism in the air.” (His 
widow and legacy-keeper, Ann Druyan, is 
of like mind; she told the Washington Post 
her early interest in science stemmed from 
a fascination with Karl Marx.)
Other signers of the “Open Letter” in-
cluded a rogue’s gallery of left-wing 
scientist-activists, including—
► Hans Bethe, one of the supporters in 
1969 of the “March 4th Movement” led 
by radical professor Noam Chomsky. The 
movement opposed the participation of ac-
ademics in research sponsored by the U.S. 
government—research that was considered 
unethical because the U.S. government was 
evil. (The movement led to the founding of 
the leftist Union of Concerned Scientists.)

► Richard Garwin, a member of the coun-
cil of the Pugwash Conferences, which 
brought together Western scientists with 
their counterparts from the Soviet bloc. 
The prevailing ideology of Pugwash was 
that, compared to the USSR, the U.S. was 
equally or predominantly responsible for 
the Cold War.

► Jerome Wiesner, a Pugwash conferee 
who was noted for using his position as 
President Kennedy’s science advisor to 
push his own political agenda.

► Stephen Jay Gould, whom Marxists con-
sidered one of their own. Gould later be-

came president of the left-wing American 
Association for the Advancement of Sci-
ence (sister organization, from the 1930s 
to the 1950s, of the Soviet-front American 
Association of Scientific Workers).

► James Hansen, who infamously turned 
his position at NASA into a pulpit for his 
views on Global Warming. Of Hansen, the 
physicist Freeman Dyson declared, “The 
person who is really responsible for this 
overestimate of global warming is Jim 
Hansen. He consistently exaggerates all the 
dangers . . . Hansen has turned his science 
into ideology.” (Dyson himself signed the 
Open Letter, but later separated himself 
from Warming extremists. See below.)

Stephen Schneider of the National Center 
for Atmospheric Research was another 
signer. He was famous for making apoca-
lyptic predictions of a new Ice Age (or 
“global cooling”) in the 1970s, when world 
temperatures appeared to be declining, 
then switching to apocalyptic predictions 
of Global Warming during a time when it 
appeared that world temperatures were ris-
ing. In 1989 he noted that scientists would 
“like to see the world a better place, which 
in this context translates into our working 
to reduce the risk of potentially disastrous 
climatic change. To do that we need to 
get some broadbased support, to capture 
the public’s imagination. That, of course, 
entails getting loads of media coverage. 
So we have to offer up scary scenarios, 
make simplified, dramatic statements, 
and make little mention of any doubts we 
might have. This ‘double ethical bind’ 
we frequently find ourselves in cannot be 
solved by any formula. Each of us has to 
decide what the right balance is between 
being effective and being honest. I hope 
that means being both.” 

Schneider was the “contributor” to the 
Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences of a 2010 article, written with 
three co-authors, on the “distribution of 
credibility” of Warmers and skeptics. The 
article suggested that “the relative climate 
expertise and scientific prominence of the 
researchers unconvinced of [man-made 
climate change] are substantially below 
that of the convinced researchers.” 

The article by Schneider et al. is a fraud, of 
course, because the authors measure “cred-

ibility” by criteria such as the popularity 
of a scientist’s views. Critics quickly noted 
that the piece amounted to a “blacklist” 
of Warming skeptics. According to the 
article, the skeptics’ category included 
any scientist who “signed any of the open 
letters or declarations expressing skepti-
cism of the IPCC’s findings, of climate 
science generally, of the ‘consensus’ on 
human-induced warming, and/or arguing 
against any need for immediate cuts to 
greenhouse gas emissions.” (The IPCC 
or Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change is a body created by the U.N. to 
promote Global Warming theory.)

Ironically, Schneider blacklisted Freeman 
Dyson—one of the signers of Sagan’s 
Open Letter. Although Dyson accepts 
some aspects of Global Warming theory, 
he is skeptical of the IPCC’s calculations 
and believes actual science should be ap-
plied to the issue. In 2005, Dyson noted: 

I’m not saying the warming doesn’t 
cause problems, obviously it does. 
Obviously we should be trying to 
understand it. I’m saying that the prob-
lems are being grossly exaggerated. 
They take away money and attention 
from other problems that are much 
more urgent and important. Poverty, 
infectious diseases, public education 
and public health. Not to mention the 
preservation of living creatures on 
land and in the oceans.

Another signer, Roger Revelle, who was 
considered the father of Global Warming 
theory, also expressed concern about how 
efforts to prevent warming could hurt the 
world’s poor. In an article he co-wrote 
shortly before his death in 1991, Revelle 
noted:

Drastic, precipitous—and, especially, 
unilateral—steps to delay the putative 
greenhouse impacts can cost jobs 
and prosperity and increase the hu-
man costs of global poverty, without 
being effective. Stringent economic 
controls now would be economically 
devastating particularly for develop-
ing countries . . . 

In short, Warming skeptics, libeled by the 
Left as “deniers,” include many who be-
lieve that mankind may, indeed, contribute 
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in some way to climatic changes, but that 
measures for dealing with the problem 
must be studied carefully to ensure they 
don’t do more harm than good—for exam-
ple, by impoverishing millions of people 
in order to achieve an immeasurably small 
reduction in world temperatures. Revelle 
was one such skeptic.

Supporters of Global Warming theory, 
including Al Gore, have suggested falsely 
that Revelle was suffering from a mental 
defect when he expressed his concern 
about “drastic” measures causing poverty. 
But his daughter, while pointing out that 
Revelle supported measures to “mitigate” 
man-made effects on climate, acknowl-
edged in a letter to the Washington Post 
that, when he “inveighed against ‘drastic’ 
action, he was using that adjective in its 
literal sense—measures that would cost 
trillions of dollars. Up until his death, 
he thought that extreme measures were 
premature.” Revelle’s daughter wrote that 
in 1992. Today, Global Warming activists 
like Michael Brune of the Sierra Club 
and  Mary Robinson, former president of 
Ireland, have declared that mankind must 
leave two-thirds of all oil, gas, and coal in 
the ground—which would cost hundreds 
of trillions of dollars and trap perhaps bil-
lions of people in poverty.

Nothing gets a scientist blacklisted or la-
beled as senile faster than expressing con-
cern about the effect of Global Warming 
policies on poor people. Perhaps Christians 
should take that fact into account before 
climbing on the Warmers’ bandwagon.

Dr. Steven J. Allen (J.D., Ph.D.) is editor 
of Green Watch.
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––

Climate policies lock chains 
on developing nations
By Steve Goreham
Today, more than 1.2 billion people around 
the globe do not have access to electricity. 
Hundreds of millions of others struggle 
with unreliable power. Power outages in-
terrupt factory production, students walk 
to airports to read under the lights, and 
schools and hospitals lack vital electrical 
power.

As part of his climate change initiative 
announced in June, President Obama 
declared, “Today I’m calling for an end 
of public financing for new coal plants 
overseas unless they deploy carbon capture 
technologies, or there’s no other viable 
way for the poorest countries to generate 
electricity.”

Restrictions on financing will reduce the 
supply and increase the cost of electrical 
power in developing nations, thereby pro-
longing global poverty. The World Bank 
has followed Obama’s lead. Although 
for decades it has provided hundreds of 
millions in funding to coal-fired projects 
throughout the developing world, in July 
it announced it will provide “financial sup-
port for greenfield coal power generation 
projects only in rare circumstances.”

Also in July, the Export-Import Bank de-
nied financing for the proposed Thai Binh 
Two coal-fired power plant in Vietnam 
after “careful environmental review.” 
While 98 percent of the population of Viet-
nam has access to electricity, Vietnamese 
consume only about 1,100 kilowatt-hours 
per person per year, about one-twelfth of 
United States usage. Electricity consump-
tion grew 34 percent in Vietnam from 2008 
to 2011. The nation needs more power and 
international funds for coal-fired power 
projects, yet Western ideologues try to 
prevent Vietnam from using coal.

By restricting loans to poor nations, 
the President, the World Bank, and the 
Export-Import Bank will raise the cost 
of electricity in poor nations and prolong 
global poverty. In most markets, coal is the 
lowest-cost fuel for producing electricity. 
According to the International Energy 
Agency, world coal and peat usage in-
creased from 24.6 percent of the world’s 
primary energy supply in 1973 to 28.8 
percent of supply in 2011. By comparison, 
electricity generated from wind and solar 
sources supplied less than one percent of 
global needs in 2011.

The cost of electricity from natural gas 
rivals that of coal in the United States, 
thanks to the hydrofracturing revolution. 
But natural gas remains a regional fuel. 
Natural gas prices in Europe are double 
those in the U.S. and prices in Japan are 

triple. Until the fracking revolution spreads 
across the world, the lowest cost fuel for 
electricity remains coal.

Despite our President’s endorsement, 
carbon capture technologies are far from 
a proven solution for electrical power. Ac-
cording the U.S. Department of Energy, 
carbon capture adds 70 percent to the cost 
of electricity. In addition, huge quantities 
of captured carbon dioxide must be trans-
ported and stored underground, adding 
additional cost. No utilities currently use 
carbon capture on a commercial scale.

Meanwhile, global coal consumption grew 
2.5 percent from 2011 to 2012, the fastest 
growing hydrocarbon fuel. In 2011, coal 
was the primary fuel for electricity produc-
tion in Poland (95%), South Africa (93%), 
India (86%), China (84%), Australia 
(72%), Germany (47%), the U.S. (45%), 
and Korea (44%). Should we now forbid 
coal usage in developing nations?

President Obama has stated, “countries 
like China and Germany are going all-in in 
the race for clean energy.” But China and 
Germany are huge coal users and usage is 
increasing in both nations. More than 50 
percent of German electricity now comes 
from coal as coal fills the gap from closing 
nuclear plants. Today, China consumes 
more than 45 percent of the world’s total 
coal production.

Electricity is the foundation of a modern 
industrialized nation. Lack of electricity 
means poverty, disease, and shortened life 
spans. Foolish climate policies lock chains 
on developing nations.

Steve Goreham is executive director of the 
Climate Science Coalition of America and 
author of The Mad, Mad, Mad World of 
Climatism:  Mankind and Climate Change 
Mania. A version of this article appeared 
in The Washington Times.
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Please consider contributing now 
to the Capital Research Center.  
CRC is a watchdog over politicians, 
bureaucrats, and special interests 
in Washington, D.C., and in all 50 
states. 
Your contribution to advance our 
work is deeply appreciated.
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Columnist Michael Barone reported on the November election: “Environmental restrictionists met with defeats by 
voters in South Portland, Maine, where voters rejected a ban on tar sands oil from western Canada (though how 
it would get there, even if and when the Keystone XL pipeline is built, is not clear), and voters in Washington state, 
who rejected mandatory labeling of genetically modified foods by 53 percent to 47 percent.”

A White House report, noted by Michael Bastasch in the Daily Caller, revealed that 18 federal agencies funded 
“a wide range” of Global Warming programs, including “scientific research, international climate assistance [foreign 
aid], incentivizing renewable energy technology and subsidies to renewable energy producers,” at a cost this year of 
$22.2 billion. That’s nearly twice what the federal government spends on, say, customs and border enforcement.

The Climate Policy Initiative is an environmentalist group headed by former Stanford law professor, Thomas 
Heller. Founded in 2009 with a pledge of $10 million a year for 10 years from billionaire activist George Soros, the 
organization promotes “green” policies around the world. A recent CPI report claims that worldwide spending to fight 
so-called climate change—spending that CPI calls “investment”—has now reached approximately $1 billion a day, a 
rate that CPI considers woefully inadequate. Put in perspective: $1 billion a day is more than the combined income 
of the world’s billion poorest people. Poor people, it should be noted, are the principal victims of “green” policies that 
deny them (and others) access to cheap, abundant energy.

It’s not just poor people who need to be saved from the environmentalists; it’s the environment itself. The Associ-
ated Press recently examined satellite photos and found that “More than 1.2 million acres of grassland have been 
lost since the federal government required that gasoline be blended with increasing amounts of ethanol . . . Plots that 
were wild grass or pastureland seven years ago are now corn and soybean fields.” In fact, “Five million acres of land 
set aside for conservation—more than Yellowstone, Everglades and Yosemite National Parks combined—have 
vanished on Obama’s watch” due to the ethanol mandate. AP reported that “plowing into untouched grassland,” a re-
sult of the ethanol program, “releases carbon dioxide that has been naturally locked in the soil,” “increases erosion,” 
and “requires farmers to use fertilizers and other industrial chemicals.” 

How wasteful are “green energy” programs? Bjorn Lomborg, an environmental activist but not an extremist, writes 
in the Wall Street Journal, “Today Spain spends about 1% of GDP throwing money at green energy such as solar 
and wind power. The $11 billion a year is more than Spain spends on higher education. At the end of the century, with 
current commitments, these Spanish efforts will have delayed the impact of global warming by roughly 61 hours,” ac-
cording to an oft-cited climate model created at Yale University. 

We’ve reported recently on the unfortunate results when golden eagles and other birds come into contract with wind 
turbines. Solar facilities may have similar problems, Gannett news service reports. Many of California’s solar plants 
are along four major migratory paths for birds. In some cases, it appears, birds perceive solar panels to be bodies of 
water and dive into them. In other cases, feathers are damaged by the concentrated solar radiation, causing birds to 
crash to the ground.

The online encyclopedia Wikipedia hilariously describes land owned by the federal government as “owned by Amer-
ican citizens represented by the National Federal government according to the Interior Department” [sic].  In all, the 
U.S. government owns almost 30% of the country, the equivalent of 43% more than the combined area of Spain, Ita-
ly, France, and Germany. Federal holdings include more than half of five states. That isn’t enough for some people. 
The Los Angeles Times reports: “Interior Secretary Sally Jewell says she will recommend that President Obama 
act alone if necessary to create new national monuments and sidestep a gridlocked Congress that has failed to ad-
dress dozens of public lands bills. Jewell . . . warned that the Obama administration would not ‘hold its breath’ waiting 
for lawmakers to act.” (Apparently, Jewell considers democracy an obstacle that must be overcome.) The Secretary 
noted that “there are places that are ripe for setting aside,” such as the President did when he acted unilaterally to 
create the Cesar E. Chavez National Monument in California.

CRC’s Haller intern Malia Dalesandry contributed to this report.
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