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DOING GOOD
IN HARVEY'S WAKE, AMERICANS HELPING AMERICANS

Summary: America’s vigorous humanitarian response
to Hurricane Harvey—the worst to hit our shores since
2005—showed that in times of crisis Americans can still
count on everyday Americans to come to their aid.
Hurricane Harvey wreaked havoc this past August,
causing tragic loss of life, an estimated $50 billion
in damages, and leaving thousands in Houston,
Texas, without shelter or aid. Entire neighborhoods
blew away in winds reaching over 130 miles per
hour or succumbed to rising flood waters; property
was destroyed and lives were lost in the most potent
hurricane to strike south Texas in 47 years. Even as
Harvey dwindled into a tropical storm 117 hours
after making landfall—a new record—it drowned the
region with rains of Biblical proportions, 52 inches
at last count, shattering all-time rainfall totals for the
continental United States. Following the rain, dams
broke and bacteria-laden water swept away vehicles,
animals and anyone unlucky enough to get caught on
the street without a pirogue or rubber raft.
But in the midst of this historic tragedy the country
rallied to help beleaguered Houstonians in time of
need. Americans of every stripe came together for the
common good. Businesses big and small across America
joined hundreds of courageous Houstonians in battling
the elements to rescue Harvey’s victims. Their inspiring
narratives and the philanthropic spirit that guided
them, are the latest addition to an often-overlooked
history of Americans helping Americans in times of
national crisis.
In our ongoing series Doing Good, Capital Research
Center highlights cases where the ingenuity and
generosity of everyday Americans donating time and
muscle, for-profit companies providing free goods and
resources, and private philanthropies dipping into cash
reserves, have combined to create a viable alternative to
the welfare state. Below, CRC has collected some of our
favorite examples of Americans doing good in Houston.
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Figure 4

“It would be impossible to reach many of these patients without the
help of the private flotilla, with boats ranging from inflatable kayaks
to large pontoons,” —Mark Yost

“A SLUMBER PARTY ON STEROIDS”

As Houston began to flood, Jim “Mattress Mack”
McIngvale, the owner of Gallery Furniture, posted a
simple message on social media: “If you can safely join
us, we invite you for shelter and food.”
McIngvale opened two of his stores to hundreds
of displaced Texans, offering shelter and a bevy of
mattresses, recliners, love seats and sleeper sofas for the
beleaguered evacuees. He even dispatched 24-foot box
delivery trucks to people who couldn’t make it across
the city’s flooded streets, bringing them to his stores
and safety—often driving through 5-6 feet of snakeand alligator-infested water. “The city and the local
authorities did a great job,” McIngvale later told NPR,
“they just couldn’t get to all the 911 calls.” That’s where
McIngvale stepped in. As the waters receded, Gallery
Furniture found itself sheltering and feeding some 400
Hayden Ludwig is a communications assistant at Capital
Research Center.
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Credit: CBS Evening News/YouTube screenshot.
License: https://goo.gl/1wg5wU.

By Hayden Ludwig, with additional commentary by Chace Paulson

Credit: Know The Ledge Show/YouTube screenshot.
License: https://goo.gl/51cMsk.

people. Even soldiers deployed in the area by the Texas
National Guard took advantage of the comfortable
Tempur-Pedic mattresses on display.
“Think a slumber party on steroids,” Mattress Mack
later said, with characteristic good humor.
This wasn’t his first philanthropic gesture. Gallery
Furniture also opened its doors twelve years ago to
200 victims of Hurricane Katrina. With the New
Orleans disaster never far from his mind, McIngvale
purposely flood-proofed his stores by raising them on
elevated concrete slabs. Of course, keeping people fed
and dry wasn’t cheap: McIngvale estimated the Harvey
effort would cost his company $30,000-$40,000, but
that didn’t bother him. “We’ll have a Harvey floor
model sale,” he said, laughing. “I’ll come up with some
shtick. We can afford that…what we can’t afford is to
cause these people to lose hope; we’ve got to give them
hope. This is what my parents would have done...That’s
the way I was brought up.”

“Think a slumber party on steroids,”
Mattress Mack said, with characteristic
good humor, as he offered his furniture
store as shelter for some 400 people.
Roberta Lee, a Houstonian who sheltered in one of
McIngvale stores, offered her own words of thanks to
the irrepressible Mattress Mack:
For him to open his door and [say] if you’re
affected by the flood, come in. And I mean you
had people wet, you had people dirty, who does
that?...He has a heart of gold.

HOUSTON’S ALL-VOLUNTEER
BOAT BRIGADE

As floodwaters rose and trapped thousands of residents
in their homes, emergency responders ran into a huge
problem: navigating the new “Gulf of Houston.”
Even with National Guard elements deployed, there
weren’t enough boats to go around. Worse, many needy
residents were stuck in places where water depths made
it impossible for ambulances to reach them. Emergency
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Figure 4

Jim “Mattress Mack” McIngvale estimated the Harvey effort would
cost his company $30,000-$40,000, but that didn’t bother him.
“We’ ll have a Harvey floor model sale,” he said, laughing.

service workers, swamped beneath the ever-growing
cries for aid, succumbed to exhaustion. Houston Fire
Department paramedic Mark Holmes, for example,
worked nearly 50 straight hours helping survivors get
to safety. With thousands of calls for help piling up,
things looked grim. That’s when the Houston boat
brigade came to the rescue!
Mark Yost, a local paramedic, writes about his own
experience with one boat owner in the Wall Street
Journal. Responding to a 911 call for a woman who had
collapsed in her apartment in an area unreachable by
ambulance, Yost and another paramedic hitched a ride
in a volunteer’s 12-foot, flat-bottomed boat. Making
their way past the tops of submerged cars they passed
by folks huddled on roofs and balconies, waiting for
rescue. Yost and his partner finally found the woman
and rushed her back to a Shell gas station-turnedshelter; from there the driver of an over-sized pickup
immediately gave a lift to the paramedics and their
patient to a nearby hospital.
“It would be impossible to reach many of these patients
without the help of the private flotilla, with boats
ranging from inflatable kayaks to large pontoons,”
Yost added, but their generosity didn’t end there.
“Strangers have dropped off food at our police, fire, and
ambulance stations, and those restaurants that are dry
and open are feeding us [for] free.”
Considering that many Houstonians are “routinely
ridiculed by the media and politicians” as selfish
yokels for supporting President Trump, Yost adds,
their willingness to roll up their sleeves and get to
work shows an admirable spirit and belies the absurd
stereotype. “If nothing else in this polarized age,” he
concludes, “that should reaffirm your belief in the
goodness of your fellow Americans.”

2

Once the boat began to float on the trailer
we decided to venture out,” Edwards told the
Daily Wire. “We could hear people screaming
for help and we towed a paddle board behind
us so we could fit more people on the boat.
We began to pick people up and take them
to a local Kroger’s, where other evacuees
sought refuge. We were the only boat in the
neighborhood until 2 o’clock, and we motored
back and forth making trips to rescue as many
people as we could.
The boys joined an army of emergency service workers,
police officers, and firefighters struggling to rescue
people trapped in their water-logged homes. As the
boys pulled grateful survivors onto their little boat,
they’d get the names of neighbors in need of aid—and
off they’d jet, dodging sunken cars and low-hanging
tree limbs. Navigating submerged streets by boat using
street signs was understandably surreal, a scene from
a post-apocalyptic sci-fi film: “We rescued families,
babies, dogs, rabbits, you name it,” Edwards told
journalists. In the end, the courageous high schoolers
rescued over 50 people, earning plenty of praise from
thankful families. One comment really resonated
with Edwards: “Someone said that in times like these,
differences don’t matter because we are all in the same
predicament.” Or boat, as the case may be.

“Someone said that in times like these,
differences don’t matter because we are
all in the same predicament.”
—Thomas Edwards
The high school crew weren’t the only boaters lending
a hand. When Harvey struck, the so-called Cajun
Navy—an informal, volunteer boating militia—was
reactivated.
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Figure 4

The Cajun Navy: a ragtag bunch of men on bassboats, duck-hunting
boats, shallow-draft johnboats, vessels with mud motors, airboats,
speedboats, even canoes (called “pirogues” by locals) and kayaks.

They’re a ragtag bunch: men on bassboats, duckhunting boats, shallow-draft johnboats, vessels
with mud motors, airboats, speedboats, even canoes
(called “pirogues” by locals) and kayaks. The group
was officially formed in Louisiana after the 2005
Hurricane Katrina, where they played a key role in
the New Orleans search and rescue operations; but
the group’s legacy goes back at least as far as 1964,
when they named outgoing Louisiana Governor
Jimmie Davis a commissioned commodore in the
Cajun Navy (complete with a “four-star” pirogue as
a gift).
In 2015, the Cajun Navy earned more media
coverage during the ten-year anniversary of
Hurricane Katrina. CBS News noted that the deadly
storm “killed an estimated 1,800 people, but it
could have been far worse if not for what became
known as ‘The Cajun Navy.’ Hundreds of people in
hundreds of boats gathered in Lafayette, Louisiana,
to rescue thousands trapped by floodwaters.” Some
estimates put the number of rescued at over 10,000.
Any member who wasn’t devastated by Hurricane
Harvey quickly rallied, intent on repaying the
generosity Houston showed victims of Hurricane
Katrina in Louisiana twelve years before. Despite
one state politician’s effort last year to pass
legislation to require training, certificates, and
permit fees before the Cajun Navy can get to work
saving people, the fleet soon set sail for Texas, intent
on doing what they do best. They even brought a
team of rescuers dispatched by Louisiana Governor
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Credit: Newsy/YouTube screenshot.
License: https://goo.gl/EKT1NY.

Elsewhere in Houston, a group of high school boys
embarked on a boating trip and ended up part of
a humanitarian flotilla. Thomas Edwards, Richard
Dickason, Liam Connor, Declan Connor, and a few
of their friends—all teenage students at Strake Jesuit
College Prep—were at first distraught to find Edwards’
truck nearly submerged underwater. But the sight
of Declan’s fishing boat, recently brought in from
Galveston, inspired a thought: let’s “save some folks.”

Credit: WGRZ-TV/YouTube screenshot.
License: https://goo.gl/GoY3A5.

John Bel Edwards with them. “[T]hese people are
not going to wait for assistance,” said Cajun Navy
member Dustin Clouatre, “They’re doers.”

A TURBULENT BIRTH

As always, in the midst of death, there is life. In one
noteworthy act of kindness, neighbors rescued a Houston
woman who went into labor just as the floodwaters
trapped her and her husband in their apartment.
Greg and his very pregnant wife Andrea had
just arrived in Houston and were unprepared for
the massive hurricane bearing down on them.
“I expected…five or six inches that I could drive
through,” Greg said. “I woke up to two or three feet.”
That didn’t bode well for Andrea, supposed to deliver
the following week—after the storm had subsided.
Needless to say, their baby had other plans.
As rain pounded the city that Sunday, Andrea
experienced familiar contractions (this wasn’t her first
pregnancy). The baby was coming! Unfortunately,
the couple found themselves trapped in their secondstory apartment. Greg called 911, but couldn’t get
through; he also failed to reach the Coast Guard. Even
the National Guard told him they would not be able
to reach his wife in time. Meanwhile, friends online
managed to reach the local hospital which dispatched a
doctor, but things looked grim.

Four bakers at the El Bolillo Mexican
Bakery worked around the clock fortyeight hours straight, kneading dough and
baking hundreds of loaves of bread.
That’s when an over-sized dump truck appeared to
rescue the distressed couple. Thanks to a neighbor
who bravely waded through the floodwaters to
inform local responders of Andrea’s condition—
critical because of her history of miscarriages—
firefighters had sent the truck to the apartment.
“We’re here for you,” the driver told the expectant
mom. A handful of neighbors then lined up to form
a human chain to help Andrea through the water
and into the truck. The trucker raced to a nearby
hospital where Andrea soon delivered a healthy
daughter named Adrielle.
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1,500 miles away in East Aurora, New York, two young cousins
are hard at work raising money to feed the families displaced by
Hurricane Harvey with a lemonade stand.

“We had two miscarriages before this...We felt like
we had to surrender [them] to God,” Greg later told
reporters. “That’s why her name is Adrielle,” he said. “It
means she belongs to God.”

FEEDING HOUSTON, ONE QUARTER
AT A TIME

Bakers at the El Bolillo Mexican Bakery in Houston
were swimming in orders for bread in the days leading
up to the storm. Bread lines stretched outside the doors
as the bakers filled their ovens to capacity, immediately
selling everything they made. But when the weary
staff reopened on Sunday, they soon found themselves
trapped by rising flood waters for the next two days.
That didn’t deter the four stalwart bakers, however.
The men worked around the clock forty-eight hours
straight, kneading dough and baking hundreds of
loaves of bread. By the time they were rescued by the
store owner two days later, the bakers had filled every
display case with delicious bolillos, a Mexican sweet
bread, pastries, and pan dulce. The amazed store owner
quickly loaded his Jeep with the still-warm bread and
delivered it gratis to storm shelters, first responders,
police officers, and nursing homes.
“They couldn’t get home so they said, ‘Hey, I’m
going to stay working. I can’t sit around knowing my
family is trapped in our house and not do anything,’”
the owner said. The next day the beleaguered men
returned to the bakery, determined to keep the store
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running 24 hours a day for the next week as they
worked in shifts; ever-lengthening lines outside their
door were a visible testament to their dedication to
feed hungry Houstonians.
Texans aren’t the only ones pitching in: 1,500 miles
away in East Aurora, New York, two young cousins are
still hard at work as of this writing, raising money to
feed the families displaced by Hurricane Harvey with
a lemonade stand. The boys, Dominic and Evan, have
promised to donate all proceeds from the 25-cent-a-cup
lemonade stand to the Houston Food Bank.

WALMART DELIVERS

At the other end of the commercial spectrum,
retail giant Walmart can always be counted on to
step up when Mother Nature strikes. As Hurricane
Harvey hovered over the Atlantic, local Walmart
stores rushed to deliver over 1,060 truckloads of
basic supplies—infant formula, diapers, underwear,
personal hygiene products, first aid kits, flashlights
and batteries, candles, raingear, pet food, gas cans,
and more. They also dropped off over 930 truckloads
of water. All told, Walmart donations totaled $10
million, including funds for the Salvation Army,
Feeding America, the Greater Houston Community
Foundation, and other charities.
Walmart and the Walmart Foundation have also
pledged $2 million to support the Hurricane Harvey
Relief Fund. The mega-retailer even paid for 2,000
kayaks from K.L. Outdoor, a Michigan supplier, to
help emergency responders reach survivors.
Doug McMillon, Walmart’s president and CEO,
offered his company’s full support to the city:
We are on the ground to help our friends
and neighbors in the Gulf region, and we’ll
continue to be in the tough days, weeks, and
months ahead.
But Walmart isn’t the only huge company to come
to Houston’s rescue. Brewing giant Anheuser-Busch
halted beer production in their Catersville, Georgia,
brewery as the worst floods drenched Houston
and began churning out cans of drinking water
instead—155,000 of them. These they delivered to
Louisiana and Texas with a simple and heartfelt
message: “Stay safe everyone.”
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“Putting our production and logistics strengths to
work is the best way we can help in these situations,”
Anheuser-Busch vice president Bill Bradley said in a
statement. The next day the company outdid itself by
announcing it would ship an additional 210,000 cans
of water. Eventually that total reached some 410,000
cans. But how did Anheuser-Busch produce so much
water overnight?
The company thinks of philanthropy in the longterm. Their breweries, designed for a quick change to
disaster relief should the need arise, produce and store
thousands of cans of water throughout the year. Since
1988, Anheuser-Busch has donated a staggering 76
million cans of drinking water to disaster victims across
the United States. This unique philanthropic model
allows the manufacturer to offer capacity at a moment’s
notice, without fouling up their production lines.

Since 1988, Anheuser-Busch has donated
a staggering 76 million cans of drinking
water to disaster victims across the
United States.
Other major firms like Chevron, Exxon Mobil, Allstate,
Amazon, Boeing, FedEx, McDonalds, Dow Chemical,
and dozens of others have stepped in to help Harvey
recovery by pledging more than $157 million in relief
funds, according to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce.
AT&T and AirBnb (a rental housing broker) are
waiving data overages and fees to affected residents.
With damage estimates of $50 billion from Moody’s
Analytics, their generosity is an important start for the
long and difficult process of rebuilding Houston.

AMERICA’S HISTORY OF NEIGHBORS
HELPING NEIGHBORS

Of course, Americans have a long history of helping
other Americans in times of crisis, from the Johnstown
Flood of 1889 to the San Francisco Earthquake and
Fire of 1906 and every natural disaster before and
since. More recently, in 2005, Hurricane Katrina
left thousands of people in New Orleans, Louisiana,
without food and shelter. The federal government’s
response to this crisis, considered insufficient by some,
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was called bungled by others; in other words, thousands
suffered as the feds dithered. Then, everyday Americans
stepped into the breach and our inherent philanthropic
impulses and can-do spirit saved countless lives.
CRC president Scott Walter and Sandra Swirski
of Urban Swirski & Associates later wrote about that
terrible storm:
Looking back at Katrina, Americans find much
to criticize in the response of government.
While the Federal Emergency Management
Agency struggled to function, corporations like
Wal-Mart, FedEx, and Home Depot performed
miraculous feats; charities like the Red Cross,
Salvation Army, and Southern Baptist Disaster
Relief surged supplies and staff; and funders
like the Baton Rouge Area Foundation,
the Greater New Orleans Foundation, and
the Foundation for the Mid-South quickly
established relief funds.
Hurricane Katrina prompted the Red Cross to
launch its largest disaster response to date, and in the
months following the disaster the charity served more
than 68 million meals and provided more than 3.8
million overnight stays in shelters spanning 31 states.
In spring 2011, one of the worst tornadoes in American
history struck Tuscaloosa, Alabama. Winds of up to
190 miles per hour swept through the city, leaving
$2.4 billion in damages, 1,500 people injured, and 64
dead. Local churches organized small volunteer armies
to rescue survivors and distribute food and water, even
offering dog food and child car seats for free. In the
spirit of giving back, four local radio stations owned by
the broadcasting giant Clear Channel transformed their
usual lineup of talk radio and music into what David
Beito, a history professor at the University of Alabama,
called “a relief clearinghouse.” As Beito recounts,

The local market manager for the company, Gigi
South, made the decision to turn the stations into a
temporary not-for-profit enterprise. Clear Channel’s
top brass immediately supported her initiative and
“provided generators and engineers to keep the stations
on round the clock.” The stations may have been small
(12 employees), but they worked like people possessed
in 10-hour shifts to help Tuscaloosans in need.
To champions of the welfare state who tout “noble”
government intervention, companies like Clear
Channel (well known for broadcasting prominent
conservatives like Rush Limbaugh and Sean Hannity)
are incapable of “civic consciousness.” Naturally,
Beito disagrees:
Although Tuscaloosa Clear Channel normally
caters to a white, conservative audience,
grateful listeners often make tearful calls
from predominantly black and Hispanic
neighborhoods like Alberta that bore the brunt
of the tornado. No other radio or television
stations in the community, public or private,
have come close to matching this effort.
Statists on the Left may continue to jaw about
the superiority of government services over the
charity and dedication of everyday Americans. But
when disaster strikes, it’s old-fashioned American
generosity and sleeves-rolled-up initiative that
people really count on.
Read previous articles from the Doing Good series online at
CapitalResearch.org/category/doing-good/.

Typically, “someone call[ed] in to express a need
for a particular area or group. Fifteen minutes
later, the same listener relate[d] that 10 people
showed up and offered their services.”
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FOUNDATION WATCH
WRONG DRESSING, RIGHT SALAD
The Newman's Own Foundation and Newman's heirs clash over donor intent
By Neil Maghami

This story has got all the ingredients of a first-class
Hollywood soap opera: A famous movie star passes away,
leaving behind a personal fortune and a foundation
designed to support numerous charitable causes. Over time,
a rift deepens between the star’s eldest daughter by his first
wife and the foundation’s hard-working staff. The daughter
gives an interview to a widely read glossy magazine and goes
public with her concerns about whether the star’s vision as
founder and chief donor is being respected. The foundation
staff finds clever ways to respond to this attack. Public and
media interest in the dispute grows to a fever pitch…but the
writers are on strike, so to speak, and the ending has yet to
be written.
The above paragraph does not describe a feature film or
a soap opera mini-series streaming on Hulu, but actual
events concerning the Newman’s Own Foundation,
created by actor Paul Newman not long before his
death in 2008. Susan Kendall Newman, the star’s eldest
daughter, really did air her consternation about how the
foundation was being run in a 2015 Vanity Fair article.
And the foundation has, since then, pushed back on her
comments—and on further criticisms leveled by other
members of the Newman family.
In this edition of Foundation Watch, we will outline
the dispute over Paul Newman’s “donor intent”—one
of philanthropy’s most important concepts. At stake is
Newman’s legacy as a philanthropist, the basic nature of the
7

Credit: Newman’s Own Foundation/YouTube screenshot.
License: https://goo.gl/tj9pqA.

Summary: Newman’s Own Foundation, founded by
legendary actor Paul Newman, is funded by profits from his
highly successful Newman’s Own line of food products. But
the decisions of the current leadership—including ending
a licensing agreement with Nell Newman’s organic product
division—have left his heirs frustrated. Surviving family
members are worried that the philanthropy he created to
fund good works has deviated from the charitable mission he
intended before his death in 2008.

Paul Newman (1925-2008) lived an extraordinarily productive
life. He succeeded not only in front of the camera as a leading man
in many memorable films, but behind it as a director and producer.

foundation that bears his name, and a significant amount of
philanthropic dollars: In its 2015 IRS filings, the Newman
Foundation reported assets of approximately $218 million,
with $27 million paid out in grants.

BUILDING PHILANTHROPY
VIA CELEBRITY

Paul Newman (1925-2008) lived an extraordinarily
productive life. He succeeded not only in front of the
camera as a leading man in many memorable films, but
behind it as a director and producer. Newman was also
an avid sportsman, and like his contemporaries Steve
McQueen and James Dean participated in auto racing. His
exploits as a race-car driver and team manager inspired the
Neil Maghami is a freelance writer and regular contributor to
CRC publications.
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documentary Winning: The Racing Life of Paul Newman,
released in 2015. But, in his private life, unlike many other
Hollywood celebrities, he proved a devoted parent and
spouse and loved to cook.
Newman’s “foodie” obsessions eventually led to a line
of specialty food products, launched with the sale of his
now-famous salad dressing, marketed under the trademark
“Newman’s Own.” The brand continues to enjoy widespread
popularity. Indeed, in his later years, Newman was both
humbled and amused by the knowledge that his spaghetti
sauce earned more royalties than his movies: The after-tax
profits generated from Newman’s Own were such that the
star of Butch Cassidy and the Sundance Kid, The Hustler and
The Verdict, among many others, was able to embark on a
new noteworthy career as a big-dollar philanthropist.
In Pursuit of the Common Good: Twenty Five Years of
Improving the World, One Bottle of Salad Dressing at a Time,
a funny memoir co-written by Newman and his friend,
the screenwriter and biographer A.E. Hotchner, describes
the mammoth food enterprise as “a joke” that started with
a few personal recipes in 1982. But by 2003, the joke that
became Newman’s Own had generated “over $250 million”
in cumulative charitable contributions. (The fascinating
Hotchner, now 97—once a close friend and biographer of
Ernest Hemingway—was integral to the founding of the
brand. He has written a separate memoir, Paul and Me,
about Newman and the experience.)

The story of Paul Newman’s foundation,
Newman’s Own, has all the ingredients
of a first-class Hollywood soap opera.
Today, thirty-five years after their first shipment of salad
dressing, the cumulative figure of charitable contributions
from Newman’s Own has reached an amazing $495
million. By way of comparison, imagine a world in which
the producers of the 2017 action movie blockbuster The
Fate of The Furious, which grossed about $500 million in
its opening weekend, donated that entire sum to charity. It
simply wouldn’t happen.
Unlike many Hollywood liberals, Paul Newman had
a keen sense of humor and a firm grasp of irony. In his
book about the founding of Newman’s Own, the actor/
director/producer/race-car driver/cook/entrepreneur muses
about the contradiction between his personal dislike of
“noisy philanthropy”—which is to say his preference that
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“philanthropy ought to be anonymous”—and the fact
that his personal celebrity helped underwrite his charity:
By putting his face on bottles and food packages, and
announcing that all after-tax proceeds would go to charity,
he created the means needed to support many good causes.
The Newman’s Own product line keeps growing in variety
and markets served, guided by Newman’s cardinal rule that
“quality trumps profits.” This is a reassuring message for
those food-conscious consumers who appreciate Newman’s
Own for its commitment to high-quality ingredients. In
line with its founder’s vision, all profits continue to be
donated to charity—including the Newman-founded
global network of adventure camps for seriously-ill children,
The SeriousFun Children’s Network. Based in Westport,
Connecticut, SeriousFun reported net assets of $8.4 million
and total revenues of $12.3 million in its 2015 disclosures.
Clea Newman, one of Paul Newman’s daughters, works as a
senior director at the Network.
But Newman’s Own was not the first time Paul Newman
had founded a personal foundation; he was already an
experienced philanthropist. In the 1970s, he created a
vehicle called the “No Sutch Foundation,” (the spelling of
“sutch” a play on the name of the character he played in
Butch Cassidy and the Sundance Kid.) This foundation was
political in nature, however. Through it, Newman provided
funding for groups involved in civil rights campaigns.
In 2005, to formalize Newman’s Own growing support
for charitable causes, Paul Newman created the Newman’s
Own Foundation, and made a contribution of $78.6 million
to get it started, followed by $40.3 million the following
year. Upon Newman’s death in 2008, Robert Forrester
became president and CEO of the foundation. Forrester had
originally worked with Newman in 1993 on the children’s
camps initiative; he later became active with Newman’s
Own food line, serving from its inception as vice-chairman
of the board.
A 2013 profile of Newman’s Own in Samaritan Mag
painted a harmonious picture of the charity’s diverse
philanthropic activities and the Newman family’s role in
them. Actress Joanne Woodward, Newman’s widow, and
his daughter Clea, sit on the foundation’s board. Clea spoke
enthusiastically about its grants program, saying “sometimes
I am overwhelmed by the breadth of work we do.”
But behind this placid façade, as in any good Hollywood
soap opera, all was not well. Cue sinister music: A distinctly
darker picture of the relationship between some members
of the Newman family and the foundation was to emerge
within two years of the founder’s death.
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Paul Newman’s fame endures for the moment: Because of
it, first-born daughter Susan Kendall Newman was able
to garner substantial publicity for her concerns about the
Newman’s Own Foundation. Someone unrelated to a
famous actor seeking press attention would have had to,
for example, file an outrageous lawsuit or get arrested in a
violent street protest for the kind of exposure she got for
being a Newman. Kendall Newman simply went on the
record with her complaints in an interview conducted by
journalist Mark Seal. Following this interview, Seal’s 6,000word article appeared in the print edition of Vanity Fair in
July 2015 with a sufficiently dramatic headline: “Inside the
Family Battle for the Newman’s Own Brand Name.”
As the old saying goes: “You can’t buy this kind of
publicity.”
Seal’s piece details both Kendall Newman’s charges and the
foundation’s response to each, giving both sides a chance to
speak their piece.

Within two years of Newman’s death,
a distinctly darker picture of the
relationship between the family and
the foundation emerged.
And of course, Kendall Newman did not feel the need to
censor her remarks:
Whether my family will go public [with our complaints] or not, there isn’t a single living Newman
who respects or has faith in Robert Forrester and his
management of my father’s food company, Newman’s Own Foundation, or the continuation and
protection of his legacy…
Some family members may be angry at me for speaking out.… But I feel like the Newman family has been
taken hostage by Bob Forrester. I think Mr. Forrester has forgotten that it is a privilege and enormous
responsibility for him to preside over my father’s
legacy and carry out his wishes. He seems to be more
interested in self-aggrandizement and lavish trappings.
My father would never support many of the things he
is doing.... I will not be muzzled any longer…
My dad was a brilliant guy with many diverse
talents, but he didn’t trust people.… Sadly, it is my
9

A 2013 profile of Newman’s Own in Samaritan Mag painted
a harmonious picture of the charity’s diverse philanthropic
activities and the Newman family’s role in them.
belief that he had a propensity for trusting the wrong
people. I am terribly concerned about my father’s
legacy.… Frankly, I feel, there are just too many
questions about my father’s health at the time he
was making extremely important decisions.… We
weren’t the only ones affected. Loyal household staff,
longtime employees, and some loved ones had their
trusts deferred, or were written out entirely.
As Paul’s eldest daughter, I feel a responsibility,
call it a duty, to fulfill his wishes and safeguard his
legacy.… There are too many glaring examples of
Mr. Forrester’s decisions being out of sync with the
beauty and integrity that is essential to my father’s
philanthropic legacy. That has got to change.
Boiled down, Kendall Newman’s complaint hits two
important points:
First, for some of Newman’s children, questions linger
as to whether the disposition of his assets and the
management of the Newman’s Own Foundation truly
reflects Paul Newman’s intentions—at least as they claim
to understand them through interactions with their father
prior to his death.
But as the article makes clear, these questions do not
hinge on allegations of shady or self-serving actions
by foundation staff or by the late actor’s attorneys or
financial advisors. (There are intriguing claims about
a missing codicil to Newman’s will—as in any wellscripted family drama—but these come across in the
article as vague and unsubstantiated.)
Rather, the questions are prompted by what appears to
be a pattern: Newman changed the terms of his will
several times, including during a period at the very end
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Credit: Newman’s Own website/Screenshot.
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THE DISPUTE ERUPTS

Credit: Nick Step. License: https://goo.gl/uYcbSA.

of his life when his cancer treatments and advanced age
may have impaired his mental faculties.
In support of this claim, Kendall Newman told Vanity
Fair that, in a 2006 meeting with Bob Forrester in New
York City, she was told that “each [Newman] daughter
would inherit a million dollars [upon the actor’s death],
which was a sizable increase over what we had been told
previously, and my father would set up foundations for
each of us.… Mr. Forrester also told me they would be
funded with up to $30 million or more per daughter.…
Newman’s Own Foundation would have some cursory
supervision over them, and the moneys had to be
distributed within a finite period of time.” Seal’s article
also includes a claim that Newman’s daughters were to
serve on the foundation board on a staggered basis.
But when it was read following his death, Newman’s will
did not include any of these provisions. Instead, as Seal
reports, “Most everything that the daughters felt they
had been promised was gone. There was nothing about
one or two daughters rotating on the Newman’s Own
Foundation board, because, Forrester says, Newman had
changed his mind: ‘Paul never thought of Newman’s Own
as a family enterprise. For him it was always about the
public good. At one time, he was giving some thought to
having one daughter on each board serving a time-limited
term, but ultimately decided against doing so.’”
Seal added:
The millions that had been discussed as going into
their personal foundations—50 percent of Newman’s
residual estate—went to Joanne Woodward’s marital
trust, and the daughters’ foundations would not be
funded until after her death, to ensure that Woodward would be adequately cared for.
Flowing from this line of attack is the following implication:
If Paul Newman’s ability to act on his expressed intentions
was indeed compromised in his twilight years, how
legitimate is the current leadership of the foundation? And
is it right for Forrester to continue to serve as head of the
foundation and influence its direction?
To his credit, Seal provided Forrester plenty of space to
respond to Kendall Newman’s charges. Forrester’s answers
to Seal were consistently detailed and firm in asserting that
the foundation continues to operate in line with Newman’s
intentions. This includes the foundation’s decision in 2011
to stop acting as the main funder of the Scott Newman
Center, which shut its doors in 2013. Created in 1980 in
memory of Newman’s son who died of an accidental drug
overdose, it promoted anti-drug abuse education. Forrester
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Nell Newman, a successful organic food entrepreneur in her
own right, pioneered a line of organic food products through
Newman’s Own Organics (NOO).
told Seal that Newman himself had been concerned in 2006
about the center’s “viability.”
Another Newman daughter, Nell, is mentioned in Seal’s
article. Nell, a successful organic food entrepreneur in her
own right, had worked for the company since 1985 first
helping with the first Newman's Own cookbook, then
doing PR for the company. She pioneered a line of organic
food products called Newman’s Own Organics (NOO),
which started out in 1993 as a division of Newman’s Own
and became independent in 2000. According to Nell, in
“over 24 years we created 150 different products and raised
$50 million in charitable funds for the Newmans Own
Foundation, which Pop allowed us to designate. But the
parent company allowed the licensing agreement to use her
father’s name and image to expire in 2015 and chose not
to renew, despite Nell offering to continue her role for free.
“Over the past two years they took over our product line and
[at the end of October 2017] closed our west coast office,
letting go 20 employees.”
“That’s not what Pop would have wanted,” she says.
(An August 2015 article in Bizwomen, an online publication,
goes into more detail about Nell’s work in starting the NOO
division as well as the end of her tenure with the company.)
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Meanwhile, Robert Forrester bided his time. He waited
until May 2016 to further comment publicly on issues
raised in the Vanity Fair piece, which he did on stage at the
Washington Center for the Performing Arts in Olympia,
Washington. While never mentioning the Seal article
directly, Forrester used the question–and-answer session
with Norma Schuiteman of the Community Foundation of
South Puget South to push back further on Seal’s various
allegations. The session, recorded and posted to YouTube,
allowed Forrester to make a few important points in defense
of the Newman’s Own Foundation that had not been
incorporated into Seal’s article. He also played portions
of a few videos created by the foundation that document
its story, in which Paul Newman himself speaks at length
about his views on philanthropy.
Newman started his foundation, Forrester said, to put
his own personal stamp on the philanthropic activities
funded by his food product line. Forrester recalls saying
to Newman: “Paul, what you really need to do is think
about starting this [foundation] in your lifetime, so you
can see how it’s operating, you can see the people, you
can get rid of the people if you wish.… I’ve seen too many
cases where people don’t do it in their lifetime, [and]
their estates end up somewhere else, and they would be
disappointed [by this outcome].”
He explains further: “My promise to Paul [was]…‘if you
[die] before me and you come back ten years later, [and] you
walk in the room [at the foundation], you won’t know the
people most likely and you may not even know what they
are talking about—but it will feel right.’”
Forrester then shared how, for him, two promises to Paul
Newman were implicit in this prediction. First, Forrester
and his team would focus on ensuring Newman’s Own
continues as a strongly competitive business. “You can’t
come back ten years from now if we haven’t succeeded as
a business,” he explained. The second promise involves
Forrester’s understanding of the special quality of leadership
needed for his work at Newman’s Own, a leadership that
will pass on Newman’s values. CEO title aside, when
it comes to Newman’s philanthropic legacy and intent,
Forrester refers to himself as a “steward, trying to connect
[the foundation’s] past, through the present, to the future—
as we go through change.”
“We…work [Newman’s philosophy and values] into the
system going forward with the younger people that we’ve
hired, and it’s working well so far,” Forrester said.
“Some days, I really am upset with him—he never left a book
11

Credit: Fox Business/YouTube screenshot. License:
https://goo.gl/unLrTW.

PUSHING BACK

“My promise to Paul [was]…‘ if you [die] before me and you
come back ten years later, [and] you walk in the room [at the
foundation], you won’t know the people most likely and you
may not even know what they are talking about—but it will
feel right.’” —Robert Forrester
that says ‘this is what you should do’ or ‘this is how I want
decisions to be made,’” Forrester deadpanned, with a smile.
Responding to a question from the audience about the
involvement of Newman’s family with the foundation,
Forrester said: “Paul always thought of Newman’s Own
as being for the public trust. It wasn’t about him, it wasn’t
about the Newman family. We have one of Paul’s daughters
who serves on the board on a year-to-year appointment…
and I wanted to make sure that we continue a connection
[with the family].” While acknowledging that he could not
speak about certain details of the situation, he confirmed
the funding that will flow from Paul Newman’s personal
estate into foundations for each of the daughters.
“We’re really reaching out to Paul’s two grandchildren,
Peter and Henry…not to come to work at the foundation,
but to get out and work with the nonprofits [the foundation
supports],” Forrester added. “It always bothers me if
someone comes into a grant-making place and they haven’t
been in the trenches.”
In a comment provided specifically for this article, a
Newman’s Own spokesperson shared the following
additional context about Forrester’s 2016 talk:
The recording of Mr. Forrester’s speaking event [in
Olympia] is representative of how we convey the
history and values of our organization internally,
to both new and existing employees. The videos he
shows are edited from longer versions we show our
employees as part of the on-boarding process. Providing a sense of our history and values is an import-
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ant part of that process. Mr. Forrester and our senior
staff conduct regular all-staff meetings where we
discuss these values. Internal newsletters and email
communications also serve to reinforce the message.

THE DISPUTE CONTINUES

In November 2016, the New York Times published an
article citing Paul Newman’s influence as a philanthropic
grandfather to four well-known actors—Hugh Jackman,
Edward Norton, Kevin Bacon, and Ryan Devlin—all
of whom, inspired by Newman’s Own’s success, are
experimenting with various initiatives aimed at helping
charitable groups. The article made no mention of the
Vanity Fair piece.
But in a January 2017 interview with Clea Newman,
a reporter from the London-based Daily Mail directly
referenced public perceptions about a rift in the Newman
family’s relationship to Paul Newman’s charitable work.
Here is Clea’s comment in response:
My father was the face of the company and when he
passed away someone had to take over. It is inevitably going to be slightly different to when he was
alive. The most important thing is that Newman’s
Own is still doing what it is meant to do: giving all

“[Newman] never left a book that says
‘this is what you should do’ or ‘this is
how I want decisions to be made,’”
—Robert Forrester.
proceeds to charity…I hope [my father] would be
proud of what we are doing. He asked me to look
after his philanthropic legacy, but it takes a village…
This has not been the final word. In March 2017, the Vanity
Fair allegations were aired again, restated by CNBC in an
article about Newman’s Own. In addition to rehashing
Kendall Newman’s claims, author Tom Cuneff incorporated
the following comment from Nell Newman regarding the
foundation:
I don’t think this is what my father would have
wanted. He was a man of simple tastes, and he was a
loyal to a fault. My dad did tell us we were all going
to rotate on and off the board. I haven’t been asked
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to join the board, but it’s water under the bridge, unfortunately. I am disappointed. But such is the way
of the world in big business. Time to move on.
And once again, Clea Newman is quoted as speaking up for
the foundation: “My dad would just be honored that people
are continuing to trust the products and buy them so we can
support wonderful organizations. He came up with a model
nobody ever thought of before, and that was so typical of
him. We’re at almost half a billion dollars in charitable
giving from a lark. It was like a joke in the beginning.”
“It was for the public good,” Robert Forrester added, also
quoted in the CNBC article. “He [Paul Newman] organized
his private estate so that ultimately 90 percent of that or
more ends up in charity that each daughter will [control].
Susan never came and talked to me about anything.
Families are complicated. I can’t comment further than
that. My job is to protect Paul.”

THE NELL NEWMAN FOUNDATION

As Mark Seal reported, Paul Newman’s daughters’
respective foundations will be funded after the passing of
Joanne Woodward, who is now 87. Nell Newman actually
established her foundation back in 2010, with the goal of
carrying out her father’s legacy of charitable giving, coupled
with her passion for the environment. In her own words:
As the daughter of Paul Newman I was in essence,
raised to be a philanthropist. The Nell Newman
Foundation seeks to follow the original mission of
my father's philanthropy. To support the small, visionary, and perhaps untested organizations. To fund
the underdogs, and unpopular ideas my father and
mother originally championed. To relieve human
suffering and sustain a resilient economy which will
benefit humanity and the ecosystem into the future.
These goals necessitate the fostering of experiential
learning for our youth, the protection of and restoration of our bioregions.
The Nell Newman Foundation is funded by Nell and
her mother, and it’s independent from Newman’s Own
Foundation or Newman’s Own Organics.
“Since 2015, [funding the foundation] has become more
difficult,” Nell says. But she plans to continue her work
in the organic food movement, particularly focusing on a
sustainable food revolution.
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THE MISSING WORDS

Mark Seal’s controversial Vanity Fair article takes a
convoluted set of facts and allegations and hammers it into
a coherent story. To clarify the situation, Seal could have
invoked two important words that do not appear in his
article, but which are well-known to Foundation Watch
readers: “donor intent.”

Mark Seal could have invoked two
important words that do not appear
in his July 2015 Vanity Fair article:
“ donor intent.”
Newman isn’t the first philanthropist to have faced the
matter of planning for how a large charitable foundation
will function after the founder dies. The writings of CRC
senior fellow Martin Morse Wooster could have provided
Seal with a deep background to draw on—starting with
Wooster’s own authoritative The Great Philanthropists
& the Problem of “Donor Intent.” (The fourth edition of
this CRC publication, How Great Philanthropists Failed
& How You Can Succeed at Protecting Your Legacy is
excerpted beginning on page 36 of this issue and will be
available in print late this fall.)

available IRS disclosures, no such massive shift in giving
has occurred. So, absent any new documents that clearly
provide guidance, the assertions of the foundation’s
leadership and the claims of some Newman heirs remain
in conflict.

CONCLUSION

With luck, in the years ahead, the fraught relationship
between the Newman’s Own Foundation and members of
the Newman family can be healed. But one thing is certain:
The Newman’s Own controversy has shined a spotlight
on the often overlooked concept of donor intent—and in
so doing has caught the attention of other philanthropists
who may be considering donating their personal fortunes to
foundations that will outlive them.
Read previous articles from the Foundation Watch series
online at CapitalResearch.org/category/foundation-watch/.

Had he read Wooster’s work, Seal could have compared
the Newman’s Own situation with, for example, the
arrangements that fast-food executive Dave Thomas made
for his Dave Thomas Foundation for Adoption. Other
examples from Wooster could include the careful steps
heiress Margaret Cargill completed before her death to guide
the giving of her multi-billion-dollar Margaret A. Cargill
Philanthropies (profiled in Foundation Watch, August 2015).
Given the dramatically different views from the
foundation’s professional staff and some of the family
members, whether Paul Newman’s donor intent is being
respected is a matter still open to speculation. Absent
any new information, one way to assess a shift would
be to review the foundation’s granting patterns both
before and after Newman’s demise. Has there been a
great change in giving in the post-Newman era? Are the
size of contributions, and the types of groups receiving
funding still recognizable from one era to the next? Has
the foundation moved from a focus on operationallyoriented grants to small charitable organizations (its longstanding pattern) to making grants to policy-oriented
groups located in Washington, D.C.? Based on a review of
13
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A project of CRC’s Dangerous Documentaries

ADAM CAROLLA

DENNIS PRAGER

No Safe Spaces, a film starring Adam Carolla and Dennis Prager by CRC’s
o w n D a n g e r o u s D’ o c u m e n t a r i e s , w i l l e x p o s e t h e s a f e s p a c e c u l t u r e t h a t i s
undermining American universities. No Safe Spaces will expose the sad state
of free speech, the unwillingness of students to be challenged by new ideas,
and “ the grievance culture” of “safe spaces” that are undermining the
intellectual foundations of American higher education.
C a r o l l a — a w e l l - k n o w n s t a n d - u p c o m e d i a n , p o d c a s t e r, a n d r a d i o p e r s o n a l i t y — a n d
Prager—a syndicated radio talk show host who has been on the air for more than
four decades—will travel to college campuses across the country interviewing
students, professors, and commentators from both sides of the political spectrum.

No Safe Spaces is set to release in 2018. It will be directed by Justin Folk and
p r o d u c e d b y M a r k J o s e p h . S c o t t Wa l t e r a n d J a k e K l e i n a r e e x e c u t i v e p r o d u c e r s .
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NoSafeSpaces.com
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ORGANIZATION TRENDS
ERIC HOLDER'S PLAN TO GERRYMANDER AMERICA

Summary: Former attorney general Eric Holder is riddled
with scandal from the Obama administration, but that won’t
stop him from pushing a far-left agenda—and possibly even
a presidential run in 2020. Holder has his fingers in the
upcoming congressional redistricting pie, and if he has his
way, he’ ll replace what he considers to be fake Republican
“gerrymandering” with real Democratic gerrymandering—
with disastrous results.

Figure 4

The notion of Eric Holder as a presidential candidate in
2020 might seem rather laughable at first, considering the
baggage he brings with him from scandals in both the
Clinton and Obama administrations. He’s also the ultimate
Washington insider, epitomizing the revolving door between
government and lobbying.
However, nominating him for president might actually
make some sense considering the Democratic Party
is already pinning so much of their hopes for future
success on the former attorney general. These hopes are
for rebuilding state parties so that Democrats will have a
bench of candidates to draw from after being decimated
over the last eight years during President Barack
Obama’s administration.
Holder is the chairman of the National Democratic
Redistricting Committee—which, as the name indicates,
is partisan, oriented toward getting more Democrats
elected, and is largely based on excuses for past losses. That’s
perfectly OK. One would expect both parties to seek a leg
up for winning elections and occasionally make excuses for
losing them. What’s insufferable is the high-minded rhetoric
that Holder’s organization is using, as if it’s only looking to
save democracy.
The existence of the organization also makes the illogical
leap that election losses are not because Democratic policies
fail, or that candidates are bad, or their ideas can’t be sold
to mainstream voters. No. Actually, it’s that the system is
rigged by the way congressional and state legislative districts
are drawn.
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The notion of Eric Holder as a presidential candidate in 2020
might seem rather laughable at first, considering the baggage he
brings with him from scandals in both the Clinton and Obama
administrations.
The NDRC touts “fair maps” for districts. Fair (typically
the Left’s favorite catch-all word for seeking an advantage
over their opponents) is how Holder and former President
Barack Obama are selling the redistricting crusade. Obama
has reportedly jumped aboard as Holder’s ally as his postpresidency pet project.
In Holder’s statements, speeches, and writings about the
committee, he doesn’t attack gerrymandering itself, which
Democrats used for decades to build up their congressional
and state legislative majorities. Rather, he attacks
Republican gerrymandering.
Holder’s great test will come in this year’s state races
in Virginia and New Jersey, as well as in 2018 with a
focus on state legislative races across the United States.
Fred Lucas is the White House correspondent for the Daily Signal
and the author of Tainted by Suspicion: The Secret Deals and
Electoral Chaos of Disputed Presidential Elections.
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An inside look at the National Democratic Redistricting Committee
By Fred Lucas

If Democrats can also win big at the state level in 2020,
they’ll be in a prime position to create multiple shades of
blue maps for state legislators and members of Congress in
2021 reapportionment.
In a July CNN.com op-ed, Holder declared that “Congress
is broken,” and essentially made himself the repairman, as if
he was above the partisanship. He complained:
Extreme partisan gerrymandering reached new levels
during the 2011 redistricting process, propelled by
precision targeting technology and special interest
funding, Republicans drew maps in state after state
that packed Democratic voters into bizarrely shaped
districts and protected Republican incumbents….
With fewer competitive congressional seats, members of Congress are incentivized to serve narrow,
partisan interests. This creates a Congress driven by
primary party politics and ideological extremism, not
one accountable to the will of the majority of voters.
Holder crowed about the fact that federal courts were
taking up cases of what he calls “illegal gerrymandering”
in Florida, North Carolina, Virginia, Wisconsin, and
Texas. He also played up identity politics, saying that
some litigation by other parties “already produced fairer
maps—and led to two new African-American members
of Congress.”

Holder declared that “Congress is
broken,” and essentially made himself
the repairman.

relationships with such far-left groups as Al Sharpton’s
National Action Network and Media Matters for America,
and bailing out the New Black Panther Party from
prosecution over voter intimidation—even though voting
rights is something he claims to care about.
While serving as attorney general, Holder once said: “If you
want to call me an activist attorney general, I will proudly
accept that label. Any attorney general who is not an activist
is not doing his or her job.” Noting the criticisms of those
who had complained that the Justice Department had an
activist attorney general,” Holder added: “I’d say I agree
with you 1,000 percent and proud of it.” (FrontPageMag,
Aug. 4, 2014).
But even Holder had to abide by some ethical constraints
and appearance of nonpartisan law enforcement if he
reasonably wanted to remain attorney general. Now out of
office, with added clout and a powerful Washington law firm
behind him, it’s difficult to imagine he feels any shackles.

PAINTING THE MAP BLUE

The National Democratic Redistricting Committee was
incorporated in late fall 2016, but didn’t formally launch
until this year.
In January, Holder announced the formal launch of
the NRDC during a speech at the Center for American
Progress. He said the three priorities for the organization
would be: 1) electoral, meaning getting Democrats elected
at the state level; 2) “a proactive legal strategy,” meaning
lawsuits over existing or proposed legislative lines; and 3)
ballot initiatives, when “this is the best strategy to produce
fairer maps.”
Holder told the Center for American Progress.

Holder has also made himself a key leader of the
“Resistance.” Of course, he’s not just some do-gooder. The
NDRC is a side gig, as he’s working for the Washington,
D.C., super-firm Covington & Burling, for which he is
retained by the California state legislature in its drive
to defy federal law under President Donald Trump’s
administration. So, he and the firm will profit handsomely
from Trump hatred. As a bonus, this feeds his radical
progressive ideology.
This comes after a tumultuous period as attorney general—
found in contempt of Congress in a bipartisan vote and
seemingly declaring war on the free press—as he brazenly
used the Justice Department to reward friends and punish
enemies. He sought to promote political causes, making
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This redistricting process will be critical to the future
of our democracy…. Those who control state governments draw the lines that shape Congress for the
next decade. Fixing this redistricting problem will
involve not just focusing on the lines, but focusing
on the larger effort to win back governance. This is
the path to ensuring Democrats have their rightful
seats at the table in 2021.
The organization is a “527,” a name derived from a section
in the federal tax code. This means the NRDC is dedicated
to influencing policy or elections and may raise unlimited
amounts of money from corporations and labor unions.
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In 42 states, the state legislatures decide on congressional
districts, while in 37 states, the lawmakers decide on state
legislative districts.
The effort involves the Democratic Governors Association
and the Democratic Legislative Campaign Committee,
which focuses on raising money for state races. DLCC
spokeswoman Carolyn Fiddler was ecstatic to have Obama
helping out. She said:
DLCC is thrilled that former Attorney General
Holder and President Obama are engaging in this
crucial effort. Redistricting and state legislative elections are vital to the future of the Democratic Party,
and the president’s involvement will help drive that
fact home to a broad audience. (The Daily Signal,
Oct. 23, 2016)
Democratic Governors Association Chairman Dan Malloy,
the governor of Connecticut, said the organization should
help in electing more governors for the party. Malloy said in
a statement:
In 2011, Republicans purposefully skewed the lines
and rigged the map against the American people.
The results have been clear: nearly a decade of Tea
Party obstruction in Congress and devastating
policies in states across the country…. The NDRC’s
investments in governors and state races will help
fight back against GOP gerrymandering and invest
in the future of the Democratic Party.
The concept was actually hatched during the 2016
Democratic National Convention in Philadelphia, where
Malloy, Virginia Gov. Terry McAuliffe, House Minority
Leader Nancy Pelosi, and Democratic Congressional
Campaign Committee Chairman Rep. Ben Ray Lujan
(D-New Mexico) met to talk about the group. (Politico,
Oct. 17, 2016)
The NRDC Board of Directors is made up of some of
Washington’s top players now serving under Holder.
NRDC President Elisabeth Pearson is also the executive
director of the Democratic Governors Association. The
NRDC Vice President is Ali Lapp, the executive director of
the House Majority PAC. Other board members are Jessica
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“Those who control state governments draw the lines that
shape Congress for the next decade. Fixing this redistricting
problem will involve...focusing on the larger effort to win back
governance. This is the path to ensuring Democrats have their
rightful seats at the table in 2021.”—Eric Holder
Post, the executive director of the Democratic Legislative
Campaign Committee, and Greg Speed, president of
America Votes Action Fund, a Democratic Super PAC.
American Thinker editor Thomas Lifson explained the
larger context of the organization’s efforts:
Redistricting, a.k.a. [g]errymandering (depending on
the eye of the beholder), is now a science, thanks to
the data-mining capabilities of all the Silicon Valley
Big Money corporatist allies of the Democrats.
Assembling masses of data from Google, Facebook,
and others, they can put together districts micro-targeted with just enough Democrats to win and shove
the GOP voters into 90% majority districts, shut
out forever from control of state legislatures and the
House of Representatives. (American Thinker, Oct.
17, 2016)
Obama and Holder have both strongly advocated for
racially drawn districts, and using the Voting Rights Act for
partisan advantage to create “majority minority” districts.
As far back as his time in the Illinois legislature, after the
2000 Census, Obama told the Chicago Defender newspaper
that, “while everyone agrees that the Hispanic population
has grown, they cannot expand by taking African-American
seats.” (National Review, Feb. 20, 2017)

THE FACTUAL FLAWS
OF THE BIG EXCUSE

Obama’s promise to fundamentally transform America
came true in an unintended way during his presidency, as
he laid waste to his party’s standing from Congress down
through the state legislators.
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And, Obama is on board as a goal of his post-presidency.
During his final State of the Union address, the president
told a joint session of Congress in 2016: “I think we’ve got
to end the practice of drawing our congressional districts so
that politicians can pick their voters, and not the other way
around. Let a bipartisan group do it.”

He lost a total of 35 state legislative chambers during
his eight years in office to new Republican majorities
who could be drawing up district lines. He can’t blame
unfriendly maps for the loss of 13 Democratic U.S. Senate
seats and 14 Democratic governors—statewide offices with
no gerrymandered voting lines—during his two terms.
According to the University of Virginia Center for Politics,
Obama lost more seats for his party than any other two-term
president in modern history. (LifeZette, Nov. 14, 2016)
Not surprising, the BIG EXCUSE of gerrymandering for
the Democrats’ losses doesn’t stand up to a reality check.
To be sure, drawing legislative districts is a political exercise,
and done to give one party an advantage. In most cases it
does. But, it’s in no way insurmountable. Democratic control
of the U.S. House of Representatives from 1954 through
1994 was in no small part attributable to Democratic
gerrymandering, but Republicans eventually broke through.
Holder complains that Republicans House candidates won
barely 50 percent of total popular vote in House elections,
but control 55 percent of the House seats. However, other
factors are involved beyond gerrymandering in contrasting
seats won vs. popular vote.

Redistricting is now a science, thanks to
the data-mining capabilities of the Silicon
Valley corporatist allies of the Democrats.
Sean Trende, an elections analyst, said from 1942 to 1992,
“the Democrats had a huge advantage in seats won vs. their
popular-vote share, averaging 5 percent.”
A 5 percentage point advantage is worth 22 house seats
today. Republicans had a 4.9 percentage point advantage,
worth 21 seats in last year’s election. In previous years, it was
smaller, as low as 2.1 percent (nine seats) in 2010 before the
districts were redrawn; 4.4 points (19 seats) in 2012, and 3.8
points (17 seats) in 2014. (National Review, Feb. 20, 2017)
Democrats had a 3.8 percent advantage in House seats
over the popular vote for House candidate in 2008, worth
15 more seats. However, we don’t hear Obama or Holder
questioning the legitimacy of Obamacare—a law that
passed with a seven-vote margin in the House and wouldn’t
have without the gerrymandering advantage.
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Two political science professors, Jowei Chen of the
University of Michigan and Jonathan Rodden of Stanford
University did a 2013 study of legislative districts that used
computer simulations of precinct-by-precinct voting patterns.
They determined Republicans have a “human geography”
advantage. Democratic voters concentrate overwhelmingly
in liberal urban districts. Republican voters more evenly
distributed in the suburban, exurban, small-town, and
rural districts. The researchers called this “unintentional
gerrymandering,” which produced an average five percentage
points advantage nationally for Republicans.

LEADER OF THE RESISTANCE

Being part of the “Resistance” is the in thing for the Left,
as even Trump’s vanquished opponent Hillary Clinton
declared her allegiance to the movement. She will definitely
have competition if she wants to be a leader.
While there is not a designated leader of the “Resistance”
per se, Holder is really deeply involved in the core of the
resistance mission, which is defying federal law under the
Trump administration. Representing California, Holder
has—whether he likes it or not—put himself in league with
John C. Calhoun, who also argued that states have the right
to nullify federal laws they don’t like.
In January, the Democratic-controlled California legislature
hired him to represent them for any legal clashes they might
have against the Trump administration, as it moved toward
becoming a “sanctuary state” for illegal immigrants.
“Having the former attorney general of the United States
brings us a lot of firepower in order to prepare to safeguard
the values of the people of California,” Kevin de León, the
Democratic leader of the Senate, told the New York Times.
“This means we are very, very serious.”
The nation’s most populous state actually has an
independent bipartisan commission that draws up legislative
and congressional districts. Nevertheless, two-thirds of
all seats in both the state Assembly and Senate are held
by Democrats, which hardly indicates more competitive
elections. The Democrats also control all of the statewide
offices, and was nearly singularly responsible for Hillary
Clinton’s popular vote win in 2016. When explaining
California’s sanctuary state bill, Holder said:
California is in so many ways a trendsetter, whether it is in pop culture or in politics. That’s why it
was such an attractive possibility for me to go to
California and work with the legislators there in
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Already, California Attorney General Xavier Becerra—
possibly wanting to ensure he isn’t overshadowed by the
notoriety of Holder—and separately the cities of San
Francisco and Los Angeles are suing the Trump Justice
Department for proposing to deny federal grants to
sanctuary cities, where local law enforcement is prohibited
by municipal policies from assisting federal immigration
officials. The problem with sanctuary cities was illuminated
after an illegal immigrant with multiple arrests murdered
Kate Steinle in San Francisco in 2015, and this year when
an illegal immigrant who had been arrested 20 times was
charged for sexually assaulting a 65-year-old woman in
Portland, Oregon.

The problem with sanctuary cities was
illuminated after an illegal immigrant
with multiple arrests murdered Kate
Steinle in San Francisco in 2015.
In July, Holder spoke to about 800 left-wing lawyers at a
San Francisco fundraising event for the liberal nonprofit
Legal Aid At Work, where he asserted the “moral arc of the
universe” may be bending away from justice.
“It’s the responsibility of all of us to keep our hands on
that arc,” Holder told the crowd. “There is fighting to
be done, there are lawsuits to be brought.… You can
never underestimate the power of the American people.”
(Washington Free Beacon, July 13, 2017)

HOLDER FOR PRESIDENT 2020

Holder is at least entertaining the possibility that tilting
redistricting toward Democrats and suing the Trump
administration will put him in line to be the 2020
Democratic presidential nominee.
Yahoo News reported in June that “Holder is mulling a
White House bid of his own, according to three sources
who have spoken to him and are familiar with his
thinking.”
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crafting their response to the Trump administration—because I think what California does gives
courage to other states and other public officials in
other parts of the country who might be thinking
about principled opposition. (Washington Free
Beacon, July 13, 2017)

Holder’s first scandal as Obama’s attorney general was stopping
the prosecution of the New Black Panther party members,
despite a near slam dunk case against Minister King Samir
Shabazz, Malik Zulu Shabazz, and Jerry Jackson for actions at
a Philadelphia polling office in 2008.
And the former attorney general didn’t deny anything.
Holder told Yahoo News:
Up to now, I have been more behind-the-scenes.
But that’s about to change. I have a certain status as
the former attorney general. A certain familiarity as
the first African-American attorney general. There’s
a justified perception that I’m close to President
Obama. So, I want to use whatever skills I have,
whatever notoriety I have, to be effective in opposing
things that are, at the end of the day, just bad for the
country. Now is the time to be more visible. Now is
the time to be heard.
He’s charting his own course, and is likely to have a higher
media profile in the coming months and years leading up to
2020. Yet, he’ll have to explain a lot away from his public
record from two Democratic Justice Departments.
In 2012, Holder’s behavior was so egregious that 17 House
Democrats joined Republicans in voting to hold the
attorney general in contempt of Congress for obstructing the
investigation into Operation Fast and Furious, a botched gun
sting, in which the Justice Department allowed about 2,000
guns to flow to Mexican drug trafficking organizations, but
then lost track of the guns. The operation was halted only
after one of the guns was identified at the murder scene of a
U.S. Border Patrol agent. The contempt citation amounted
to little more than a censure, and Obama kept him on as
attorney general after winning a second term.
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Holder’s first scandal as Obama’s attorney general was
stopping the prosecution of the New Black Panther party
members, despite a near slam dunk case against Minister
King Samir Shabazz, Malik Zulu Shabazz, and Jerry
Jackson for actions at a Philadelphia polling office in 2008.
They were even caught on video intimidating voters.
Credit: Luke X. Martin.
License: https://goo.gl/Fm7Je7.

The New Black Panther Party case could curry favor with
the far-left going into 2020. Just as governors and members
of Congress like to remind old constituents of past favors,
Holder could do the same regarding his tenure as attorney
general, as he forged alliances with several leftwing
nonprofits.
In April 2012, Holder spoke to Al Sharpton’s National
Action Network, where he said to the known demagogue:
Reverend Sharpton...I am especially grateful...for
your partnership, your friendship, and your tireless
efforts to speak out for the voiceless, to stand up for
the powerless, and to shine a light on the problems
we must solve, and the promises we must fulfill.
(Discover the Networks)
Holder also collaborated with Media Matters for America,
a left-wing self-proclaimed “media watchdog” once run by
Clinton confidante David Brock. In 2012, the Daily Caller
obtained emails through the Freedom of Information Act
that showed Holder’s communications staff worked with
Media Matters for America to discredit news stories critical
of Justice Department scandals.
The Daily Caller reported:
Dozens of pages of emails between DOJ Office of
Public Affairs Director Tracy Schmaler and Media
Matters staffers show Schmaler, Holder’s top press
defender, working...with Media Matters staffer Jeremy Holden on attacking news coverage of the New
Black Panther Party voter intimidation scandal.
And another that said, “Media Matters’ Matt Gertz
wrote to Schmaler asking for her help ‘debunking
what I think is a conservative media myth about
Operation Fast and Furious.’”

“Reverend Sharpton...I am especially grateful...for your
partnership, your friendship, and your tireless efforts to speak
out for the voiceless, to stand up for the powerless, and to shine
a light on the problems we must solve, and the promises we
must fulfill.” —Eric Holder
another case. Perhaps even worse, under Holder, the DOJ
secretly obtained the Associated Press phone records and
some AP personal phone lines were subject to surveillance.
(Washington Post, May 13, 2013).
Even journalist Glenn Greenwald, no conservative,
expressed qualms with Holder’s attitude toward the press:
Under U.S. law, it is not illegal to publish classified
information. That fact, along with the First Amendment’s guarantee of press freedoms, is what has
prevented the U.S. government from ever prosecuting journalists for reporting on what the U.S.
government does in secret. This newfound theory
of the Obama DOJ—that a journalist can be guilty
of crimes for “soliciting” the disclosure of classified
information—is a means for circumventing those
safeguards and criminalizing the act of investigative
journalism itself. (Discover the Networks)

It wasn’t just bad press that Holder couldn’t seem to handle.
He was known for going after journalists during his tenure.

Perhaps being anti-media wouldn’t necessarily help with
liberals. But the Left is increasingly hostile toward any free
speech. And for many Democrats, the fact that Holder
kicked around Fox News would more than compensate for
his actions against the New York Times and Associated Press.

He went after James Risen, a reporter for the New York
Times, and James Rosen, a reporter for Fox News. The
DOJ issued a subpoena to Risen of the Times to force him
to testify against a whistleblower. The DOJ meanwhile
made Rosen of Fox News an unindicted co-conspirator in

In 2012, Holder—always eager to leap into identity
politics—helped advise African-American pastors how to
be politically active without getting in trouble with the
Internal Revenue Service. He worked with the IRS’s tax
exempt organizations division official Peter Lorenzetti and
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the Congressional Black Caucus to help train pastors at the
Conference of National Black Churches. (The Daily Caller,
Sept. 13, 2013)
As a matter of principle, conservatives don’t mind this so
long as the law applies across the board. However, this was
inconsistent on two levels.

While Attorney General, Holder
collaborated with Media Matters for
America, a left-wing self-proclaimed
“media watchdog” once run by Clinton
confidante David Brock.
The Democratic Party has stood solidly by the Johnson
Amendment, a law that threatens churches with loss of tax
exempt status if they talk about politics to the congregation.
This principle apparently only applies if it doesn’t help
Democrats. Further, this training program occurred at the
time the same IRS tax exempt organizations division was
targeting Tea Party and conservative nonprofits.

Want to know more about
the donors, foundations,
nonprofits, activists, and
others working to influence
public policy?
Visit: InfluenceWatch.org

As for that IRS targeting scandal, it was the Holder Justice
Department that named Barbara Bosserman, a department
trial attorney, to lead the investigation—despite the fact that
she donated at least $6,750 to the Obama campaigns and
the Democratic National Committee. Not surprisingly, the
case closed with no charges.
But justice was never allowed to get in the way of partisan
politics—another reason the party might owe him a more
exalted role. Those favors go all the way back to the Clinton
administration, where Holder served as the deputy attorney
general—the number two to Janet Reno. It was Holder who
helped craft a legal justification for President Bill Clinton’s
controversial pardons of fugitive financier Marc Rich and
terrorist leaders of the Armed Forces of National Liberation,
or FALN.
A general disregard for the rule of law, a willingness to
misuse the power of government for political ends, and a
brazen embrace of identity politics could make Holder a
frontrunner for the Democratic presidential nomination
should he throw his hat in the 2020 ring.
Read previous articles from the Organization Trends series
online at CapitalResearch.org/category/organization-trends/.
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GREEN WATCH
WHAT THIS SCIENCE WRITER LEARNED ABOUT CLIMATE CHANGE
By Phil Berardelli

In the summer of 1996, high in the Andes Mountains of
Peru, two scientists found the 500-year-old, frozen remains
of a young girl. I obtained a freelance assignment from a
now-defunct weekly news magazine to write an article about
the discovery. A journalist for two decades, I had never covered science, and the new assignment changed my life.
For the dead girl, the extreme conditions quickly froze her
body. For the two scientists who risked their lives to find her,
those conditions rewarded a decade-long search for a well-preserved remnant of an ancient culture and provided a wealth of
information for anthropologists and geneticists alike. And for
me, covering the story created an excitement and enthusiasm
for science that remains undimmed to this day.
During the next 15 years, I filed and edited thousands of science articles for my various employers—whom I won’t name
here because I’m expressing personal views. The cumulative
work instilled in me a deep respect for those who dedicate
themselves to unearthing, teasing out, or divining nature’s secrets with extraordinary patience and persistence and, as with
the Incan mummy’s discoverers, occasional mortal risk.
The deep respect I feel also has generated sadness, a sense of
frustration and outrage over what has occurred within a large
segment of the climate science community, one currently
dominated by a term that ought to generate repugnance in
any true scientist: consensus.
As I noted above, this is a personal commentary. Though I do
hold beliefs about the global climate situation, my purpose
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Summary: A veteran science journalist looks back at some
of the key lessons learned in more than 15 years of reporting on science and climate issues. Among them: there is a
difference in findings of those who model climate data and
those who observe them; we should be asking about the onset
of the next ice age; and there are real consequences when
scientists sacrifice skepticism for consensus.

In the summer of 1996, high in the Andes Mountains of Peru,
two scientists found the 500-year-old, frozen remains of a young
girl. The extreme conditions that quickly froze her body provided
a wealth of information for anthropologists and geneticists alike.
here isn’t to add my viewpoint to the debate. I’m writing to
share that knowledge with you: what we currently know about
climate change and, more important, what we still do not
know. From that, I hope you will draw your own conclusions.

THE MODELERS AND THE
OBSERVATIONALISTS

The first dozen or so times I filed articles about climate
science—in the late 1990s—there seemed to be little
controversy. Human activity was pouring billions of tons
of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere each year, and the
case was building that the extra CO2 would intensify the
greenhouse effect and warm the planet, perhaps to dangerous levels. At least, that’s what one segment of climate
scientists was putting forth. They were the modelers, the
people who, using supercomputers, were projecting the
results of forcing human-emitted CO 2 into our air.

Phil Berardelli also covered energy, popular culture, and highway
safety during his career. He currently works as a book publisher.
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Such a conclusion seemed to make sense intuitively. After
all, atmospheric CO2 levels, which were closing in on 400
parts per million (recently surpassed, albeit slightly), represented nearly a 50-percent increase over pre-industrial
levels—though CO2 remains a trace gas, accounting for only
4/100ths of one percent of the air we breathe.
As I continued covering the topic, however, I encountered a
dichotomy in what the scientists were telling me. On the one
hand, the modelers exuded confidence in the results of their
computations. Why shouldn’t they have? The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the U.N. body responsible
for studying the prospects for global warming, has been using
the models to make its predictions for nearly three decades.
The observationalists, on the other hand—the people
charged with collecting temperature data—quietly but
consistently began relating a different story: It might be
happening, but we aren’t seeing it yet. In other words, the
assured predictions of the modelers were not being reflected
in the real-time data collected via sensors aboard weather balloons, ocean buoys, ground stations and, especially,
orbiting satellites—the sole source of temperature data
covering the entire planet, day by day.
The observationalists were not claiming that the modelers
were wrong. Nor were they concluding that the global-warming narrative was false. The researchers in this field proved
honest and conscientious—they are some of the finest scientists I know. They based their analyses on the data, and the
data were not showing any significant warming. Moreover,
the modelers were not—and still are not—able to differentiate temperature changes due to natural forces versus those
attributable to human activities.

CLIMATE IS THE PERSISTENCE OF
WEATHER PATTERNS OVER MILLENIA

Let’s back up for a moment. Before I discuss further anything to do with climate or climate change, it’s important to
understand the terms, beginning with “climate” itself. Simply
put, climate is the persistence of weather and weather patterns over many years, emphasis on many. I’m talking about
millennia—thousands of years—at the very least. To phrase it
another way, a couple of decades of higher or lower temperatures do not a climate make.
Given such a timeframe, in the discipline of climate science
only one type of data can be attributed to climate. It’s called
proxy data, meaning it must substitute for stationing ther23

The calcium carbonate encrusting coral reefs as well as the
shells of foraminifera, tiny creatures embedded in ocean-bottom
sediments; ice cores extracted from Greenland and Antarctica;
and tree rings—all can help climatologists estimate temperature,
atmospheric composition, sea level, and other conditions going
back thousands of years.
mometers and atmospheric gas samplers around the globe
across the ages. Examples include the calcium carbonate
encrusting coral reefs as well as the shells of foraminifera, tiny
creatures embedded in ocean-bottom sediments; ice cores
extracted from Greenland and Antarctica; and tree rings. All
can help climatologists estimate temperature, atmospheric
composition, sea level, and other conditions going back
thousands of years.
Take the ice cores. Based on those from Arctic and Antarctic
drill sites, scientists believe our planet has been locked into a
100,000-year cycle of ice ages for at least half a million years,
with the glaciation lasting for roughly 90,000 of those years
interrupted by warm periods of only about 10,000 years.
Other proxy data suggest the cycle has been going on for over
2 million years.
Sounds mildly interesting, maybe, until you realize a stunning fact: Since the end of the last ice age 11,000 years ago—
an ice age that deposited sheets up to a mile thick as far south
as Manhattan, lowered sea levels as much as 100 meters and,
when it finally melted, left behind a vast recreational playground called the Great Lakes—all of human civilization has
sprung up.
Think of it. We’re locked in a planetary climate cycle that has
lasted a couple of million years or more, 90 percent of which
consists of ice ages. What’s the cause? Though the proxy data
can help scientists track the glacial ebbs and flows, the data so
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far cannot help to pinpoint the specific forces driving these
global-scale events. As far as anyone knows, it’s a combination
of factors such as solar activity, variations in Earth’s orbit, and
wobble in its axis of rotation—which affect how much solar
radiation a given area of the surface receives—and changing
patterns in ocean currents. How it all fits together, however, is
entirely speculative. The “on-off switch,” as glaciologists call it,
for ice ages remains elusive. “The more detail you look at, the
more structure you see,” one of them told me.
The uncertainty includes the role of volcanic eruptions,
particularly eruptions from the planet’s supervolcanoes, such
as the 50-mile-wide caldera underlying Yellowstone National Park in the northwestern United States. You might have
noticed the news articles lately about the Yellowstone volcano
possibly growing active again. I saw another item pop up on
the day I was typing these words. I wrote my own first article
about the phenomenon 20 years ago, covering largely the
same ominous developments and unanswered questions. I
wrote another, for a different publication, ten years ago. In
both cases, a decade apart, volcanologists told me virtually
the same thing: The place is active, but there’s no irrefutable
indication that an eruption is in prospect.

The last ice age 11,000 years ago
deposited sheets up to a mile thick as far
south as Manhattan.
Imminent or not, a Yellowstone super-eruption would
produce catastrophic results. The previous three that are
known—the first about 2 million years ago, the second about
1.2 million years ago and the most recent within 600,000
years—spewed ash to depths of up to 65 feet across half of
what is now the continental United States. But I repeat: So
far, no volcanologist—particularly anyone who specializes
in studying Yellowstone—has rung alarm bells, because no
volcanologist knows the answer.
Relevant to this discussion, Yellowstone’s history raises an interesting question. When the caldera erupts, it tends to be on
an unimaginable scale, coughing up as much as 2,500 cubic
kilometers of material and spreading it across half a continent. For comparison, the massive 1980 eruption of Mount
St. Helens in Washington State produced a relatively paltry
0.3 cubic kilometer. So, gigantic volcanic events occurred 2
million, 1.2 million and 600,000 years ago, all within the
current ice-age cycle. Why didn’t the eruptions disrupt that
cycle? The answer, scientists speculate, is that the effects of supervolcanic eruptions are too short-lived, on a geologic time
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When will that next ice age arrive? There are no data that can
give us the answer to that question with any useful degree of
precision. Could the new ice age begin this century? Yes. Could it
begin several thousand years from now? Yes. But no one knows.
scale, to disrupt the bigger factors currently regulating the
planet’s long-term climate pattern. No one knows for sure,
because there is no direct evidence linking the eruptions with
either the onset or termination of glaciation.
Such a realization raises an even bigger question. Twenty ice
ages, and possibly more, have been recurring on Earth for 2
million years, each one emerging roughly every 100,000 years.
The warm intervals last about 10,000 years—though they can
run considerably longer. The last ice age ended about 11,000
years ago; technically, we’re overdue for the next one.

WHEN WILL THAT NEXT
ICE AGE ARRIVE?

There are no data—none—that can give us the answer to
that question with any useful degree of precision. Could the
new ice age begin this century? Yes. Could it begin several
thousand years from now? Yes. But no one knows. Repeat:
No one knows.
Something else no one knows: When glaciation resumes,
how rapidly does it occur? Is it a matter of a few years? A
few centuries? A few millennia? Likewise, the interglacial
warm periods.
Other, extremely large questions emerge from such unknowns.
How could we feed 7 billion people if the planet’s main grain
belts—in Canada, the U.S. northern Great Plains, and central
Eurasia—are significantly reduced in area by glaciation? Where
would the inhabitants of lands lost to glaciation—Canada,
the northern U.S., much of northern Europe and Russia—
relocate? If these vast areas effectively ceased to exist for 90
24

millennia, what would be the geopolitical implications? What
would be the fates of Canada, Russia, and the countries of
Scandinavia? Likewise, Alaska, Greenland, and probably
Iceland. Should we begin calling them the lands waiting to die?
It would be overly dramatic to raise these questions if ice-age
onsets occur gradually, meaning humanity would have many
years to deal with the problems. But we don’t know what
timeframe will be confronting us.
Then there is the possibility of a major change in sea level.
Glaciation, by sponging up so much seawater, could lower
ocean surfaces by as much as 100 meters—something the
proxy data indicate has happened multiple times in the
past. That much of a drop permitted the ancestors of Native
Americans to walk across the Bering Strait from Siberia to
Alaska during the last ice age. It’s also probably why humans in France some 30,000 years ago drew vivid images of
rhinoceroses, lions, and hyenas on the walls of the Chauvet
Cave—because a land bridge had formed across the Strait of
Gibraltar, isolating the Mediterranean Sea from the Atlantic
Ocean and allowing those beasts to migrate, at least temporarily, into Europe.
A sea-level drop during a new ice age would render useless
almost every major port on Earth. How would the reconfiguration of the oceans affect the world’s ship traffic? Who
would own the new beachfronts created by receding oceans?
How would national boundaries be affected, particularly
those already in dispute?
Few if any national leaders have even begun thinking of the
implications of glacially conquered lands and expanding
coastlines. On the contrary, up to now the climate-change
discussion has focused exclusively on the possibility of rising
sea levels and shrinking coastlines.

THE DEARTH OF MEANINGFUL DATA

In short, all modern climate data severely lack perspective, and much of the data aren’t comprehensive. Scientific
organizations domestic and foreign have placed temperature
monitors all over the globe on the ground, in and under the
oceans, and in the atmosphere in the form of balloons and in
specialized aircraft. But there are large geographical gaps in
the data, among other technical shortcomings. At best, the
data can be used reliably only to track temperature changes at
discreet locations.
The satellite data, as mentioned, do cover the globe. But the
data go back only to the late 1970s. That is hardly enough to
25

render any judgment about the long-term direction of global
temperatures. The same with the extent and thickness of
the Arctic and Antarctic ice caps, which satellites have been
imaging for several decades. Other historical records, moreor-less reliable, exist back to the 18th century. Even with that
added perspective, however, we can only speculate about the
true direction of climate on a global scale.
Another significant problem already mentioned: Based on
the data being collected, Earth’s temperatures are not behaving as the climate models have predicted. Since the turn
of the century, average global temperature has risen only a
small fraction of a degree (whether Fahrenheit or Celsius).
That’s significantly less than predicted by all of the dozens
of models used to project global trends. Moreover, none of
the climate models has been able to reproduce accurately
the temperatures recorded over the past two decades.

During the last Ice Age a land bridge
formed across the Strait of Gibraltar
allowing rhinoceroses, lions, and hyenas to
migrate, at least temporarily, into Europe.
This is an extremely touchy and contentious issue, because
the data leave a lot of room for interpretation. Despite all of
the technological advances in data collection, we still lack
enough information to make a conclusive statement about
the current direction of Earth’s average temperature.
Then we have the mystery of the role of CO2 itself. We know
via basic physics that the gas absorbs solar heat that is conducted or evaporated back from Earth into the atmosphere. We’re
also fairly certain that levels of the gas are higher now than at
any time in human history. And, the proxy data suggest that
in prior geologic eras even higher CO2 concentrations existed
during times of hotter atmospheric temperatures. What no
one knows, however, is what caused the spikes in CO2 long
before humans and industrialization existed. Furthermore,
no one knows whether the spikes precipitated or resulted from
the hotter periods. Hence, the connection between CO2 and
global warming remains circumstantial, which could be why
the supercomputer models are not precisely reproducing what
is happening at present, temperature-wise.
Side issues concerning atmospheric gases such as chlorofluorocarbons, the outlawed substances that formerly
enabled refrigerators and air conditioners to keep things
cool, raise additional uncertainty. Banned because CFCs
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were eating a large hole in Earth’s ozone layer—thereby
exposing all living things to more of the sun’s harmful
ultraviolet rays—it turns out that curbing their emissions
also removed a powerful driver of the greenhouse effect.
Though accounting for a much smaller fraction of the atmosphere than CO2, CFCs can absorb up to 14,000 times
more heat, pound for pound.
The researchers I interviewed on this topic estimated that
ratifying the 1987 Montreal Protocol, which banned CFCs,
has removed the equivalent of five times more greenhouse gases
from the atmosphere than if the 1997 Kyoto Protocol, which
ordered the reduction of CO2 emissions, had been fully ratified. (The U.S. Senate voted 98-0 in 1998 against ratification.)
CFCs are human-made substances; therefore, they could not
have affected paleo (ancient) climates. But methane gas is
naturally occurring, has existed on Earth perhaps as long as
the planet itself, and traps 50 times more heat than equivalent amounts of CO2. What is its contribution to this mix,
and how much of it is natural?
It all sounds like a far cry from settled science, doesn’t it? A
climate scientist friend of mine has a better term; he calls it
“a murky science.” Meanwhile, stay tuned, because a new fly
looks like it’s about to perch in the ointment.

Could global warming disrupt the iceage cycle, even though at least three
supervolcanic eruptions apparently
could not?

THE POSSIBILITY OF A
“LITTLE ICE AGE”

For over a decade, solar scientists have been observing an
unusual change in the sun’s activity. They know it’s unusual
because the data record goes back over 400 years, beginning
with Galileo’s early telescopic observations in the early 1600s.
The record shows that between 1645 and 1715, very few sunspots appeared; in fact, for long stretches the sun’s face was
blank. Solar scientists call it the Maunder Minimum. During
approximately that same period, Europe experienced an era
known as the Little Ice Age. Rivers such as the Thames in
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England froze solid for months at a time, though they rarely
were seen to freeze before or since. And Europe suffered short
summers coupled with long, very cold winters.
Why is this potentially important? Two reasons.
First, many climate scientists have asserted that the buildup
of CO2 and other greenhouse gases in the atmosphere exerts
a much stronger effect on global temperatures than any
changes in solar activity.
Second, the aforementioned solar behavior is mirroring
what happened before the Maunder Minimum. After nearly
three decades of studying the solar magnetic field (sunspots
are actually explosive outcroppings of the sun’s magnetism),
scientists believe that perhaps within two decades Europe will
see another Little Ice Age.
In some ways, we could consider the onset of a “little” ice age,
if it develops and lasts maybe a half-century, to be fortuitous.
Yes, such a temperature shift would no doubt cause difficulty
for many people and nations. But the change would also produce two significant benefits. One, it would prove or disprove
assertions about the degree of the sun’s direct influence on
global temperatures—if sunspots disappear and Earth cools,
then there’s no question solar activity is the preeminent climate
driver. But if a Maunder Minimum recurs without a corresponding and widespread cooling, then the extra atmospheric
CO2 has been sufficient to overcome a diminished sun.
Two, if a new Little Ice Age arrives, we should immediately
abandon any thoughts of trying to cool the planet, because it
would become obvious that doing so would be a terrible mistake. Instead, scientists and politicians could set their sights
on either mitigating or preventing the next ice age, and, in
the process, head off what surely would become a global
catastrophe for humanity.
That’s yet another item on the list of large unknowns, climatewise. Setting aside the apparent disagreement between the
computer models and the temperature data, assume that global
warming is happening and that human CO2 emissions are the
primary cause. Could global warming finally disrupt the iceage cycle, even though at least three supervolcanic eruptions
apparently could not? And, if so, should we then regard the
presumed driver of global warming—the burning of fossil
fuels—as the savior of civilization?
It would be foolish, and potentially dangerous, to draw
any such conclusions at this point. Some of the proxy
data suggest that during the last interglacial period, about
120,000 years ago, the average temperature on Earth was 2
26

degrees Celsius higher than it is now. If true, somehow the
planet achieved that amount of warmth without the aid of an
industrial civilization.
So, another set of questions:
What source warmed Earth that much?
If an extra 2 degrees of warming could not head off the last
ice age, how much more warmth does the planet need to
escape the next one?
While we await the outcome of this latest stage in solar
activity, and given the dichotomy between the climate-model
projections and actual temperature data, should we accept
that curbing CO2 output, via strict emissions rules and high
taxes, is our best course? Should the governments of the
world base their policy decisions on a scientific consensus?
And should scientists whose research contradicts the consensus be disdained and ridiculed?

SCIENCE IS ABOUT DISPROOF

Nearly a decade ago, I attended a weeklong fellowship for
science journalists hosted by one of the country’s premier
climate-science organizations. I attended daily workshops
presenting the latest findings about the topic—including the
assertion that CO2 buildup would offset any reduction in
solar activity. I met with many of the scientists charged with
collecting and analyzing the data and with creating and refining the models. I eagerly participated in tours of the facility
and its sophisticated instruments and aircraft.
At the end of the fellowship, our hosts invited us to a panel
discussion with a dozen or so of the scientists and instructors, the purpose being to review what we had learned and to
comment and ask questions. When my turn came, I raised a
point that had been troubling me the entire time of my visit.
I told those gathered that it astounded me how casually and
derisively the term “skeptic” had been used by many of the
instructors and other speakers, as though it would be foolish
to doubt anything presented that past week.
To vaguely hostile stares and even stunned silence, I asked
those present if skepticism shouldn’t be the primary factor
in all scientific endeavors. Shouldn’t scientists—and journalists—always be the most skeptical of professionals, even if, as
Carl Sagan once said, “Skepticism does not sell well”?
I probably soured much of the good will I had generated
during that week. But my point was, and is, valid. Science is
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not primarily about proof; science is about disproof. Nothing
in science, absolutely nothing, should ever be taken at face
value. This view isn’t new; it’s age old. Certainly, I’ve encountered it time and again during my science-writing years.
I was once privileged to cover the discovery of dark energy,
a mysterious force that is causing the universe’s 13.8-billionyears-and-counting expansion to accelerate and is thought to
comprise nearly seven-tenths of everything in the cosmos.
The astronomers who discovered dark energy did so by using
what at the time was called the “standard candle.” It’s the
light emitted by a specific strain of supernova called a Type
1A—an exploding star. This light brightens and dims with
such precision that, using Einstein’s Theory of Relativity,
astronomers can determine exactly how fast even an extremely distant star is moving away from Earth. Based on those
measurements, dark energy’s discoverers hypothesized that
the universe will eventually expand so fast that many billions
of years from now all of the galaxies will grow so far apart
they will no longer be visible to one another.
Except that subsequent research showed the light from Type
1A supernovae sometimes behaves not so precisely. Therefore,
basing the concept of dark energy on such a factor is fundamentally flawed.
Eventually, other researchers discovered a different phenomenon, unrelated to supernovae, that seems to reconfirm dark
energy. But no cosmologist is ready to declare dark energy
and its effects as indisputable facts. For that matter, some
scientists are still arguing about whether the Big Bang—the
explosive creation of our universe—actually happened. Such
actions require rigorous examination and constant testing,
just as Einstein’s Theory of Relativity, now over a century old,
remains solid because it has been continually tested.
Dark energy represents one example of the normal process of
discovery within science. I’ll give you another, which for me
remains the cautionary tale about the dangers of relying on
consensus and of disdaining skepticism.

THE DOCUMENTED DANGER
OF CONSENSUS

Going back once more to the late 1990s, in the course
of researching and writing an article about a dangerous
organism called a retrovirus, I met a microbiologist who
related an amazing story, partly about himself and the
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The microbiologist, whom I eventually profiled for his local
metropolitan newspaper, had been accepted by a prestigious,
big-city graduate school in the late 1970s. Soon after arriving
on campus, he attended a faculty-student reception, at which
he struck up a conversation with a man who would be one of
his professors.
The conversation seemed cordial enough, until the professor
asked the student what research specialty he wanted to pursue.
He answered that he had studied retroviral infections in
animals as an undergraduate, and now he wanted to investigate
the possibility that the organisms also infected humans.
The young man would never forget the reaction. The professor physically pulled him aside and informed him there
were no human retroviruses, that no microbiologist worth
his salt believed they could infect humans, and that if the
student persisted in searching for them in humans he would
not only be wasting his time but also would be subjecting
himself to perpetual ridicule by his colleagues. The professor
even warned the student not to reveal his interest in human
retroviruses to anyone else.
The encounter stunned the young man to the point that he
dropped out of school. Meanwhile, nearly the entire microbiology community remained wedded to the consensus
that retroviruses could not infect humans. At the time, the
conclusion was considered rock solid, because no one had
been able to prove their existence, and several research papers
claiming to have found human retroviral infections eventually were shown to be faulty.
Fortunately for us all, one small pocket of microbiologists did
not accept the consensus. Risking their careers and reputations, and despite several major setbacks—and even bouts of
intense self-doubt—they doggedly pursued a course they had
repeatedly been told was a dead end. Through astounding
and heroic efforts, they eventually discovered a retrovirus that
indeed infected humans.
We all know its name: HIV.
The details of that quest have long since been related in
books and even a movie. The discoverers of HIV, led by Dr.
Robert Gallo, shared a Nobel Prize. The subject of my profile
eventually returned to school, earned his doctorate and for
a time worked with one of Gallo’s team members. Today, he
heads a prestigious medical research organization.
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One small pocket of microbiologists did not accept the consensus.
Risking their careers and reputations, they doggedly pursued a
course they had repeatedly been told was a dead end. Through
astounding and heroic efforts, they eventually discovered a retrovirus that indeed infected humans. We all know its name: HIV.
How many hundreds of millions of people alive today would
have been killed by HIV infections if Robert Gallo’s team
and a few others in the field had succumbed to the consensus
about retroviruses—had not risked their professional lives?
Would we, even now, know what causes AIDS?
I’ve never forgotten that lesson, and because of it I must ask:
• Why should we accept any consensus about global
warming?
• Why should we treat scientists whose research does
not conform to the consensus with contempt?
• And why should we take any action that, wellintentioned or not, risks bringing on the 21st ice
age in the latest hundred-thousand-year cycle?
My fondest wish is that we could get beyond the political
rancor that currently infects the climate debate. That we
could accept the lessons of the past—such as the publichealth bullet we all dodged because a few scientists bravely
defied consensus and outright opposition and pressed on
with their retroviral research—and allow scientific inquiry to
proceed independently, unhampered by preconceptions. And
that we could dispassionately review whatever conclusions
that inquiry presented.
Quoting Carl Sagan again, “This independence of science,
its occasional unwillingness to accept conventional wisdom,
makes it dangerous to doctrines less self-critical, or with
pretensions to certitude.”
Let’s hope what guides us in the coming years will be
infused with that kind of wisdom.
Read previous articles from the Green Watch series online at
CapitalResearch.org/category/green-watch/.
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microbiology community but mostly about a group of
extraordinarily brave scientists.

LABOR WATCH
SERVICE EMPLOYEES INTERNATIONAL UNION (SEIU)
Atlas leaned Left: Profiling the SEIU, mainstay of the Left
By Michael Watson & Hayden Ludwig
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Summary: The Service Employees International Union is a
mainstay of the professional Left and Big Labor. Flush with
dues from nearly 1.9 million members and able to rally tens
of thousands of foot soldiers for left-wing causes, the SEIU has
waded into countless political fights—most recently its failed
efforts to raise the federal minimum wage to $15 per hour,
and elect Hillary Clinton to the presidency. But Right to Work
legislation, declining membership, and an obsolete negotiation
model could leave the SEIU weaker than ever.
The Service Employees International Union (SEIU), one of
the largest labor unions in the United States and Canada, is
infamous for its controversial agenda and political activism.
While the union was created to represent the building
service trades, including janitors, security officers, and food
service workers, it eventually expanded into the healthcare
and government worker sectors. This expansion has made
SEIU one of the most prominent players in left-wing politics
and the broader progressive movement.

In 2015, the SEIU staged protests in some 200 cities with
60,000 demonstrators, demanding the federal minimum wage
be more than doubled from $7.25 to $15 per hour.

That the SEIU offers major financial support to the Left
and the Democratic Party is a given. It is also the largest
organizational federal spender in the United States. As such,
SEIU often involves itself in high-profile campaigns against
businesses and conservative groups.

its current name in 1968 and became affiliated with the
American Federation of Labor (later the AFL-CIO). SEIU
expanded rapidly in the 1980s, merging with four other
unions, eventually becoming the largest union under the
AFL-CIO umbrella.

But despite its huge numbers and vast pocketbook, the
SEIU has recently encountered several serious setbacks—
signaling that all is not well in what many call the
“Purple Palace.”

Much of that growth was pushed by SEIU president John
Sweeney, who took over in 1980. Sweeney aggressively
shifted approximately 30 percent of the union’s expenditures
towards recruitment of new members; by the time he left
office, membership in the union had risen from 625,000 to
1.1 million. Sweeney also expanded the SEIU deeply into
the public sector, adding the California State Employees
Association into the union as Local 1000, SEIU. Sweeney
also brought the SEIU into close association with the leftist
Associations for Community Organizations for Reform
Now (ACORN)—a relationship maintained until ACORN
shut down in 2010.

HISTORY

The SEIU was founded in Chicago, Illinois, as the Building
Service Employees Union (BSEU) in 1921, which grew out
of a number of local janitors’ unions. At first limited to
janitors, elevator operators, and window washers, the BSEU
metastasized following a 1934 strike in New York City’s
Garment District. From this point on its focus shifted from
Chicago and away from elevator operators and such, toward
healthcare workers across the country. The union took up
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When he made his successful bid for AFL-CIO president
in 1995, Sweeney left a legacy of increasing SEIU political
activism and an association with the progressive wing of the
Democratic Party. He consistently advocated for mandatory
paid family leave and raising the federal minimum wage—a
direct antecedent to the modern SEIU’s “Fight for $15.”

ANDY STERN AND OBAMACARE

Andy Stern, a Sweeney protégé, won the election for SEIU
president in 1996. Stern took office seeking to increase
membership, expand his union’s political influence, and
ameliorate what had become a culture of corruption.
During his fifteen years at the helm, the SEIU political
action committees became the largest organizational
spenders in American politics and vital financiers of the
Democratic Party.
With the help of Stern’s close ally, President Barack Obama,
SEIU proved largely successful in advancing the Big Labor
agenda. The two first met through their overlapping Illinois
connections; they were so close that Stern was the most
frequent visitor reported in White House logs in the first six
months of the Obama administration at 22 visits—seven of
which were meetings with the President. In comparison, the
number two visitor—another labor union chief, AFL-CIO
president Richard Trumka—only visited the White House
seven times. By February 2011, Stern had made visits to the
Obama White House a whopping 53 times.

Sweeney (far left) aggressively shifted approximately 30
percent of the union’s expenditures towards recruitment of new
members; by the time he left office, membership in the union
had risen from 625,000 to 1.1 million.
congressional Democrats should they dare to vote against
the bill. Fearing the SEIU would back liberal Republicans
or even third-party candidates, many Democrats up for
reelection opted to take the union donations—and vote the
union line. As CRC reported at the time:
“New York Democrat Mike McMahon was visited
by a top SEIU official and told that he won’t get
union funding if he votes ‘no,’” reported Wall Street
Journal political columnist John Fund. “Indeed,
union representatives hinted they might look for a
primary challenger or third-party candidate to run in
his Staten Island district.”

In 2008, SEIU spent $85 million backing Democratic
candidates, $60 million of which went to supporting
Presidential nominee Barack Obama with advertisements,
door-to-door canvassing, and voter registration efforts. In
2012, the Wall Street Journal acknowledged the SEIU as the
Democrats’ top spender after the union spent $70 million,
surpassing the measly $54 million spent by President
Obama’s main super PAC, Priorities USA. 300,000 SEIU
members reported donating an average of $7 per paycheck
to political activism, on top of their dues.

McMahon did vote no and lost re-election in 2010 to
Republican Michael Grimm. The ubiquitous Stern was later
called one of “the chief architects of healthcare reform,” and
was ranked one of the top ten influencers in the American
healthcare system.

During the Obama era, the SEIU focused on pushing
through aggressive left-wing policies, particularly the
2010 Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, better
known as Obamacare. Stern was an early adopter of the
plan to expand government control of one-sixth of the
U.S. economy under Obamacare, calling it the Democrats’
“path forward” and “a major achievement the American
people need and deserve.” He focused the SEIU’s resources
on passing the healthcare overhaul by mobilizing tens
of thousands of union members with pro-Obamacare
rallies and marches. Stern did not hesitate to threaten

Under Stern, SEIU membership grew at a tremendous
rate into an “empire of purple-clad followers,” as one
journalist at RedState put it, but relations with the AFLCIO deteriorated. Frustrated by the AFL-CIO’s inability
to halt the steady decline of union membership, in 2005,
Andy Stern’s SEIU and James P. Hoffa’s International
Brotherhood of Teamsters voted to leave the 50-year old
federation and start their own federation, “Change to Win.”
Together, they took 3 million members and $20 million in
annual dues with them.
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SPLIT WITH THE AFL-CIO
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“Our world has changed, our economy has changed,
employers have changed. But the AFL-CIO is not willing to
make fundamental change,” Stern opined at the time. AFLCIO president John Sweeney raked Stern’s withdrawal as “a
grievous insult to all the unions,” but the damage was done.
Stern’s efforts to reform the union’s culture and root out
corruption proved less successful: The end of his term was
marred by scandal surrounding Stern’s former ally, Tyrone
Freeman, who was implicated (and later convicted) in a
financial scandal following Stern’s handing over control of a
large California local union.
The SEIU’s connections with the far-left activist organization
ACORN also rocked the union. In 2007 ACORN—which
received some $53 million in federal funding to help poor
Americans buy homes and register to vote—was exposed
for some 30 counts of financial malfeasance in nine states.
Dale Rathke, brother of Wade Rathke (former president of
the SEIU Southern Conference and a past member of the
union’s International Executive Board), embezzled nearly
$1 million from ACORN. Amazingly, ACORN declined
to press charges. Stern was himself investigated by the FBI,
although no further action was taken.

Under Stern, SEIU membership grew
at a tremendous rate into an “empire of
purple-clad followers,” as one journalist
at RedState put it.

MARY KAY HENRY

Andy Stern abruptly resigned from SEIU’s presidency in
April 2010. He was succeeded by Mary Kay Henry, the
union’s executive vice president, in what was considered an
underdog victory. A longtime union hack, Henry joined
the SEIU as an organizer after graduating from Michigan
State University in 1980. She rose through the ranks to
organizing director and chief healthcare strategist in 1996
before reaching the highest rungs of leadership in 2004.
Henry’s left-wing credentials are unsurprisingly immaculate:
She has served on the boards of the Democracy Alliance (a farleft donors’ group and leftist clearinghouse Politico calls “the
Left’s secret club”), the Economic Policy Institute, American
Income Life, and Fresh Thinking, and she is an advisory
member of the National Catholic Scholars for Worker Justice.
She is also secretary-treasurer of Change to Win.
31

Andy Stern took office seeking to increase membership, expand
his union’s political influence, and ameliorate what had become
a culture of corruption. With the help of Stern’s close ally,
President Barack Obama, SEIU proved largely successful in
advancing the Big Labor agenda.
Henry continued her predecessor’s aggressive involvement in
establishment Democratic Party politics, to the annoyance
of more ideologically motivated leftists in the union. Henry
secured the SEIU Presidential endorsement for former
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton in November 2015, before
the 2016 Democratic primary had begun in earnest. Many
union activists thought the SEIU should have endorsed selfdescribed socialist Senator Bernie Sanders (I-Vermont) for
his support for the SEIU’s Fight for $15 campaign. Clinton
did not fully support the measure.
Under Henry the SEIU’s political and lobbying program
spending reached $60 million, or 20 percent of its $314.6
million annual budget to no avail. Its campaigns have
flopped. Besides substantial electoral losses in the 2016
elections, the SEIU has reportedly spent another $19 million
on its campaign to raise minimum wages to $15 per hour.
This campaign has had little success outside of major leftwing stronghold cities such as Seattle, Washington; Chicago,
Illinois; and Washington, D.C. Despite picking up 15,000
new members last year, the SEIU has actually lost revenue.
The union was forced to cut its budget by some 30 percent
and lay off staff in its Washington, D.C., headquarters.

MEGA-LOCALS

The SEIU is built around a national core and large “megalocals” that organize entire industries within and sometimes
across states. These mega-locals represent both private sector
and public-sector workers. Owing to Department of Labor
rules, SEIU mega-locals which exclusively represent state
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1199SEIU, United Health Care Workers East, one of the
most powerful labor unions in New York, is a principal
player in the state’s progressive movement. According to
Department of Labor filings, the union reported 351,149
members and spent $186 million in fiscal year 2015, of
which $41 million was per capita tax paid to national and
regional SEIU bodies.
SEIU Local 2005, United Health Care Workers West is
another powerful mega-local based in California. Formed
during Andy Stern’s tenure, Local 2005 recently lost a large
portion of its membership to another California SEIU
mega-local, Local 2015, in a national headquarters-directed
restructuring. But Local 2015’s creation proved controversial
within the union, with Henry’s internal rivals suggesting
that the reorganization and greater autonomy only served
to secure Henry’s position as union president. Local 2005
president Dave Regan denounced the top-down governance
strategy—ironically, the very system which got him elected
in the first place.
This mega-local structure has understandably led to
criticism. Because locals are highly consolidated, national
leadership can maintain firm control over internal politics
and elections. This has led to calls for reorganization under
what proponents put forward as “union democracy.” In
2008, the ex-leadership of United Health Care Workers
West resigned en masse in protest and left the SEIU
altogether, forming the independent National Union of
Healthcare Workers.

POLITICAL ACTIVITY

The SEIU pioneered the “corporate campaign” or
“comprehensive campaign,” an aggressive form of union
organizing aimed at bypassing secret ballot votes. This
tactic targets consumers and others in an effort to damage
a chosen corporation’s brand; thus, it becomes more
expensive to fight SEIU’s attacks than to give in and allow
them to gain exclusive representation of all employees.
This racket’s ultimate goal is to unionize workers without
uncomfortable secret-ballot votes, which unions often lose
despite substantial institutional advantages in the voting
process. In a secret ballot, after all, an individual can vote
his conscience without fear of reprisal.
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employees are not required to file periodic reports. A few of
these public sector mega-locals are enormous, none more
so than SEIU Local 1000, which claims 95,000 members
in California. Private sector locals are even larger: Three
reported over 100,000 members to the Department of Labor
in 2015. Another eight reported over 40,000 members.

A longtime union hack, Henry joined the SEIU as an organizer
after graduating from Michigan State University in 1980. She
secured the SEIU Presidential endorsement for Hillary Clinton
in November 2015, before the 2016 Democratic primary had
begun in earnest.
In the 2010 edition of its self-published history, Stronger
Together: The Story of SEIU, the union spins its organizing
strategy with euphemisms and special phrasing. As Jeremy
Milloy, a reviewer at Simon Fraser University, put it,
“Workers do not ‘join’ the union or ‘organize’; they ‘unite
with’ the union.” He adds:
This rhetorical device allows SEIU to dodge some of
the tricky questions about how the union›s growth
has been achieved. In many cases, adding new workers is a top-down process that is not driven by the
concerns and priorities of the workers themselves,
but by a top-level negotiation between SEIU management and large employers. These negotiations
produce agreements that transcend neutrality
agreements by allowing companies to decide which
workplaces can be organized by the union, and
which workers will not have the opportunity to
«unite» with SEIU.

THE SODEXO CAMPAIGN

One of the SEIU’s most notorious corporate campaigns
attacked Sodexo, a food service vendor. The campaign was
so sleazy that Sodexo sued the union under the Racketeer
Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act (RICO), a law
devised to combat organized crime syndicates. The suit
followed what Sodexo called “extortionate threats and
[a] barrage of unlawful tactics,” alleging the SEIU had
committed “blackmail, vandalism, trespass, harassment, and
lobbying violations.”
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As part of the litigation surrounding the “Clean Up
Sodexo” campaign, the SEIU disclosed its “Contract
Campaign Manual,” the book of organizing principles and
intimidation tactics behind the comprehensive campaign
model. Vincent Vernuccio of the Mackinac Institute
described the SEIU playbook:
SEIU’s manual details how “outside pressure can involve jeopardizing relationships between the employer and lenders, investors, stockholders, customers,
clients, patients, tenants, politicians, or others on
whom the employer depends for funds.” The union
advises using legal and regulatory pressure to “threaten the employer with costly action by government
agencies or the courts.”
It details the use of community groups to “damage
an employer’s public image and ties with community
leaders and organizations.” SEIU recommends going
after company officials personally. Not mincing
words, SEIU states, “It may be a violation of blackmail and extortion laws to threaten management
officials with release of ‘dirt’ about them if they don’t
settle a contract. But there is no law against union
members who are angry at their employer deciding
to uncover and publicize factual information about
individual managers.”
The SEIU ultimately settled with Sodexo and ended their
campaign of intimidation.

THE FIGHT FOR $15

In recent years, the SEIU has shifted its focus from unionizing
major corporations like Sodexo and McDonalds to raising
minimum wages. The so-called “Fight for $15” per hour is
arguably the union’s top priority in 2017, as it has been since
2012. The campaign debuted in 2012 with what were billed as
the “fast food strikes.” The movement soon pulled in airport
workers, child-care aides, home-care assistants, and Walmart
employees. In 2015 the SEIU staged protests in some 200
cities with 60,000 demonstrators, demanding the federal
minimum wage be doubled from $7.25 to $15 per hour.
The SEIU has poured tens of millions into the campaign.
Some estimates through the end of 2015 put total spending
at close to $70 million. It’s a huge sum, but the payoff could
be even bigger: The Manhattan Institute’s Diana FurchgottRoth estimates that unionizing McDonalds could yield $100
million annually in SEIU dues and fees if even half of the
fast food giant’s workforce signed on with the union.
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To that end the SEIU has poured resources into the liberal
public relations firm Berlin Rosen to spin their carefully
orchestrated campaign as a “grassroots” movement. SEIU,
BerlinRosen, and their allies have been successful in raising
minimum wages in left-wing strongholds. Blue states like
California and New York, as well as Democratic cities
such as Los Angeles, Seattle, and Washington, D.C., have
opted to raise their minimum wages to $15 per hour. But
even inside the left’s blue archipelago the Fight for $15’s
successes appear limited—Baltimore Mayor Catherine
Pugh (D) vetoed a $15 minimum in her city, despite intense
SEIU pressure.

One of the SEIU’s most notorious and
sleazy campaigns attacked Sodexo, a
food service vendor, which in turn sued
the union under the RICO Act.
Attempts to roll the campaign’s momentum into an
organizing fight against McDonalds haven’t gotten
anywhere, however. SEIU membership has declined since
the Fight for $15 broke out five years ago; even Andy Stern,
from the comfort of his retirement, has questioned its
long-term value. The SEIU’s leadership says their goal is to
push low-wage workers into the middle class. Meanwhile,
conservatives contend that it’s a dues-money grab. Union
supporters point to the $70 million they’ve spent without
successfully unionizing a single restaurant—but that is
probably more a symptom of the Fight for $15’s weakness
and not SEIU’s selflessness.

SKIMMING MEDICAID DUES

But the SEIU’s most sinister project so far involves
unionizing home healthcare aides compensated through
state Medicaid programs. Such compensation is designed
to cut costs by incentivizing family members to provide
assistance instead of hiring expensive professional help.
This is a win for all parties, as the government does not
have a bona-fide employer-employee relationship with home
healthcare caregivers who are paid from family members’
Medicaid alliances. The SEIU colluded with left-leaning
state governments to treat caregivers as public employees
“for the purposes of collective bargaining,” entitling them
to SEIU “representation” and thus forcing automatic dues
payments. This is nothing less than government-sanctioned
dues skimming.
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Caregivers objecting to this SEIU “representation” sued
the state of Illinois, seeking exemption from mandatory
dues and fees payments. In 2014, the Supreme Court ruled
in caregivers’ favor in Harris v. Quinn, finding that the
caregivers were not full public employees and therefore
exempt from compulsory dues.
Few home healthcare providers in Washington State,
originally subject to the same policy as Illinois providers,
were familiar with these newly recognized rights. They
continued to pay an average of $500 to $1,000 each year
to the SEIU. The Freedom Foundation, a local free-market
think tank, estimates that the union collected more than
$25 million each year in forced dues. As much as $14
million of that money goes to political activism elsewhere in
the country.
In response, the Freedom Foundation launched a drive to
educate caregivers of their right not to join or pay dues to
the SEIU. Soon more than 10,000 Washington caregivers
opted out of the union, costing the union something
approaching $10 million—money, CRC senior fellow
Michael Hartmann notes, “which would have been used to
fund candidates and causes of the Left in Washington State
and…the rest of America.”

“And I mean full doggone time, because
of the onslaught. It’s breathtaking, and
I’ve been around the block.”
—Greg Overstreet.
The retaliation was swift. Beginning in September 2016,
Hartmann writes, the SEIU launched a flurry of lawsuits
through three separate law firms, burying the tiny Freedom
Foundation in a mountain of “subpoenas, depositions, and
discovery demands.”
“We have six full-time attorneys and a paralegal,”
according to the Freedom Foundation’s managing
attorney, Greg Overstreet. “And I mean full doggone
time, because of the onslaught. It’s breathtaking, and
I’ve been around the block.”
By mid-May the assault had cost the Freedom Foundation
about $1.4 million in legal fees. Still the plucky nonprofit
has chosen to fight on despite the SEIU’s mounting
campaign of “lawfare”—warfare by legal means—launching
several on-target counter-suits.
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Michigan reversed its Medicaid dues skimming scheme
completely after Republican Governor Rick Snyder replaced
Democratic Governor Jennifer Granholm in 2011, but
much damage had already been done. The Michigan SEIU
affiliate collected an estimated $34 million dues before the
program ended. There was a price to pay, however: Since
then SEIU Healthcare Michigan (the statewide mega-local
for Michigan) has lost over 40,000 members, thanks in part
to the passage of much needed right-to-work legislation.

CORRUPTION SCANDALS

Needless to say, the SEIU has had its share of scandals. The
juiciest of these hit in 2008, when Tyrone Freeman, head of
a California long-term care workers local and Andy Stern
ally, was found guilty of 14 counts of embezzlement, tax
law violations, and mail fraud. Besides directing $600,000
in contracts to his wife, Freeman used union dues to pay
for his cigar club membership, and put $8,000 in wedding
expenses on the union credit card!
Also, Dana Cope, executive director of the State
Employees Association of North Carolina-SEIU Local
2008, was discovered by a newspaper investigation to have
improperly directed funds from the union’s treasury to his
landscaping company.

FUNDING THE LEFT

The SEIU is a major funder of progressive organizations
out of its dues-collected revenues, and is a founding
member of the Democracy Alliance (DA). In 2015 it
funded the DA to the tune of $295,000. Other SEIUfunded liberal groups include:
• Center for American Progress (CAP) and the CAP
Action Fund
• National Employment Law Project and its fund,
Americans United for Change
• Center for Popular Democracy
• New Venture Fund
• Progressive Congress
• Tides Center and Tides Foundation
• Alliance for Justice
• Demos
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• Jobs with Justice Education Fund
• League of Conservation Voters
• MoveOn.org
• National Action Network
• Planned Parenthood
The SEIU also funds a bevy of local groups created to
support its corporate campaigns, such as New York
Communities for Change, Action NC, and Good Jobs Now,
all of which are active in the Fight for $15. Many of these
groups are successors to the now-defunct ACORN network.

Amalgamated Bank represents perhaps
the SEIU’s most nefarious form of
political involvement.
According to the Center for Responsive Politics, the
SEIU is the largest funder of political action committees
(PACs) in the U.S. In total the union has spent over $270
million on federal politics, almost exclusively on behalf
of PACs supporting Democrats and progressive causes.
Unfortunately, because of its sheer size, the SEIU is able to
mobilize huge numbers of members, providing Democrats
with volunteer canvassers and voter transportation services
on a scale unmatched by conservatives.
The SEIU, a major player in state and local elections, has
spent over $67 million aiding Democrats and union-friendly
causes. In New York, 1199SEIU has been called the “union
that rules New York” for its ability to cajole Republican and
Democratic politicians into supporting its Big Labor agenda.
1199SEIU played a critical role in electing New York Mayor
Bill de Blasio, earning what the New York Times calls “a
direct pipeline to City Hall…that most unions could have
only dreamed about.” De Blasio, a little-known radical with
ties to the left-wing Working Families Party, rocketed to the
top of the 2013 Democratic Party primary for Mayor of New
York City thanks to $2 million from the SEIU. It has also
supported Democratic-aligned mayors in Houston (Sylvester
Turner), Philadelphia (James Kenney), and other major cities.
State ballot initiatives which call for higher minimum wages
and tax hikes also receives the special attention of the union.
Its national chapter funds the Ballot Initiative Strategy
Center (BISC)—a group dedicated to using ballot measures
to advance the liberal agenda—with hundreds of thousands
of dollars each year spent to support left-wing ballot measure
campaigns. The SEIU was a key funder of the $15 minimum
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wage initiative of SeaTac, Washington—a city of 28,000.
That measure was widely criticized, however, for a loophole
allowing collective bargainers like the SEIU to pay its own
members less than the local minimum wage.
These campaigns are also directly related to increasing
membership and state funding, as clearly seen in the 2012
ballot initiative in Michigan to restore Medicaid dues
skimming. That measure cost the union over $5 million,
only to fail—with the SEIU’s attempts to conceal its
involvement accruing nearly another $200,000 in state fines.
In 2005, the SEIU funded opposition to several California
ballot initiatives proposed during a special election by
then-Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger affecting union
dues and teacher tenure requirements, among other things.
The local SEIU raised $12 million from members for its
political fund, but did not give agency fee payers a chance
to opt out of paying for the political fund. This led to a
lawsuit that went all the way to the U.S. Supreme Court in
Knox v. Service Employees International Union, Local 1000.
The union lost again, with the Court ruling that special
political assessments must be opt-in for nonmembers forced
to pay union fees under state laws.
Amalgamated Bank represents perhaps the SEIU’s most
nefarious form of political involvement. The bank has been
union-owned since 1923; SEIU took the bank from Unite
HERE after a brutal split within that union saw a faction
move to the SEIU as Workers United, SEIU in 2010.
Amalgamated Bank has since become the bank of choice for
progressive PACs and Democratic committees, including
the Democratic National Committee, the Democratic
Governors Association, and the super PAC Ready for
Hillary (now Ready PAC). The DNC has borrowed up
to $15 million from Amalgamated, and as recently as
November 2015 had $2 million in outstanding loans.

CONCLUSION

The Service Employees International Union is a solid
pillar of the radical Left—a labor union able to churn out
millions of dollars and an army of volunteers to advance
the progressive agenda. Although the last year has brought
serious setbacks, SEIU remains a powerful player. Despite
its vast influence, however, the future may turn out far
bleaker than its leaders care to admit: The union movement
continues to decline as the modern workforce renders its
negotiation model obsolete and political efforts reduce
misguided union privileges.
Read previous articles from the Labor Watch series online at
CapitalResearch.org/category/labor-watch/.
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SPECIAL REPORT
BOOK EXCERPT

Summary: In November, CRC will publish the fourth
edition of Martin Morse Wooster’s seminal book on donor
intent. How Great Philanthropists Failed & How You Can
Succeed at Protecting Your Legacy tells the horror stories of
foundations that have violated their donors’ intent, as well
as the stories of philanthropies that have been more faithful
to their original donors. The book’s conclusion explains—
briefly and powerfully—how all donors can make sure
their legacy will provide their grandchildren with the same
America they have enjoyed. In the excerpt below, Wooster
shows how donors can use two strategies—term-limiting
their foundation or giving generously while living instead of
building a foundation—to ensure their philanthropic goals
are met. [ Editor’s note: The excerpt below does not include
the endnotes that appear in the book.]

THE TWO MOST POWERFUL
STRATEGIES
Time is not the friend of foundation vigor and effectiveness. In fact, with the passing of years, decay and
stagnation are quite common, if not epidemic.
— historian Waldemar Nielsen
Money is only useful when you get rid of it. It is like
the odd card in ‘Old Maid’; the player who is finally
left with it has lost.
— Evelyn Waugh
As we have seen, disrespect for donor intent often occurs
when donors establish perpetual foundations and offer little
or no restrictions on how their wealth is to be used. Two of
the most powerful strategies to maintain donor intent are (1)
to term-limit your foundation, or (2) even more radically,
to do your giving while you’re living, and if you still have
a significant estate at the end of your life, leave it not to a
foundation but to charities you trust.
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How Great Philanthropists Failed & How You Can Succeed at Protecting Your Legacy
By Martin Morse Wooster

Eastman largely retired from Eastman Kodak at age 45 and
spent the rest of his life as a philanthropist. The two chief
recipients of his philanthropy were both universities: the
University of Rochester ($54 million), located in Eastman’s
hometown of Rochester, New York, and the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology pictured above ($24 million).
This chapter will examine a few donors who are exemplars
of these strategies in American philanthropy. Their stories
show that employing these two means often produces
giving that is far more powerful—and exciting—than
the conventional mediocrity which so many foundations
eventually fall into. Term-limiting a foundation, for
example, can help a donor and his or her trustees focus
tightly on a particular mission, because of the necessity of
meeting a final deadline, and have a more powerful impact
than diffuse, unfocused giving would produce.
Term-limited foundations can also have more impact
because of the larger sums they can invest. A conventional,
perpetual foundation typically makes grants of only 5
percent of its assets each year (the legal minimum), while
term-limited foundations typically invest two to four times
as much of their assets annually, punching far above their
weight, as it were.
Martin Morse Wooster is a senior fellow at the Capital Research
Center. He has written extensively on the history of philanthropy.
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Term-limited foundations seem to be enjoying increasing
popularity. The nation’s two richest donors, Warren Buffett
and Bill Gates, have in effect created foundations with
term limits. Buffett’s wealth, except for the funds given to
his three children and his first wife, will be turned over at
his death to the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation with
instructions that it be paid out within ten years of the
final settlement of Buffett’s estate. The namesake founders
of the Gates Foundation in turn have directed that their
foundation is to spend itself out of existence no later than
twenty years after the death of Bill or Melinda Gates
(whoever survives the longest).
Foundation term limits are not a left/right issue. True,
several prominent conservatives, including John M.
Olin and William Simon, placed term limits on their
foundations, as we shall see. But in all likelihood, liberal
donors have sunsetted more foundations than conservative
ones, if only because there are far more liberal foundations
than conservative ones. The largest foundation to spend
down, the Atlantic Philanthropies, is left wing. So too is
the foundation run by former New York mayor Michael
Bloomberg, who has announced that his foundation will
spend itself out after his daughters’ lifetimes.

The nation’s two richest donors, Warren
Buffett and Bill Gates, have in effect
created foundations with term limits.
No one knows how many foundations are term-limited,
but studies suggest around 10 percent of them are.
The Foundation Center and the Association of Small
Foundations surveyed 1,074 family foundations in 2008 and
found that 12 percent had a term limit, while 25 percent
were undecided about whether they should terminate at
some point, and the remaining 63 percent intended to
exist in perpetuity. The study hinted strongly that donors
are wary of perpetuity, however, because foundations
with living founders were three times as likely to have a
term limit and twice as likely to be undecided, compared
to foundations who no longer had a founder to exercise
authority over them. Also, the younger a foundation, the
more likely it was to have a term limit. Foundations with
no endowment were more likely to have limited lives than
foundations with an endowment.
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Foundation term limits are not a left/right issue. True, several
prominent conservatives, including John M. Olin and William
Simon, placed term limits on their foundations. (Photo of
Simon when Secretary of the Treasury during the Nixon
administration.)
Another study by Francie Ostrower, a public policy
professor at the University of Texas, surveyed 850 private
foundations in 2007 and 2008 and discovered that 8
percent had imposed term limits, while another 15 percent
had not made up their minds. The remaining foundations
planned to exist in perpetuity. Ostrower noted that her
findings were consistent with those of Elizabeth Boris, who
surveyed 435 foundations in the early 1980s and found 10
percent had imposed term limits.
The foundations Ostrower surveyed (which were not limited
to family foundations) were also more likely to spend down
if the founder was still alive. Younger foundations were
more likely to have term limits than older ones, as were
foundations on the West Coast compared to their East
Coast cousins.
“Perhaps the most common argument made by advocates
of limiting foundation life is that it promotes adherence
to donor intent,” Ostrower wrote, “while perpetual life
foundations drift away from that intent after the death of
their donor. Our findings are consistent with this position.
Among limited life and perpetual life foundations whose
donors are deceased, a far higher percent of limited life
foundations (91 percent) than perpetual ones (65 percent)
say that adherence to the founding donor’s wishes are very
important. These differences endure even with controls for
asset size and age.”

NOVEMBER 2017

Credit: U.S. Presidential History.
License: https://goo.gl/AZthf T.

THE POPULARITY OF TERM LIMITS

THE DEBATE OVER PERPETUITY

The first half of the twentieth century saw passionate
debates over perpetual foundations. I have written at length
on this history in my book Should Foundations Live Forever?
(available from Capital Research Center, the publisher).
For now let us note that these debates were carried on not
only by philanthropists, who disagreed on the desirability
of perpetual foundations, but also by political activists and
politicians, some of whom didn’t want large foundations of
any kind to be legal in the first place.
The political foes of foundations did not succeed in banning
them or even mandating that they be term limited, and I
don’t think term limits should be set by federal or state law.
Yet I do believe that it is best for a donor who does establish
a foundation to legally require it to spend down by 25 years
after the donor’s death. A lucky few foundations have been
able to maintain donor intent and be productive for longer
than that, but their rarity proves the rule.
At the dawn of the modern philanthropic era, as the
nineteenth century ended and the twentieth began, the
titans who would launch the vast foundations that still
dominate American life did not urge perpetuity. It is
commonly believed that men like Carnegie and Rockefeller
wanted their foundations to exist forever in order to make
their names immortal, but little evidence supports this
notion. None of the great philanthropists argued that
foundations’ lives should be immortal; several argued for
limited foundation lives.
Carnegie in his “Gospel of Wealth” (1889) warned donors of
the danger of giving money without imposing limits. Even
by his day, he found that the history of “legacies bequeathed
is not calculated to inspire the brightest hopes of much
posthumous good being accomplished by them.” Donor
intent is often “thwarted,” he added, and even when it is not
intentionally ignored, it regularly fails to be accomplished.
Carnegie’s advice was seen as common sense by most of his
peers. The first modern philanthropist, industrialist George
Peabody, created a foundation in 1867 with a fifty-year
term limit. Russell Sage, a well-known investment banker
of the 1890s, also favored limits. John D. Rockefeller Sr.
rarely committed his views to print, but his grandson,
John D. Rockefeller 3rd (1902-1978), testified to Congress
that both his father and grandfather opposed perpetual
foundations. “As my grandfather once said, ‘perpetuity
is a very long time.’” Nonetheless, Carnegie, Sage, and
Rockefeller ended up endowing massive institutions that
were not firmly required to term limit themselves and
ended up refusing to do so.
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That was a common phenomenon of the time, in fact.
Foundations whose donors toyed with the idea of term
limits, or even expressly permitted their philanthropies to
spend down, ended up giving their wealth to institutions
that decided the fun should never end. Such entities were
called “optional perpetuities,” and the leaders of few to none
of them ever chose the option to relinquish the pleasures of
job security and power.
Two examples can be found in the John Simon Guggenheim
Memorial Foundation, established in 1925, and the
Twentieth Century Fund, established in 1919.
Simon Guggenheim, in creating the Guggenheim
Foundation, said his trustees could spend the endowment in
any way they chose or spend it down if they desired. “The
endowment I am now making,” Guggenheim declared,
“carries with it the expectation that in the ordinary course it
will be kept invested and the income applied to the corporate
purposes, so that the work and influence of the Foundation
will be continuous and permanent; but no limitation is
placed on the lawful authority of the Trustees and their
successors to apply the principal of the fund, or any part of
it, in case an emergency shall arise which makes a change
of policy advisable to the judgment of the Trustees. We are
confident that you would not use the power to deplete the
principal except in a distinct emergency, and it is our hope
that the principal always may be maintained intact.”

Perpetual foundations faced their
greatest foe in one of America’s greatest
philanthropists: Julius Rosenwald.
In 1922, Edward A. Filene donated $417,200 to the
Twentieth Century Fund, “the income of which shall be
applied to the purposes enumerated in the Certificate of
Incorporation or any amendments thereto.” A year later,
Filene wrote a letter to the Fund’s trustees stating that his
1922 gift could be interpreted “to make the Fund perpetual,
which is not my wish. It is my desire that after twentyfive (25) years from the date of transfer, that is, on or after
March 30, 1947, the Trustees shall have full power at their
discretion to use the principal as well as the income of
the Fund for the purposes specified, and I modify my gift
accordingly by authorizing the corporation to use principal
as well as income after March 30, 1947.”
Foundation historian M.M. Chambers notes that similar
clauses exist in many other foundations of this era,
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including the Commonwealth Fund, the John and Mary
R. Markle Foundation, the A.W. Mellon Educational and
Charitable Trust, and the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation. All of
these foundations still exist, and none have spent down. The
Twentieth Century Fund outlived the twentieth century
and is now the Century Foundation.
Perpetual foundations continued to be created in the 1920s.
But they were to face their greatest foe in one of America’s
greatest philanthropists: Julius Rosenwald.

THE ACHIEVEMENTS OF
JULIUS ROSENWALD
“The perpetuities, rigidities, and the bureaucracies
against which Rosenwald inveighed were in charities
whose purposes were too specific and hence likely to
become obsolete. But the foundations who dominate
the scene these days are extremely general in their
purpose. The public dangers that arise from them
come precisely from the fact that there is no prospect
they will ever become obsolete.”
— Daniel J. Boorstin (1962)
Julius Rosenwald (1862-1932) was the most important
philanthropist to warn about the problems of perpetual
foundations. His two most famous essays about the subject,
published in the Atlantic Monthly in 1929 and 1930,
provide valuable advice to today’s grantmakers.
Unlike most of the great philanthropists, Rosenwald was
not notable for building businesses from scratch but for
improving an existing business. His wealth came from
Sears, Roebuck, which Rosenwald did not create but ended
up heading for many years. In 1895, Alvah Roebuck retired,
and Richard Sears began looking for another partner. He
found Aaron Nussbaum, who made a small fortune selling
ice cream and soda pop to attendees of the 1893 Chicago
World’s Fair. Nussbaum borrowed the $15,000 he needed
to invest in Sears, Roebuck from his brother-in-law, Julius
Rosenwald, who joined the famous company.
Rosenwald steadily rose through the department store’s
ranks, becoming chairman of the board in 1908. His great
achievement was to create a way to enable Sears, Roebuck
to fulfill orders more efficiently. Working with Sears’s chief
of operations Otto C. Doering, Rosenwald constructed a
40-acre warehouse on Chicago’s West Side that enabled
employees to fulfill 100,000 orders a day. The time taken to
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process orders fell from four months to one day. No one had
created such a huge warehouse before, and some historians
say Rosenwald and Doering’s achievement was an ancestor
of Ford Motor’s innovative assembly lines.
Rosenwald’s active giving began after he read Up From
Slavery by black leader Booker T. Washington in 1911.
Rosenwald and Washington became friends, and Rosenwald
began to donate to the South—first to Washington’s
Tuskegee Institute, later to YMCAs and schools in the
South. Following Andrew Carnegie’s strategy with libraries,
Rosenwald would only contribute to building a school for
African-Americans if the states agreed to continue them and
if local blacks contributed to the school’s construction.
The results of this educational project are one of the greatest
achievements in American philanthropy. By the time of
Rosenwald’s death in 1932, he had donated $4.4 million
to build 5,357 schools in the South. This giving leveraged
$18.1 million in government funds, $1.2 million from
foundations, and $4.7 million from African-Americans.
By the mid-1920s, Rosenwald began his other major
philanthropic achievement: warning about the dangers
of perpetual foundations. Rosenwald’s first substantial
statement about the dangers of perpetuity was made in a
1913 address to the American Academy of Political and
Social Sciences: “Permanent endowment,” Rosenwald
warned, “tends to lessen the amount available for immediate
needs, and our immediate needs are too plain and too
urgent to allow us to do the work of future generations.”
But Rosenwald’s views did not receive national prominence
until 1927. Rosenwald had created the Julius Rosenwald
Fund to handle his giving in 1917, but he didn’t hire a
staff to administer its grants until 1927. As Rosenwald was
hiring, he decided to endow the Rosenwald Fund with
20,000 additional shares of Sears, Roebuck stock, boosting
the fund’s endowment to $20 million. But in making this
gift, Rosenwald imposed a condition: the fund must spend
itself out within 25 years of his death.
“I am not in sympathy with this policy of perpetuating
endowments,” Rosenwald wrote in his deed of gift, “and
believe that more good can be accomplished by expending
funds as Trustees find opportunities for constructive work
than by storing up money for long periods of time. By
adopting a policy of using the Fund for this generation,
we may avoid those tendencies towards bureaucracy and
a formal or perfunctory attitude toward the work which
almost inevitably develops in organizations which prolong
their existence indefinitely. Coming generations can be
relied upon to provide for their own needs as they arise.”
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Rosenwald also decided to take his case to the press, first
in a 1929 Saturday Evening Post article, then in “Principles
of Public Giving,” published in the May 1929 Atlantic
Monthly. This essay is one of the most important in the
history of philanthropy.
Rosenwald began by discussing charities that had outlived
their usefulness, such as a fund designed to give students at
one of Oxford University’s colleges half a loaf of bread a day,
or the will of late-eighteenth-century donor Robert Richard
Randall, which turned his Manhattan farm into a retirement
home for sailors. The farm, known as the Sailors’ Snug
Harbor, was located on prime Manhattan real estate worth
over $30 million in 1929—an amount that “vastly exceeds
any reasonable requirement for the care of retired seafarers.”
But far worse than old nonprofits ruled by the dead
hand, Rosenwald wrote, were living institutions with
large endowments whose trustees only spent the interest
the endowments created. While serving as a trustee of
the University of Chicago, Rosenwald found his fellow
board members reluctant to touch the endowment,
even for such useful purposes as buying books or aiding
professors’ research.
“I think it is inevitable that as trustees and officers of
perpetuities grow old they become more concerned to
conserve the funds in their own care than to wring from those
funds the greatest possible usefulness,” Rosenwald wrote.
“That tendency is evident already in some of the foundations,
and as time goes on it will not lessen but increase.”
“The cure for this disease is a radical operation,” Rosenwald
concluded. “If the funds must exhaust themselves within a
generation, no bureaucracy is likely to develop around them.”
“Principles of Public Giving” created a sensation in the
philanthropic world. Rosenwald received hundreds of letters
from colleagues who headed foundations and universities—
and a surprising number agreed with him. Rockefeller
Foundation president George Vincent wrote that the
case against “specific permanent endowments” has “been
proved over and over again.” Edward A. Filene declared
that Rosenwald was one of America’s ten most important
business executives because his “business experience has
led him to see through the shams of philanthropy and the
pretenses of greatness which so often go with the accidental
accumulation of great wealth.” Brookings Institution
founder Robert Brookings told Rosenwald that the wealth
he had given away “was insignificant” compared to “the
value of this idea” of term limits for foundations.
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Rosenwald did have some imitators. He helped Conrad
Hubert, founder of American Ever-Ready (now Eveready
Battery), dispose of a $6 million estate in 1929. Maurice
Falk, a Pittsburgh industrialist, specifically cited
Rosenwald’s ideas in his decision to set a term limit on
the Maurice and Laura Falk Foundation, which disbursed
its endowment on Pittsburgh-based charities and good
government organizations until it spent itself out in 1965.
Rosenwald also influenced his own family. The Stern Fund,
begun by Rosenwald’s daughter Edith Rosenwald Stern and
her husband Edgar Stern, was created in 1936 with a fiftyyear time limit. It was in many ways a continuation of the
Rosenwald Fund, since the Rosenwald Fund’s last action in
1948 was to transfer $900,000 and some staff members to
the Stern Fund. The Stern Fund spent itself out of existence
on schedule in 1986.
Philip Stern, Edgar Stern’s son and an investigative
journalist, created the Stern Family Fund. It was also
created with a term limit and spent itself out in 2005. The
fund’s president, David Stern, said that “we inherited this
belief ” in term limits “from my great-grandfather. It has
become almost biblical in our family. Foundations become
almost more interested in their own preservation than in
doing the social change work they were set out to do.”

“It is clear that numerous foundations
violate the spirit of their charters by
hoarding rather than giving.”—Rep.
Wright Patman (D-Texas)
As for the Rosenwald Fund, it spent itself out of existence in
1948, nine years ahead of schedule.
Rosenwald even had an influence on Congress in the 1950s
and 1960s, when that body considered changing the laws
governing foundations.
The two major Congressional investigations of foundations
in the 1950s, chaired first by Rep. Eugene Cox (D-Ga.)
and then by Rep. B. Carroll Reece (R-Tenn.), had little
effect, although the latter’s committee did urge a 25-year
term limit on all foundations because that would “avoid the
calcification which sometimes sets in on foundations” and
“minimize the seriousness of the danger that the foundation
might, at some future period, pass into the control of
persons whose objectives differed materially from those
which the creator of the foundation intended.”
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Rep. Patman, who chaired the House Ways and Means
Committee, helped shepherd the Tax Reform Act of 1969
through Congress. The Senate’s version of the Act would
have imposed a 40-year term limit on foundations’ lives,
but after a lobbying effort by foundations that historian
Thomas C. Reeves calls “the most extensive publicity
campaign in their history,” this provision was dropped in
conference committee.
The final version of the Act did address perpetuity
indirectly in Section 4942 by imposing a minimum annual
distribution of grant money (six percent of assets, later
reduced to five percent). Foundations refer to this as “the
payout,” and the proper size and nature of the payout has
been a source of endless discussion ever since.
Establishing the payout is as close as Congress has come to
mandating any sort of term limit on foundations. Although
Congress has occasionally threatened other alterations to the
laws on foundations, little change has occurred since 1969.
That means decisions to limit the lives of foundations are
the responsibility of donors and boards of trustees.

RECENT TERM-LIMITED FOUNDATIONS

The number of term-limited foundations is now so large
they cannot adequately be described in one chapter. Readers
who want more such history should consult my book
Should Foundations Live Forever? (published by the Capital
Research Center). Here we will consider what can be learned
from a few of the most important limited-life foundations,
before we turn to the most radical option for donors,
exemplified by George Eastman of Eastman Kodak, who
gave his fortune away without the help of a foundation.
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The next Congressional critique came from Rep. Wright
Patman (D-Texas), a populist who complained in 1967 “The
foundations of America, which as a whole make up one of
the powerful economic and propaganda forces in modern
times, are virtually unregulated.” Rep. Patman grounded
his criticism on Julius Rosenwald’s critique of perpetuity.
He quoted Rosenwald and former Rockefeller Foundation
president Max Mason, who said, “old man Rockefeller
did not set up the foundation, or any of his philanthropic
enterprises for that matter, with the idea of everlastingness....
It is clear that numerous foundations violate the spirit of
their charters by hoarding rather than giving. They also
violate the principle of the era upon which their founders
established them.”

Chuck Feeney was born in 1931 in a poor Irish Catholic
neighborhood in New Jersey. By the mid-1970s, Feeney’s
wealth—which came from co-founding a duty-free retail
company—reached $250 million and led to the creation of
Atlantic Philanthropies.

ATLANTIC PHILANTHROPIES

The Atlantic Philanthropies is the largest foundation to
have a term limit. It ceased active grantmaking in 2016 and
will spend itself out by 2020, 38 years after its creation. Its
lifetime grants will total $8 billion.
Atlantic is the creation of Chuck Feeney, born in 1931
in a poor Irish Catholic neighborhood in New Jersey.
Feeney’s wealth came from Duty Free Shoppers or DFS,
which he founded with three partners. By the mid1970s, Feeney’s wealth reached $250 million and he
pondered what to do. He turned to New York University
law professor Harvey P. Dale, who gave him a thick
reading list. Feeney was particularly impressed with
the advice of Jesus in the Sermon on the Mount and of
the great medieval rabbi Maimonides, both of whom
taught that the best way to give is anonymously. Feeney
was also struck by the view Andrew Carnegie taught in
“The Gospel of Wealth”: after providing “moderately
for the legitimate wants of those dependent upon him,”
a philanthropist should “consider all surplus revenues
which come to him simply as trust funds, which he is
called upon to administer…. The man who dies rich,
dies disgraced.”

NOVEMBER 2017

The Atlantic Philanthropies’ existence was publicly
disclosed in 1996, when DFS was sold to the French
company LVMH and Feeney’s decision had to be made
public. Atlantic’s historian, Tony Proscio, says that it was
always assumed that the Atlantic Philanthropies would
have some sort of term limit, but the decision was not
formally made until Feeney, at a 1999 press conference,
said that Atlantic’s giving would rise to $400 million a
year, a pace that would cause the foundation to spend out
between 2020-2030. An anonymous trustee told Proscio,
“We knew what Chuck wanted to do and there was such
reverence for him around the table that there was no way
anyone was going to oppose it…. If we kept on making
grants at the rate we were making them, the spend-down
was going to happen anyway.”
After several years of planning, Atlantic’s board ultimately
settled on the dates of 2016 for an end to new grants and
2020 for shutting down entirely. As Proscio wrote in 2010,
most of this large foundation’s task for its final decade
would be “forecasting, planning, allocating resources, and
in relatively few years’ time, execution.”

JOHN M. OLIN FOUNDATION

The John M. Olin Foundation is the most prominent
conservative foundation to spend itself out of existence. The
foundation’s historian, John J. Miller, says that as early as
1975, John M. Olin was given a memo by Frank O’Connell,
later to become the foundation’s first president, saying that
the foundation “should not aim at perpetuity, but rather at
liquidation within a given period (perhaps 25 years)—or
sooner, in the discretion of the Trustees, should events
indicate that to be a necessary or desirable course.”
According to Miller, Olin “worried that if it did not
cease to exist at some point in the not-too-distant future,
the enemies of free enterprise might gain control of the
foundation’s assets and turn them against their original
objective. Moreover, Olin believed that later generations
of Americans would be much better able to address the
problems they faced than he would be able to anticipate
them. Meanwhile, the intellectual defense of capitalism
needed all the help it could get as soon as it could get it.”
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Most of Eastman’s philanthropy went to the city of Rochester,
including the city’s main hospital, many dental clinics for the
poor, and the Eastman Theatre, first home of the Rochester
Philharmonic Orchestra.

WILLIAM E. SIMON FOUNDATION

William E. Simon (1927-2000) was not only a former
Secretary of the Treasury and the man who worked with
John M. Olin to shape the John M. Olin Foundation. He
was also a successful entrepreneur in his own right, whose
leveraged buyout of Gibson Greetings in the early 1980s was
the basis of his fortune.
While the Olin Foundation’s mission was primarily to
influence public policy, the Simon Foundation’s primary
purpose is poverty fighting. “The main purpose of my
foundation is to help the needy by providing the means
by which they may help themselves,” Simon wrote in his
autobiography. He added that he agreed with Andrew
Carnegie, who said in “The Gospel of Wealth” that “in
bestowing charity,” the philanthropist should provide only
“part of the means by which those who desire to improve
may do so,” because it is best “to assist, but rarely or never
to do all.”
Unlike the Olin Foundation, the Simon Foundation
has a fixed term limit; it is to spend itself out within 30
years of Simon’s death, or no later than December 31,
2029. In a 2000 interview with Philanthropy, Simon
stated, “I have asked that the foundation’s work be
complete within the lives of my sons Billy and Peter,
who are in their late forties now.” He added that in order
to ensure that the foundation spends down on schedule,
he had created “a lead trust that will start on the day
that I die. There is a very complex process by which
my children can recoup part of the trust, but only after
all of the foundation’s money has been given away.”
To ensure that they understand their commitment to
helping the less fortunate, Simon Foundation board
members can only retain their seats on the board if they
perform at least 150 hours a year of volunteer work in
helping the poor.
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Credit: Rochester Philharmonic Orchestra/YouTube screenshot.
License: https://goo.gl/JoHDKg.

The Atlantic Foundation (the philanthropy’s original name)
was established in 1982 in Bermuda. This was in part to
allow it to give money anonymously. Also, under Bermuda
law, Feeney could transfer his entire 38.7 percent stake in
DFS stock to his charity, something he could not do under
American law.

In a 2008 interview with the Wall Street Journal, William
E. Simon Jr. said he fully supported his father’s intention
that the Simon Foundation has a hard term limit. “It was
something Dad felt strongly about,” Simon said, adding,
“People’s behaviors change…. You have to be targeted in
your focus and it’s harder to do that as you…get further
away from the donor.”

THE POWER OF GIVING WHILE LIVING
If a man has wealth, he has to make a choice, because there is the money heaping up. He can keep
it together in a bunch, and then leave it for others
to administer after he is dead. Or he can get it into
action and have fun, while he is still alive. I prefer
getting it into action and adapting it to human
needs, and making the plan work.
— George Eastman (1923)
George Eastman (1854-1932) remains the most important
philanthropist who never set up a foundation. Although
few people today realize just how powerful his achievements
were, even a brief sketch of them will make clear that he was
an American giant.
During his lifetime, he gave away $125 million. While this
was less than Andrew Carnegie, John D. Rockefeller Sr.,
or John D. Rockefeller Jr., it was enough to put him into
the rarefied list of donors of his generation who gave more
than $100 million, which includes James B. Duke, Edward
Harkness, and Nettie Fowler McCormick.
Eastman never set up a foundation for several reasons, but
chief among them was his desire for privacy. Journalist
B.C. Forbes, founder of Forbes magazine, interviewed
Eastman in 1917 for a book on profiles of business leaders
of the day. “I could not draw from him one fact about
his benefactions.” Forbes nonetheless concluded, “George
Eastman has little use for money except as an instrument
for establishing worthy aims.”
After perfecting the portable camera, Eastman largely
retired from Eastman Kodak at age 45 and spent the rest
of his life as a philanthropist. The two chief recipients of
his philanthropy were both universities: the University of
Rochester, located in Eastman’s hometown of Rochester,
New York, and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
which trained many of Eastman Kodak’s best engineers.
Ultimately the University of Rochester received $35 million
during Eastman’s lifetime, and an additional $19 million
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from his estate. MIT received $24 million, and much of
Eastman’s giving there was anonymous—leading students
to a frantic but unsuccessful search to discover who actually
was the benefactor the faculty called “Mr. X.” Indeed,
Eastman saved MIT during a financial crisis. Without his
strategic giving at that moment, no one living today might
even have heard of MIT.
Although Eastman gave generously to MIT and to
African-American institutions in the South, most of his
philanthropy went to the city of Rochester, including the
city’s main hospital, many dental clinics for the poor,
and the Eastman Theatre, first home of the Rochester
Philharmonic Orchestra. The city of Rochester’s chief
historian, Blake McKelvey, notes that by 1925 Eastman’s
donations to Rochester were so great that the city
became known primarily as George Eastman’s home.
The city, McKelvey wrote, had been “made over in
Eastman’s image.”

George Eastman remains the most
important philanthropist who never set
up a foundation.
Eastman’s sprawling largesse wins him a place in the
Philanthropy Roundtable’s donor Hall of Fame, which
summarizes some of his grandest achievements:
Eastman established brand-new campuses for two
universities that became among the best of their
kind. He established a medical school, and did
pioneering work in improving the dental health of
children in the U.S. and Europe. He built one of
the greatest music schools in the world. And he was
the largest contributor to the education of African
Americans during the 1920s.
In 1924, Eastman announced that he was giving away $30
million to the University of Rochester, MIT, Hampton
Institute, and Tuskegee Institute. (James B. Duke in
the same week announced the creation of the Duke
Endowment.) The Boston Globe declared in an editorial
“Few can endow great universities. But many can apply
George Eastman’s philosophy of giving; invest in your own
community and do so while your money can be put to work
while you still live.”
After giving away the overwhelming majority of his fortune
by his death in 1932, Eastman bequeathed the remainder,
about $25 million, in his will.
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LESSONS LEARNED

As this chapter makes clear, donors have multiple reasons
to be wary of creating another perpetual foundation. The
dangers of your own foundation eventually betraying your
intentions are great, as is the threat of mediocrity that all
institutions face over time. In contrast, there are significant
advantages to term-limiting a foundation. The limitation
often forces a philanthropy to be more focused and effective,
and it also causes a foundation to have significantly higher
sums each year to invest in good works, compared to a
perpetual foundation peer.

But for donors who are especially brave and hardy, and want
to maximize their own pleasure in doing good, there is the
higher road of giving while living. In this scenario, donors
avoid the difficult challenge of ensuring that a long-lived
foundation stays on the right path. Instead, they get to enjoy
the delight of seeing just how much they have improved the
world with their philanthropy.
Read previous Special Reports from CRC online at
CapitalResearch.org/category/special-report/.

The communist movement known as Antifa (short for Anti-Fascist Action) has sparked violence across
the nation. In the wake of their battling white supremacist in Charlottesville, Antifa has begun to gain
mainstream popularity. But unbeknownst to much of the public, the vast majority of Antifa violence isn’t
targeted at genuine fascists, but mainstream conservatives and civilians. With help from those who have
encountered Antifa, Trevor Loudon guides us through the history and ideas behind the Antifa movement,
starting
with CENTER
Leon Trotsky and going all the way through the events in Berkeley, CA and Charlottesville, 44
VA.
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WATCH AT: DangerousDocumentaries.com/film/America-Under-Siege-Antifa/
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