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INSIDE THE LEFT’S WEB OF “DARK MONEY”
Sheldon Whitehouse won’t tell you about the Arabella  
Advisors empire that skirts disclosure requirements.

By Scott Walter

The fight over Amy Coney Barrett’s 
nomination to the Supreme Court is 
only the beginning of judicial bat-
tles to come. If President Trump is 
re-elected, he will nominate more 
judges, and Democrats will attack 
them. If Joe Biden wins, his allies will 
keep demanding he pack the Supreme 
Court by adding seats to fill with 
liberal activists.

Glance at the Twitter feed of Brian 
Fallon, leader of Demand Justice, the 
left’s top judicial pressure group. Mr. 
Fallon was the spokesman for Hillary 
Clinton’s 2016 presidential campaign; 
Demand Justice is less well known. Its 
origin story cuts against the left-wing 
trope that conservative “dark money” 
has “captured the courts.”

Mr. Fallon sowed the seed of Demand 
Justice by speaking at a 2018 meeting  
of the Democracy Alliance, a secretive donor group 
co-founded by George Soros, who pledged millions in 
support. But the money didn’t go to a new nonprofit. It 
went to an empire managed by Arabella Advisors, a for-
profit consulting firm founded by a Clinton administration 
alumnus who previously worked at the League of Conserva-
tion Voters—a “dark money heavyweight,” as the Center for 
Public Integrity puts it.

Arabella long flew under the radar, even though its in-house 
nonprofits raked in $1.2 billion in the 2018 electoral cycle 
alone, compared with $502 million raised by the Democratic 
and Republican National Committees combined. Its new 
prominence arises from its aggressive role in Supreme Court 
nominations. A colleague of mine discovered it during the 
Brett Kavanaugh controversy, and during Judge Barrett’s 
hearings Arabella was cited by Republican Sen. Ted Cruz.

Mr. Cruz highlighted Arabella because it belies complaints 
by Democratic Sen. Sheldon Whitehouse and others who 
pretend that “dark money” only exists on the right. Arabella’s 

revenues dwarf those of Mr. Whitehouse’s bêtes noires like 
the Federalist Society and Judicial Crisis Network. What’s 
more, Arabella’s cash winds through a legal structure that 
darkens its donors and their dollars far more than normal 
nonprofits can achieve.

By law, a nonprofit need not reveal its donors, and very few 
do. But a normal nonprofit, like Mr. Whitehouse’s targets, 
must disclose revenues, assets, board members, salaries, 
largest vendors, total expenses (broken into categories like 
fundraising and travel), lobbying, grants to other nonprofits 
and much more.

The Arabella empire avoids those disclosures. Imagine a 
pyramid with Arabella Advisors at the apex. Arabella is a 
for-profit entity and thus has no disclosure obligations. The 
middle layer is four nonprofits. At the base are hundreds of 
projects, fiscally sponsored by the four nonprofits, that make 

Scott Walter is president of Capital Research Center.

COMMENTARY

Sen. Ted Cruz highlighted Arabella because it belies complaints by Democratic Sen. 
Sheldon Whitehouse and others who pretend that “dark money” only exists on the right. 
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The Washington Post editorial board read Politico’s report-
ing and decried Sixteen Thirty as catering to “big campaign 
donors who want to have impact but hide their identity.” 
The Post was especially incensed that Sixteen Thirty’s top 
three donors anonymously gave $51.7 million, $26.7 
million and $10 million. The paper should also know that 
Sixteen Thirty was set up with seed money from two groups 
notorious for partisanship and election irregularities: Acorn 
and Americans United for Change.

Such politicized nonprofits defy the average American’s 
understanding of philanthropy, but left-wing donors have 
for years invested $100 million or more in 501(c)(3)s every 
cycle to register Democratic-leaning voters. Arabella CEO 
Sampriti Ganguli admitted in a February interview that her 

company’s nonprofits provide a 
“work-around” for liberal donors 
to bypass “the tax regime” and its 
“constraints” on charitable giv-
ing, presumably including limits 
on political activity and financial 
disclosure requirements.

Recently, the Trusted Elections 
Fund, an Arabella pop-up, was 
cited in a legal brief filed against 
Michigan’s secretary of state, 
because the secretary had urged 
donors to send money via that 

fund to election officials who, the lawsuit claims, will steer it 
to Democratic-leaning precincts. Welcome to the left’s brave 
new “nonprofit” world. 

This commentary first appeared in the Wall Street Journal on 
October 22, 2020.

Read previous articles from the Commentary series online 
at https://capitalresearch.org/category/commentary/.

up the supposedly grass-roots groups the public sees. These 
projects fight all sorts of political battles, from judicial nom-
inations and climate policy to abortion and ObamaCare. 
Their financial backers include some of the wealthiest liberal 
philanthropies, including Bill Gates’ and Warren Buffett’s 
family foundations.

But these hundreds of projects reveal neither their donors 
nor any details a genuine nonprofit must disclose. Nor can 
you try to pressure their board members, because they don’t 
have any. Each is merely a website and an accounting code 
at one of the four umbrella nonprofits in the middle of 
the pyramid: “pop-up” groups that often exist while useful 
and then disappear. Although the four umbrella nonprofits 
file the usual disclosures, each one amalgamates data from 
dozens of pop-up groups, which 
obscures the details of any partic-
ular project.

No major newspaper has ever 
exposed this pyramid, despite the 
$2.4 billion Arabella ran through 
its nonprofits from 2006-18, 
or the considerable overlap in 
board membership of those four 
supposedly independent non-
profits—which share the same 
address, general counsel (Andrew 
Schulz) and chief financial officer 
(Wil Priester) as Arabella itself.

One of the nonprofits, the Sixteen Thirty Fund, is such a 
political powerhouse that it’s finally receiving some press. 
Politico calls it a “liberal secret-money network” that was 
“one of the biggest players in the 2018 political landscape” 
as it spent $141 million on TV ads and “projects” like  
Floridians for a Fair Shake and Michigan Families for  
Economic Prosperity.

But these hundreds of projects reveal 
neither their donors nor any details 
a genuine nonprofit must disclose. 
Nor can you try to pressure their 
board members, because they don’t 
have any.
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“CREATION CARE”:  
ENVIRONMENTALISM’S SECRET WAR ON CHRISTIANITY

By Hayden Ludwig

writer has found references to “Earthcare,” an attempted 
fusion between ecology and feminism from the same period.

The basic theme of creation care is that God’s Creation is 
in humanity’s hands to enjoy or destroy. It shares proximity 
with historical Christianity’s understanding of Creation and 
belief in the Bible’s authority, but takes a low view of God’s 
sovereignty over the Earth and a very high view of Man’s 
power over it and the future of the human race. Creation 
care preaching often reworks Bible verses referencing “those 
who destroy the Earth” (Rev. 11:18) and have “polluted the 
land” (Jer. 3:2) to show Man’s mismanagement of nature 
and natural resources, rather than the consequences of 
original sin, idolatry, and the Israelites’ infidelity to God as 
taught in historical Protestant, Roman Catholic, and Eastern 
Orthodox traditions.

Hayden Ludwig is a research analyst at CRC.

Summary: If you can’t beat ’em, deceive ’em. For years the 
environmental Left has tried to infiltrate conservative churches, 
spreading a “gospel” of global warming, junk science, and 
radical anti-human ideology in place of biblical teaching. The 
scheme is called “creation care,” and it’s brought to you by the 
heirs to the eugenics, forced sterilization, and abortion-on- 
demand campaigns pioneered by social engineers and so-called 
Progressives in the 20th century. Yet the goal of this secret war 
couldn’t be clearer: permanently split Evangelical voters from 
the Republican Party.

“Creation care” is the Left’s most recent attempt to fool 
right-leaning voters into supporting policies and politicians 
they would otherwise oppose. It’s old fashioned environ-
mentalism, repackaged with a biblical veneer and marketed 
as a “gospel issue”—drawing attention to environmental 
stewardship and public health issues that pro-life Christians 
have supposedly ignored.

In reality, creation care means redefining the term “pro-life” 
to incorporate doctrinaire environmentalism—replacing the 
conviction that life begins at conception with a new definition 
that’s so meaningless that it can mean whatever they want it 
to. With today’s hardened Left, that includes redistribution of 
wealth, open borders, and population control policies.

Far from an expression of biblical principles, creation care is 
a gateway through which secularists are attempting to march 
their policies into the churches and preach left-wing progres-
sivism from the pulpits. It’s a grave threat to both Christians’ 
and America’s religious freedoms—paid for by left-wing 
mega-donors intent on fundamentally reshaping the United 
States using global warming fear tactics. Their ultimate goal 
is clear: split conservative Evangelicals from the Republican 
Party and pave the way for an increasingly extreme agenda.

Creation Care’s Origins and Definition
It’s unclear who coined the term, but sometime in the mid-
1990s “creation care” emerged as the rallying cry for Chris-
tian environmentalism. Yet it was by no means universal. This 
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GREEN WATCH

Creation care can be traced to a 1990 “Open Letter to the 
American Religious Community” from a group of prominent 
scientists led by Carl Sagan, the late scientist and noted atheist 
famous for popularizing astronomy with multiple books and a 
television series. 
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consequences of climate change. In 1992, representatives 
from 170 countries met in Rio de Janeiro for the U.N. 
Earth Summit and declared climate change (linked to the 
use of fossil fuels) a dire threat requiring global cooperation 
on “green” policies to solve.

Five years later the Rio summit declaration was followed by 
the Kyoto Protocol, which dedicated countries to reducing 
emissions of greenhouse gases—most importantly carbon 
dioxide (CO2) and methane (MH4)—which were blamed 
for exacerbating global warming. Although the U.S. com-
mitted to reducing emissions, the Senate unanimously 
informed President Bill Clinton that it would not ratify a 
treaty that imposed emissions reductions on the U.S. with-
out imposing the same reductions on developing countries 
due to the harm it would cause the American economy.

Global warming advocates had seemingly done the 
unthinkable by merging the causes of environmentalism 
and organized religion. Momentum was with the activists in 
what quickly became the Left’s first creation care campaign 
targeting conservative Evangelicals and Roman Catholics 
for conversion.

Creation Care Is Born . . .  
with Leftist Money
Spearheading the charge was a new coalition formed in 
1993: the National Religious Partnership for the Environ-
ment (NRPE). The coalition included the U.S. Conference 
of Catholic Bishops, Jewish Council for Public Affairs, and 
National Council of Churches of Christ (mostly composed 
of mainline, liberal denominations).

The NRPE was always ecumenical—so much so that its 
initial executive director, Paul Gorman, is a historical ally of 
atheists. Gorman was a press secretary for arch-liberal Sen. 
Eugene McCarthy (D-MN) and a radical environmentalist 
who once called “the relentless magnitude of environmental 
degradation” the defining feature of his generation’s “struggle 
for social justice.” In the 1980s, Gorman headed the Temple 
of Understanding in New York City’s Episcopal Cathedral 
of St. John the Divine, then the headquarters of the Gaia 
Institute, a pagan organization that worships an earth spirit 
called “Gaia” (the personification of the Earth in ancient 
Greek mythology).

In his previous role, Gorman organized a “Joint Appeal” 
of scientists and religious leaders who were invited to host a 
conference in Moscow by Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev, 
and attendees reportedly delivered bizarre speeches on New 
Age cosmic philosophy and the “enlightenment” of atheism. 

This reinterpretation of the Scriptures suits the needs of 
a largely secular political agenda. When Paul observed in 
his epistle to the church at Rome that “the whole creation 
groans and labors” in pain, he wasn’t referring to the Roman 
Empire’s missing recycling program.

Creation care might be called an evolution of 20th century 
theological liberalism, which eschewed doctrines such as 
biblical inerrancy, imputation, and the resurrection of Christ 
in favor of Darwinism and “higher” textual criticism of the 
Bible. But old school liberal theologians rarely pursued pol-
icy objectives. Creation care, on the other hand, isn’t about 
abandoning Scripture so much as redefining words such as 
“sin” and “redemption” to fit another narrative—one with 
policy objectives shockingly similar to that of the secular 
environmental Left.

But where did it start? E. Calvin Beisner, founder of the 
Cornwall Alliance for the Stewardship of Creation, is the 
foremost scholar and skeptic on creation care. He traces its 
origins to a 1990 “Open Letter to the American Religious 
Community” from a group of prominent scientists led by 
Carl Sagan, the late scientist and noted atheist famous for 
popularizing astronomy with multiple books and a television 
series Cosmos.

The letter warned the faithful of the devastating conse-
quences of global warming, depletion of the Earth’s ozone 
layer, deforestation, and “global nuclear war which would 
put at risk most of the population of the Earth.” And it 
called on the religious community to use “religious teaching, 
example, and leadership” to “influence personal conduct 
and commitment” to changing public policy—in short, to 
subordinate the pulpits to doctrinaire environmentalism.

The letter was already co-signed by 32 Nobel Laureates and 
numerous scientists when Sagan presented it in Moscow in 
early 1990 at the Global Forum of Spiritual and Parliamen-
tary Leaders Conference, where it gained the support of 
some 270 Christian, Muslim, Buddhist, and Hindu reli-
gious leaders.

This was a critical era for global warming advocates. In 
November 1990, President George H.W. Bush signed the 
Global Change Research Act into law, establishing a new 
program to conduct research into the human effects on and 

The basic theme of creation care is that 
God’s Creation is in humanity’s hands to 
enjoy or destroy.
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• $305,000 from the Energy Foundation “to support 
strong mercury regulation by EPA”;

• $475,000 from the Hewlett Foundation “for 
evangelical climate initiative”;

• $700,000 from the Energy Foundation “to build 
support for action on climate change through 
outreach education and mobilization of religious 
community”; and

• $522,000 from the Blue Moon Fund “to organize 
and host a meeting of state-based and national 
interfaith organizations to refine a campaign  
strategy for addressing global warming through  
faith community.”

It is also worth pointing out just how liberal these founda-
tions are. The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, for 
example, gave $475 million to environmentalist groups such 
as Greenpeace and the Sierra Club between 2016 and 2019. 
It’s one of the leading funders of the “eco-Right,” self- 
identified conservative environmentalists who push for  
carbon taxes, Big Government cronyism, and global warm-
ing policies. The Hewlett Foundation also funds pro- 
abortion groups such as the Religious Coalition for  
Reproductive Choice and Planned Parenthood.

The Energy Foundation is a “dark money” pass-through 
created by major funders—Pew Charitable Trusts, the 
Rockefeller Foundation, and the MacArthur Foundation—
to funnel money to left-wing groups trying to create a “new 
energy economy.” Recipients include the Environmental 
Defense Fund, Earthjustice, the Tides Center, and the  
Natural Resources Defense Council.

The Return of Christian Socialism?
In charge of NRPE’s outreach to conservative Protestants 
was the Evangelical Environmental Network (EEN), cre-
ated in 1993 by Ronald J. Sider, a “social justice” activist, 
Mennonite theologian, and author of numerous books 
calling Christians to be “completely pro-life” and preach the 
“whole gospel.” These are common slogans in the creation 
care movement, and boil down to mean that, in addition to 
opposing abortion and same-sex marriage, Christians should 
support socialized medicine and oppose capital punishment, 
nuclear weapons, and the reelection of President Trump. 
Sider has also authored articles for liberal outlets such as 
the Huffington Post arguing for tax hikes on the wealthy and 
capital gains to combat the “sin” of income inequality.

EEN launched with an Evangelical Declaration on the Care 
of Creation, a manifesto for the creation care movement 
signed by a few hundred pastors nationwide. According to 

With fundraising help from Sens. Al Gore (D-TN), Timothy 
Wirth (D-CO), and James Jeffords (I-VT), this conference 
evolved into the NRPE. From the start, the NRPE was a crea-
ture of the Left created to do the Left’s bidding.

The NRPE claims otherwise. As Gorman put it in a 2002 
interview: “We are not the environmental movement at 
prayer. We are not recruiting shock troops for embattled 
greens. We are not trying to change a paragraph of legisla-
tion in Congress.”

But whatever its spiritual pretensions, the facts strongly 
suggest otherwise. The NRPE regularly urges Congress to 
increase funding for the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), publishes demands that the U.S. transition to 100 
percent “clean energy” by 2050, and releases policy prescrip-
tions disguised as prayers such as:

I ask You, Sacred Spirit, to inspire people of faith 
like me to hold the United States government—
especially the EPA—responsible for allowing busi-
nesses and corporations to pollute our waterways.

Unsurprisingly, the NRPE has received over $17 million 
since 1999 from liberal standbys such as the Energy, Hew-
lett, Rockefeller, Wyss, MacArthur, Packard, Oak, Surdna, 
and Charles Stewart Mott Foundations. Many such grants 
are unequivocally for advocacy purposes:
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Paul Gorman is a historical ally of atheists. In the 1980s, 
Gorman headed the Temple of Understanding in New York 
City’s Episcopal Cathedral of St. John the Divine, then the 
headquarters of the Gaia Institute, a pagan organization that 
worships an earth spirit called “Gaia” (the personification of the 
Earth in ancient Greek mythology). 
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the document, humans “have degraded creation” and “bibli-
cal faith is essential to the solution of our ecological prob-
lems.” Water and air pollution is “perverted stewardship,” 
the “earthly result of human sin.” The Evangelical Declara-
tion speaks for itself:

Because we have sinned, we have failed in our stew-
ardship of creation. Therefore we repent of the way 
we have polluted, distorted, or destroyed so much 
of the Creator’s work. . . .

We have ignored our creaturely limits and have used 
the earth with greed, rather than care. . . .

One consequence of our misuse of the earth is an 
unjust denial of God’s created bounty to other 
human beings, both now and in the future.

Toward its close, the Evangelical Declaration calls “on all 
Christians to work for godly, just, and sustainable econo-
mies,” blaming much of this degradation on poverty. “There-
fore we support the development of just, free economies 
which empower the poor and create abundance without 
diminishing creation’s bounty.”

The Evangelical Declaration avoids global warming and 
only touches lightly on the climate. But it doesn’t have to go 
further; at its core the document lays out a left-of-center eco-
nomic agenda cast in a “green” light: increased welfare ben-
efits, redistribution of wealth through a higher progressive 
income tax, and the expansion of EPA regulatory authority. 

It’s a fellow traveler to the “environmental justice” pushed 
by far-left groups such as the Sierra Club, which imagine 
that “systemic racism and discrimination” block minorities’ 
access to “clean water and breathable air.”

More specifically, it’s an updated form of the Christian social-
ism that saw its heyday in the early 1900s. Christian socialists 
railed against the same social failings as contemporary Pro-
gressives—substantial wealth inequality, urban poverty, child 
labor, corporate greed, and depletion and pollution of natural 
resources—but from the pulpit, not the soapbox.

One influential Christian socialist, the minister George 
Herron, sermonized in 1890 that “property,” not (the love 
of ) money, is the root of all evil. He creatively retooled the 
biblical account of Cain killing his brother Abel, the first 
murder in history, as the expression of “brutal assertion of 
self-interest as the law of human life”—capitalism. What 
the world really needed was Herron’s Christ: not a historical 
figure but rather the spirit of cooperation and harmony and 
the incarnate triumph of “labor” over “capital.”

Herron later helped found the Socialist Party (which opposed 
ownership of private property) and campaigned for its peren-
nial standard-bearer, Indiana Sen. Eugene Debs—perhaps the 
most radical person to ever run for the presidency on a major 
party ticket. Christian socialists were always close to Com-
munists and Progressives. Planned Parenthood founder Mar-
garet Sanger, an avowed atheist and Socialist Party member, 

One influential Christian socialist, the 
minister George Herron, sermonized in 
1890 that “property,” not (the love of) 
money, is the root of all evil.

IS “CREATION CARE” SOCIALIST?
Are creation care advocates socialists? The answer 
varies from person to person and depends upon 
your definition of socialism.

EEN founder Ron Sider’s politics are a strange grab 
bag of positions from the Right and Left, but on the 
environment there’s little daylight between him and 
the radical Left. EEN’s first director, Jim Ball, is the 
author of Global Warming and the Risen LORD and 
multiple Huffington Post articles hailing Obama’s 
climate agenda (“We shall overcome global warm-
ing”). He also attended at least one of the Clinton 
Global Initiative’s annual summits. EEN’s current 
president, Mitch Hescox, has called the Sierra Club 
“a bunch of weirdos,” but in 2019 he co-authored 
an op-ed with liberal former Rep. Carlos Curbelo 
(R-FL) praising carbon taxes as a “conservative 
Green New Deal idea” (although both oppose the 
actual Green New Deal).

EEN is clearly more a product of the Left than con-
servatism—even if it’s more comfortable with liberal 
funding than liberal allies.

The largest known donation to EEN ($331,000 in 
2015) is from the Natural Resources Defense Coun-
cil, a left-wing group. Other major donors include 
the Energy Foundation, Marisla Foundation, 
Environmental Defense Fund, Rockefeller Brothers 
Fund, and the Hewlett Foundation.
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was guided through the Soviet Union in 1934 by Sherwood 
Eddy, an American expatriate, universalist missionary, and 
eager convert to Christian socialism.

The First Creation Care Crusade:  
Rebrand Global Warming
The first creation care crusade had one major objective: 
rebrand global warming—widely perceived as a liberal 
issue—as “moderate.” If the campaign succeeded, creation 
care would create a huge, bipartisan coalition of Christians 
and center-left environmentalists (who would presumably 
see through the rebranding) eager for climate change action. 
If it was wildly successful, it would break Evangelicals off 
from the Republican Party—perhaps permanently. The 
stakes couldn’t be higher.

According to Beisner, in 1994 the NRPE began distributing 
Let the Earth Be Glad: A Starter Kit for Churches to Care for 
God’s Creation. Some 52,000 congregations (30,000 Evan-
gelical) received copies. By 1999 that figure had doubled to 
over 100,000 congregations and the NRPE soon announced 
a 10-year, $16 million campaign to advance “green” preach-
ing in America’s pulpits. That same year EEN helped the 
left-leaning National Council of Churches launch an enor-
mous letter-writing campaign to pressure the U.S. Senate to 
ratify the Kyoto Protocol on global warming.

In 2002, this was followed by EEN’s What Would Jesus 
Drive? (WWJD) campaign, meant to curb carbon diox-
ide emissions by spurring Christians to buy low-emission 
vehicles. WWJD targeted states in the Bible Belt with 
promotion by Fenton Communications, a major left-wing 
public relations firm that has aided ultra-liberal groups lobby 
for issues such as gay marriage and minimum wage increases. 
Creation care also crept into Christianity Today, the magazine 
founded by Billy Graham and a bastion of conservative Prot-
estantism, with Christianity Today joining the NRPE and the 
EEN in a “special covenant” to support creation care.

In 2006, with support from the National Association of 
Evangelicals—a traditional group targeted for infiltration—
EEN launched the Evangelical Climate Initiative (ECI), 
which hosts a separate website but is an EEN front. (ECI 
even received a $500,000 startup grant from the Clinton 
Foundation’s Clinton Global Initiative.) ECI was accompa-
nied by a new, more aggressive manifesto “Climate Change: 
An Evangelical Call to Action.” It was launched in February 
2006 with a breakfast and conference at the National Press 
Club in Washington, DC, sponsored by Sens. John McCain 
(R-AZ) and Joe Lieberman (D-CT).

ECI was the creation care movement’s grand offensive, 
meant to mobilize the army of supporters the EEN, NAE, 
and NRPE had cultivated for over a decade. Compared with 
the more milquetoast Evangelical Declaration, the Evangeli-
cal Call to Action dives headfirst into the deep end of global 
warming activism with the announcement that “human-in-
duced climate change is real.”

“As evangelicals we have hesitated to speak on this issue 
until we could be more certain of the science of climate 
change, but the signatories now believe that the evidence 
demands action,” the document gingerly states before 
reaching full melodrama: “Millions of people could die in 
this century because of climate change, most of them our 
poorest global neighbors.”

The signatories themselves may have once waffled on the 
environment, but “love of God, love of neighbor, and the 
demands of stewardship” leave no room for other Christians 
to waver. Their “basic task” is “now to begin to reduce the 
[world’s] carbon dioxide emissions from the burning of fossil 
fuels,” starting by urging Congress to “pass and implement 
national legislation” to enact a “cap-and-trade program.”

Signatories included Rick Warren, senior pastor of Southern 
California’s Saddleback Church; W. Todd Bassett, national 
commander of the Salvation Army; Robert Andringa,  
president of the Council for Christian Colleges and Univer-
sities; EEN president Jim Ball; and former NAE president 
Leith Anderson.
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By the late 1990s advocates in the conservative movement and 
Evangelical camp had organized around opposition to creation 
care and its political and theological threats. These included 
the Interfaith Steward Alliance (now the Cornwall Alliance for 
Stewardship of Creation), a coalition of climate skeptics headed 
by E. Calvin Beisner.
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This was cheap eco-fearmongering at its worst, advocacy 
deceptively masquerading as a message from Scripture. Most 
shameful was that the signatories used their influence to 
pressure Christians into swallowing demands they might 
otherwise reject absent the shiny spiritual packaging.

And it was all done in support of cap and trade, a program 
that was and remains profoundly unpopular. Such a pro-
gram was at the center of Democrats’ 2009 climate plan but 
proved so unpopular and politically risky that even the new 
Democratic majority soon dropped the program, declaring 
it “dead.”

Creation Care In the Oval Office
In 2007, the NRPE released “God’s Climate Embraces Us 
All,” a document which doubled down on efforts to tie 
global warming to poverty and label climate change the 
ultimate moral issue facing modern Christianity: “[Deep 
religious values] are the reasons why care for God’s creation 
is becoming the most compelling new cause in religious 
life and why global climate change is the issue that is most 
moving people of faith to act.”

It coincided with a landmark report by the U.N. Intergov-
ernmental Panel on Climate Change, which concluded that 
there is 90 percent certainty that burning “fossil fuels” con-
tributes to climate change. And in June, President George 
W. Bush announced that his administration was in “deadly 
earnest” that the U.S. “will be actively involved—if not 
taking the lead—in a post-Kyoto framework.”

In March 2008, a group of prominent Southern Baptists led 
by seminary student Jonathan Merritt released “A South-
ern Baptist Declaration on the Environment and Climate 
Change” announcing, among other things, that “it is 
prudent [for Christians] to address global climate change,” 

even if it’s an issue where “Christians may find themselves in 
justified disagreement.” The importance of the declaration 
itself was less about what it said than who said it. Merritt is 
the son of a former president of the Southern Baptist Con-
vention, the largest Protestant denomination in the country 
and a pillar of conservative Evangelicalism.

Although the Southern Baptist Convention itself didn’t 
authorize the declaration, the declaration strengthened the 
image that increasing momentum was driving the “greens” 
forward as more Republican politicians and Christians 
took up the creation care cause. In June 2008, Republican 
presidential nominee John McCain reaffirmed his belief 
in a robust cap and trade system, stating that America 
should join “with every other nation in the world to try to 
reduce greenhouse gases.” In November, Democrat Barack 
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Jonathan Merritt is the son of a former president of the Southern 
Baptist Convention, the largest Protestant denomination in the 
country and a pillar of conservative Evangelicalism. 

CAP AND TRADE: PHONY “MARKET” ECONOMICS
Cap-and-trade programs are meant to “cap” the annual 
amount of greenhouse gases companies are permitted 
to emit. Producers can then trade a limited number of 
emissions permits in an auction to emit more without 
being fined, but the cap and total number of permits 
shrink each year, making greenhouse gas emissions 
increasingly more expensive and thus making it more 
economical to cut emissions. Cap and trade is supposed 
to be a “market-friendly” alternative to other 

command-and-control climate policies, but it’s entirely 
artificial and very expensive.

In 2019, California’s cap-and-trade system amounted to a 
$600 million tax on producers in the form of emission auc-
tion revenues, which is passed along to consumers. Califor-
nia’s nonpartisan Legislative Analyst’s Office estimates that 
cap and trade will raise gas prices by 15–63 cents per gallon 
by 2021 in a state where retail electricity prices are already 
53 percent higher than the national average.
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Obama—who made the climate central to his platform—
increased his share of Evangelical voters by 5 points from 
John Kerry’s in 2004 (although a majority still flocked to 
McCain), doubling his support among white Evangelicals 
between 18 and 44.

In 2009–2010, EEN was reportedly key in shepherding  
the new Democratic majority’s cap and trade bill  
(Waxman-Markey) through the House of Representatives  
(it failed in the Senate). The NRPE grew close to the Obama 
administration, meeting with “Environmental Protec-
tion agency, Council on Environmental Quality, the State 
Department, the Office of Faith-Based and Neighborhood 
Partnerships, the Treasury Department, and senior White 
House officials.”

Redefining Pro-Life for the War on Coal
In 2010, the EEN and National Association of Evangeli-
cals—now thoroughly infiltrated by creation care activists 
such as NAE vice president Richard Cizik—held the first 
National Day of Prayer for Creation Care to focus on 
the “impacts of mercury on the unborn . . . released by 
coal-burning power plants.”

While it’s true that mercury poisoning is particularly  
dangerous for fetuses, it’s disingenuous to 
ascribe such risks to power plants. Mercury 
is naturally released by volcanoes and 
wildfires in vastly greater quantities than 
from burning coal—less than 5 percent 
of the mercury found in our air comes 
from power plants—yet even then it poses 
little risk to the population, in the womb 
or otherwise. Blaming coal for theoretical 
public health risks is an old tactic from 
the eco-Left’s war on coal, propagated for 
political, not medical or scientific, reasons.

Nevertheless, this argument became the centerpiece in  
the creation care movement’s latest campaign: Mercury 
and the Unborn, which used Americans’ fear of mercury 
poisoning to frame anti-coal regulation as “pro-life.” At 
stake was a set of new EPA regulations designed to destroy 
coal-burning power plants by severely limiting their permis-
sible mercury emissions.

It also marked a radical evolution in the creation care strategy: 
redefining “pro-life” to mean something other than the con-
viction that life begins at conception, the only meaning that 
term has ever had since it was coined by anti-abortion activists 
in the 1970s. In time, creation care activists would come to use 
“pro-life” to mean practically anything but that conviction.

EEN targeted members of Congress with a campaign of 
lobbying, billboard, radio, and television advertising against 
mercury emissions. EEN even praised as “sensitive to  
pro-life concerns” 13 politicians who had 100 percent 
pro-abortion voting records and questioned the pro-life  
commitment of politicians with pro-life voting records, 
according to Beisner. Two of the 13 EEN targeted as insuffi-
ciently “pro-life,” Sen. John Boozman (R-AR) and Rep. Bob 
Latta (R-OH), had 100 percent pro-life voting records.

The EEN continues to lobby for mercury restrictions. In 
December 2018, EEN president Mitch Hescox co-signed a 
letter urging the Trump administration not to roll back the 
EPA’s Mercury Rule, created by the Obama administration 
in 2012. “Opponents of restrictions on mercury pollution 
argue that the cost of cleaning up our air is too high,” the 
letter asserts, dishonestly sidestepping genuine arguments 
against the Left’s ideological war on coal.

Losing Steam
For all its vaunted success and name recognition, creation 
care failed to accomplish its basic goal: rebranding global 
warming as moderate. In 2010, the rapid rise of the conser-
vative Tea Party swept a new Republican majority into the 

House of Representatives. The Republi-
can majority was deeply opposed to past 
capitulation on environmental issues. 
Most illustrative of this revolution was 
embarrassing defeat of longtime South 
Carolina Rep. Bob Inglis by upstart Trey 
Gowdy—largely over Inglis’s support for 
global warming policies.

The wave didn’t stop in Congress, either. 
An October 2010 Pew Research Center 
poll found that Republican support for 
federal subsidies of renewables research 
dropped by a staggering 20 points from 

2008, opening a 40 point gap between Republicans and 
Democrats on belief that human activities were dangerously 
warming up the Earth.

President Obama was narrowly reelected in 2012, but he 
lost ground (6 points) among Evangelicals. In early 2015 he 
unveiled the Clean Power Plan, a 460-page regulatory behe-
moth meant to bypass Congress’s failure to pass his original 
climate change plan in 2009–2010. The plan would “fight” 
global warming by cutting carbon dioxide emissions by 32 
percent by 2030, although the EPA’s own model predicted 
that it would only reduce global temperatures by less than 
0.02 of a degree and lower sea levels by 0.01 of an inch by 

Mercury is naturally 
released by volcanoes 
and wildfires in vastly 
greater quantities than 
from burning coal.
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the end of the century. The gains would have been minimal 
at an enormous cost. Obama’s plan would have raised house-
hold electricity prices by 250 percent—something Obama 
himself made plain on the campaign trail when he said that 
under his plan “electricity rates would necessarily skyrocket.”

But the Clean Power Plan was the last big push on global 
warming legislation in Obama’s second term, but compared 
with the Left’s gains in the 1990s and early 2000s, it was 
paltry and short-lived. President Trump rescinded the Clean 
Power Plan in his first year in office. The creation care move-
ment—and environmentalism in general—was losing steam.

Conservatives Strike Back
Even though the Evangelical Environmental Net-
work had invested years in their relationship with 
the [National Association of Evangelicals], it turned 
out that Creation Care did not have deep enough 
support within the member institutions of the NAE 
to weather public criticism.

That’s the assessment of a 2015 autopsy report of the first 
creation care crusade by New America (formerly the New 
America Foundation), a liberal think tank in Washington, 
DC. The rise of EEN, the NRPE, and their allies caught 
climate skeptics off guard, but by the late 1990s advocates 
in the conservative movement and Evangelical camp had 
organized around opposition to creation care and its politi-
cal and theological threats.

These included the Interfaith Steward Alliance (now the 
Cornwall Alliance for Stewardship of Creation), a coalition 
of climate skeptics headed by Beisner; the Acton Insti-
tute, a think tank that specializes in faith and free market 
economics; and the Interfaith Council for Environmental 
Stewardship, a network founded by Acton Institute founder 
Robert Sirico. In 2000, these organizations released their 
own statement, the Cornwall Declaration on Environmental 
Stewardship, signed by some 1,500 prominent Protestants, 
Catholics, Jews, and experts in climate science, environmen-
tal law, and economics.

The Cornwall Declaration balances the “advancement of 
a sound environmental ethic” and the “moral necessity of 
ecological stewardship” with a decent respect to the “lib-
erty, science, and technology” that offer an opportunity “to 
build on [past] advances and to extend them to more of 
the earth’s people.” It recognizes that humans are at times 
“polluters” as well as “producers and stewards,” but rejects 
the “romanticism [that] leads some to deify nature or oppose 
human dominion over creation” along with exaggerated 

claims about “global warming, overpopulation, and rampant 
species loss.”

Beisner’s coalition followed its declaration in January 2006 
with a letter calling on the NAE to decline taking a position 
on climate change, intended to coincide with the release of 
the Evangelical Climate Initiative the following month. It 
worked; NAE vice president Richard Cizik, a major creation 
care advocate, withdrew his signature from the document.

In 2007, a public letter from Christian leaders including 
James Dobson of Focus on the Family and Tony Perkins 
of the Family Research Council urged the NAE board of 
directors to censure Cizik and demand his resignation. The 
board declined, but New America noted the “chilling effect” 
it had on the group’s ability to recruit for future documents. 
Cizik resigned the following year after revealing his new-
found support for same-sex civil unions in an interview with 
National Public Radio.

These efforts were bolstered by support from the center-right 
Heritage Foundation, which launched Resisting the Green 
Dragon, a joint project with the Cornwall Alliance and the 
center-right think tank Committee for a Constructive Tomor-
row. The Tea Party victory in the 2010 midterm elections 
cemented this pushback and halted the slide leftward, a blow 
from which the creation care crowd has never recovered.

The Second Creation Care Crusade:  
“Rent-An-Evangelical”
Creation care has been locked in a kind of stasis for most 
of the past decade, but there are reasons to believe activists 
haven’t given up. In fact, they’ve launched a second (albeit 
smaller) creation care crusade, continuing the goal of rede-
fining “pro-life.”

If that sounds familiar, it’s because Creation Care 2.0 is an 
update of the old agenda with a more sophisticated strat-
egy. The campaign is headed by New America, a nominally 
centrist think tank run by a multitude of Obama admin-
istration alumni critical of Trump and Republicans. It was 
founded in 1999 by Ted Halstead, an environmental activist 
who now runs the Climate Leadership Council, a major eco-
Right group and carbon tax supporter.

Between 1999 and 2018, New America received over $170 
million in grants—many of them six- and seven-figures—
from liberal behemoths such as George Soros’s Open Society 
Foundations, the Ford Foundation, and the Hewlett Foun-
dation. Soros alone donated roughly $7.7 million to New 
America during that period.
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New America’s 2015 autopsy 
report (“Spreading the Gospel of 
Climate Change”) was authored 
by Lydia Bean, a Democrat 
candidate for the Texas state 
legislature and founder of Faith 
in Texas, a left-wing get-out-the-
vote operation; and Steve Teles, 
a political science professor at 
Johns Hopkins University and 
a fellow at the eco-Right group 
Niskanen Center.

The report’s goal is blatantly partisan, advising leftists on 
how to use climate change to form a “solid beachhead” 
within Evangelicalism to drive a wedge between them and 
the Republican Party. In an online panel held shortly after 
the report’s release, the authors explained the varying decep-
tions at the heart of the old bipartisan model:

You can put your resources into a 20-year campaign 
to change public opinion, and what both Lydia 
[Bean] and Jerry [Taylor, president of the Niskanen 
Center] are saying is that ultimately that doesn’t 
really matter.

You can rely on the traditional bipartisan coali-
tion-building method which entails getting the 
great and the good together and then doing a sort 
of “rent-an-Evangelical”—as we used to call it on 
the national security side, “rent-a-general”—model.

Or you can pursue a purely partisan [model]: we’re 
going to pick a side, we’re going to decide Repub-
licans are never going to be serious about climate 
change, and we’re going to fund the heck out of 
Democrats until, you know, they take back the 
House [of Representatives], which might be a 40-  
or 50-year project.

And then there’s the transpartisan [model]: we’re 
going to collect strange bedfellows, we’re going to 
sort of sneakily break down both coalitions from 
inside [emphasis added].

“Transpartisan” refers to New America’s model of coalition 
building. Bipartisan appeals work from the inside out, 
building left- and right-leaning support around the political 
center. But transpartisan appeals work from the outside in, 
finding key interest groups on the Right and Left to work 
across partisan lines on an issue that isn’t centrist.

There’s some weight to this theory. The prohibitionists who 
successfully banned the production and sale of alcohol in 

1919 were largely made up of 
social-engineering Progressives 
from the Left and Christian 
teetotalers from the Right. They 
had nothing else in common 
politically, and they aggressively 
vetted every candidate for public 
office across the country on just 
one issue: his support for Prohi-
bition. Support for Prohibition 
was never especially widespread, 
but this kind of concentrated 

advocacy campaign targeting the “soft spots” in American 
politics resulted in ratification of the 18th Amendment to 
the Constitution—and if you think the Left hasn’t learned a 
lesson from that success, guess again.

Creation care never generated widespread sympathy from 
Evangelicals, the argument goes, because global warming 
was always seen as a liberal issue that conservatives couldn’t 
get behind without undermining their political position. 
Just as importantly, the first campaign leaned too heavily 
on “elites” and didn’t generate grassroots support from the 
congregations themselves. Most Christians didn’t buy what 
creation care advocates were selling, particularly if it carried 
a policy objective. And few local pastors were interested in 
preaching their message.

So the new strategy doesn’t try to make global warming cen-
trist, but biblical—and conservatives would have no choice 
but to support it.

Besides decoupling creation care from policy objectives—a 
deception, since the entire point of creation care is global 
warming legislation—it’s hard to say what that means in 
practice, since the report suggests that, to succeed, creation 
care needs to become even fuzzier and more obscure about 
its intentions. In the five years since the New America report 
was published, the creation care campaign has made little 
noise compared with the giant strides its predecessor made 
over the same period.

Conservation, not Environmentalism
Creation care is much more than a theological interpretation 
of climate issues; it’s an entire policy agenda with something 
to say—and lobby for—on virtually every issue from the way 
Americans power their homes to what they’re allowed to drive. 
Regardless of the language activists use to deliver it, the mes-
sage is virtually indistinguishable from that of the secular Left, 
whose own eco-activists view creation care as a useful wedge to 
divide and exploit Christians for political gain.

The prohibitionists who successfully 
banned the production and sale of 
alcohol in 1919 were largely made 
up of social-engineering Progressives 
from the Left and Christian 
teetotalers from the Right.
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Hijacking “pro-life” to encompass climate change and EPA 
regulation makes the term meaningless. After all, if pro-life 
refers to anything from abortion to recycling, there’s no 
value in identifying oneself as “pro-life.” Worse, it aligns the 
cause of restricting abortion with a host of misanthropic 
campaigns, up to and including population control, argu-
ably the ultimate expression of environmentalism.

So where does that leave Christians? First, it’s important  
to recognize that conservation and environmentalism  
aren’t synonyms.

Conservation is simple prudence, the sensible use of natural 
resources and commodities given their scarcity. Christians 
add to this everyday prudence a deep reverence for Creation 
given the biblical teaching that God gave Man dominion 
over the Earth, not only for the protection of nature but the 
engagement and use of its resources. Historical Christianity 
has always taught that Man and Earth were created by a 
good God but are thoroughly tainted by sin.

Environmentalism, on the other hand, is a creation of the 
Left. It’s a deeply cynical ideology that inverts the biblical 
understanding of humanity’s relationship with nature by 
teaching that we’re a blight upon the Earth. Environmental-
ism has its roots in Marxist thought, the idea that all history 
can be understood as conflict between groups of people: 
workers vs. capitalists, black people vs. white people, men vs. 
women—or carbon “polluters” vs. environmental “victims.”

The logical outcome of these policies is population control 
on a global scale—something that (honest) die-hard environ-
mentalists have admitted, most recently in Michael Moore’s 
Planet of the Humans (2020). There’s a good reason why.

Global warming advocates posit that Earth is getting 
terminally hot and people are to blame, so government 
must “save” the planet. But their favorite “green energy” 
generators—solar panels and wind turbines—are extremely 
resource-intensive and embarrassingly ineffective. No serious 
policymaker would attempt to power the national grid with 
them. The Left is doctrinally opposed to nuclear energy. 
That leaves the (other) “nuclear” option: downsize the global 
population so we consume fewer resources.

Of course, the dystopian vision of forced depopulation and 
Orwellian planetary regimes doesn’t sell well, so activists use 
fear to spread their message, which they present as “science.”

Climageddon activists have ratcheted up the rhetoric so 
much in recent years that Oxford dictionary made “cli-
mate emergency” its 2019 word of the year. That same 
year 11,000 supposed scientists—whose ranks are rife with 
psychologists, computer consultants, and sociologists plus 

about 1,100 PhD students—announced that global warm-
ing threatens “the fate of humanity” and could “potentially 
[make] large areas of Earth uninhabitable.”

These extremists’ demands simply aren’t scientific. Why else 
use Sierra Club–style chants such as “keep it in the ground” 
to propose serious public policies or humor 1970s wingnuts 
who believed that an “overpopulated” world starve itself to 
death in the 1980s?

This isn’t a fluke. It’s environmentalism returning to its 
roots, and creation care with it.

Environmentalism’s Roots in  
Population Control
Population control has been environmentalism’s goal since 
the 1960s, but its origins are in the 1920s, when Progres-
sives loudly supported eugenics, forced sterilization, and 
white supremacy. Progressive icon John Maynard Keynes, 
for instance, is still hailed for his economic theory, but few 
recall his 1926 call for countries to adopt a “national policy 
about what size of population . . . is most expedient.”

Yet Planned Parenthood and its predecessor, the American 
Birth Control League, was the confluence of these issues, 
where concern for the quality and quantity of the population 
met concern for what damage poor immigrants would do to 
the nation’s environment.

Its founder, Margaret Sanger, enlisted support for her orga-
nization from socialists such as Jules Verne; eugenicists such 
as George Lapouges, who pioneered Aryan racial theory, 
Clarence Little, president of the American Eugenics Society; 
the British Malthusian League, named for the 19th century 
overpopulation doomsayer Thomas Malthus; anti-Semites 
such as Austrian novelist Johann Ferch; and racists such as 
Theodore Lathrop Stoddard, who authored the 1920 book 
The Rising Tide of Color Against White Supremacy and coined 
the term “Under-Man” (the genesis of the Nazi term  
Untermensch, or “sub-human”).

Together they penned a 1934 press release railing against 
unlicensed, uncontrolled, “irresponsible” parenthood. 
“These people should be sterilized,” Sanger and her ilk 
declared. She even personally lobbied multiple presidents to 
form a Federal Birth Control Commission and Population 
Bureau to diagnose the “racial health of this nation,” con-
sidering it shocking that “anyone, no matter how ignorant, 
how diseased mentally or physically, how lacking in all 
knowledge of children, seemed to consider he or she had the 
right to become a parent.”
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Eugenics and sterilization measures died out after World 
War II due to their obvious association with the Third 
Reich, yet population control groups carried on through 
the rest of the 20th century and into the 21st. The Popu-
lation Council (formed by eugenicist John D. Rockefeller 
III) Zero Population Growth (created by doomsayer Paul 
Ehrlich and now slickly rebranded as Population Connec-
tion) bear the same falsely optimistic message of depop-
ulating the planet as their predecessors—albeit now as a 
solution to global warming.

And they’re not alone. In 2014, the Atlantic proposed 
nationwide “voluntary family planning”— the euphemism 
for eugenics policies coined by Sanger and her allies a 
century ago—as the “climate change solution no one will 
talk about.” In early 2019 left-wing luminary and biologist 
Richard Dawkins tweeted fondly about eugenics, the pseu-
doscience of “beautifying” the human race:

It’s one thing to deplore eugenics on ideological, 
political, moral grounds. It’s quite another to con-
clude that it wouldn’t work in practice. Of course it 
would. It works for cows, horses, pigs, dogs & roses. 
Why on earth wouldn’t it work for humans? Facts 
ignore ideology.

Depopulation is a lucrative business, too. The Bill and Melinda 
Gates Foundation, one of the largest on Earth, is a critical 
funder of ongoing experimentation with second-trimester 
abortion drugs banned in much of the United States and 
tested on poor women in destitute African and Asian coun-
tries. The Gates Foundation is also instrumental in the U.N.’s 
Family Planning 2020 campaign to loosen abortion restric-
tions overseas and depopulate the Third World.

Little-known Pathfinder International spent $1 billion  
over a decade pushing abortion and population control in  
Africa in the name of “progress” with funding from major  
American foundations and the U.S. government. (Pathfinder 
was founded by Clarence Gamble, heir to the Procter & 
Gamble soap fortune and a close friend and ally of Sanger.)

But Warren Buffett, the famous investor from Nebraska, 
probably takes the prize as the single largest donor to anti-
life causes in human history. His Susan Thompson Buffett 
Foundation (named for his late ex-wife) is the true terror 
of the unborn, pouring $4 billion over the last two decades 
into pro-abortion, pro-population control groups.

There’s no mistaking his intention, either. Pro-abortion 
spending accounts for 73 percent of the Buffett Founda-
tion’s grantmaking between 2000 and 2018. To put that 
in perspective, Buffett’s billions are enough to pay for 8 
million abortions according to data from the pro-abortion 
Guttmacher Institute, at an average cost of $500  
per abortion.

This is the legacy of environmentalism that creation care 
advocates don’t reveal to Christians. Creation care isn’t the 
“good news” delivered by a Christ who came to save sinners. 
Whether it’s screeched in the streets or preached in the pul-
pits, there’s one message in this doctrine: The Left lusts for 
power, and it will lie and deceive to seize it. 

Read previous articles from the Green Watch series online 
at CapitalResearch.org/category/green-watch/.
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SPECIAL REPORT

Summary: The radical ideas and violence associated with the 
Black Lives Matter movement are simply the latest eruptions 
of a type of left-wing politics that goes back decades, at least. 
Indeed, current movement leaders are tied directly to radical 
leaders and groups from a half-century of failed movements 
like Occupy Wall Street, Black Liberation, the Weathermen, 
Students for a Democratic Society, and the Black Panther Party. 
This unsavory political current also encompasses still more 
disturbing cases of extremism, including the Charles Manson 
cult and the Peoples Temple led by Jim Jones, notorious for a 
mass suicide in Guyana that took over 900 lives with poisoned 
Kool-Aid.

There is nothing new under the sun. 
Ecclesiastes 1:9

The radical ideas and violence associated with the Black 
Lives Matter movement are simply the latest eruptions of 
a type of left-wing politics that goes back decades, at least. 
Indeed, current movement leaders are tied directly to radical 
leaders and groups from a half-century of failed movements 
like Occupy Wall Street, Black Liberation, the Weathermen, 
Students for a Democratic Society, and the Black Panther 
Party. This unsavory political current also encompasses still 
more disturbing cases of extremism, including the Charles 
Manson cult and the Peoples Temple led by Jim Jones, noto-
rious for a mass suicide in Guyana that took over 900 lives 
with poisoned Kool-Aid.

Some, like Alexander Solzhenitsyn and his fellow Soviet 
dissident Igor Shafarevich, as well as the philosopher Eric 
Voegelin, would argue that this kind of fanaticism goes 
much further back, that it is rooted in a permanent tempta-
tion of the soul to rebel against the human condition.

If these claims seem far-fetched, let us test them against the 
youthful Black Lives Matter movement by considering first 
its organizational history, then the intellectual history of its 
most prominent leaders, and finally its place in the history 
of left-wing movements in America.

Several themes will recur in these interconnected stories: 
political extremism based on Manichaean dualisms (“No bad 

protester, No good cop,” for instance); education in Marxist- 
Leninist theory and adoration of Marxist-Leninist tyrants 
around the world; hatred of law enforcement personnel and 
the country whose laws they enforce; non-traditional (to say 
the least) families and sexual lives; and a tendency to leap 
from one extreme to its opposite (from pacifism to murder-
ous violence, for example).

Scott Walter is president of the Capital Research Center, 
which operates InfluenceWatch.org, from whose research 
this article draws.

After the shooting of Trayvon Martin and subsequent acquittal 
of George Zimmerman, Opal Tometi, a self-described “radical 
Black organizer,” responded by organizing people online and 
building the BlackLivesMatter.com website. 
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RADICAL LIVES MATTER:
AN OLD, OLD STORY

By Scott Walter
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I leave it for others, more knowledgeable, to parse the details 
of controversial, allegedly racist shootings and to discuss 
how best to improve American policing. I affirm that black 
lives matter, because as a Christian I believe all lives are 
infinitely precious. But I also distinguish between the sen-
timent that black lives matter and the leaders of the move-
ment so named. As I will show, persons enthralled by radical 
ideology often harm lives and enslave those whose suffering 
they use for their political ends.

Organizational History
The spark that first fired the Black Lives Matter (BLM) 
movement occurred in 2013, when George Zimmerman, a 
Hispanic community watchman, was acquitted of murder-
ing Trayvon Martin, a black teenager. Three self-described 
“radical Black organizers” responded: Alicia Garza wrote a 
“love letter” to black people in which she coined the phrase; 
her friend Patrisse Cullors turned it into the hashtag  
#BlackLivesMatter; and Opal Tometi started organizing peo-
ple online and building the BlackLivesMatter.com website.

The hashtag appeared only occasionally before August 2014, 
when Michael Brown Jr., another black teen, was shot by 
a white policeman in Ferguson, Missouri. This altercation, 
resulting in repeated protests against police, fanned the BLM 
spark, and leaders like Garza and DeRay Mckesson began 
to become better known. Yet the movement had internal 
struggles. Mckesson was said to aim for gradual political vic-
tories, while Garza became “fiercely protective” of the BLM 
hashtag, as friends told Buzzfeed in 2017. Garza wanted to 
pursue a truly radical agenda far beyond police reform.

Movement for Black Lives. Sometime in 2015 Garza and 
Tometi had a falling out. That same year the first organiza-
tional structure for the diffuse movement appeared: Move-
ment for Black Lives. Its birth occurred at a BLM protest 
at Cleveland State University that was part of a meeting of 
numerous left-of-center groups like Blackbird, Black Youth 
Project 100, Million Hoodies, and OBS: The Organization 
for Black Struggle.

Movement for Black Lives has become BLM’s umbrella 
group, something the political Left tends to create for its 
causes. It claims a coalition of over 50 groups, but it has 

The BLM Global Network calls for defunding the  
police, an idea so radical that the race-baiting 

 Al Sharpton has disavowed it.

never incorporated. Instead, it remains a fiscally sponsored 
project of the Alliance for Global Justice, a nonprofit that 
acts as a pass-through for numerous radical organizations 
such as the Antifa-adjacent group Refuse Fascism. The Alli-
ance was the conduit for foundation money to the ill-fated 
Occupy Wall Street movement a decade ago. Other benefi-
ciaries of its services include groups that despise Israel and 
admire the dictatorial regimes of Cuba and Venezuela. The 
Alliance itself sprang from allies of the far-left Sandinista 
regime in Nicaragua, and its most extreme case of admiring 
tyranny appears in its coziness with North Korea.

Black Lives Movement Global Network Foundation. In 
2016 the other most important entity appeared, the Black 
Lives Movement Global Network Foundation. It, too, has 
never incorporated, which allows it to escape the transpar-
ency required of most nonprofits, who must file annually 
with the IRS and disclose salaries, expenses, vendors, board 
members, and the like. It was originally a fiscally sponsored 
project of Thousand Currents, a nonprofit pass-through for 
multiple groups.

The board of Thousand Currents is co-chaired by Susan 
Rosenberg, whose own political history is dramatic. Her 
family was Jewish and middle-class, and she attended  
Barnard, becoming an all-purpose radical in the 1960s. 
That is, she supported feminism, antiwar groups, the violent 
Weather Underground, the Black Liberation Army, and so 
on. She was also one of the lesbian co-founders of America’s 
only woman-led terrorist group, the May 19th Commu-
nist Organization. The group’s name commemorated the 
shared birthday of black separatist Malcolm X and Vietnam 
dictator Ho Chi Minh. The group was notorious for its role 
in three policemen’s deaths in the 1981 Brinks robbery and 
for the jail-bust that freed the cop-killer Assata Shakur (aka, 
Joanne Chesimard), a member of the Black Liberation Army 
who fled to communist Cuba, where she remains today.

Susan Rosenberg’s adventures stalled when she was arrested 
in 1984 with hundreds of pounds of stolen explosives and 
an extensive arsenal of weapons. A court sentenced her to 
58 years, but on his last day in office President Bill Clinton 
commuted her sentence. Rosenberg went on to be a profes-
sor at the John Jay College of Criminal Justice, to donate  
her papers to Smith College, and to pen a 2011 memoir, 
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An American Radical: A Political Prisoner in My Own Country,  
in which she shows no remorse: “I pursued a path that 
seemed to me a logical step beyond legal protest: the use 
of political violence. Did that make me a terrorist? In my 
mind, then and now, the answer is no.”

Patrisse Cullor’s 2017 memoir when they call you a terrorist 
echoes these sentiments, and its opening epigraph comes from 
lines of Assata Shakur that echo Marx’s Communist Manifesto:

It is our duty to fight for our freedom. 
It is our duty to win. 
We must love each other and support each other. 
We have nothing to lose but our chains.

This July, the fiscal sponsorship of Black Lives Matter Global 
Network was transferred from Rosenberg’s Thousand  
Currents to the Tides Center, part of a $636 million-a-year 
network of left-of-center groups run from the Presidio in 
San Francisco. As of August 2020, the BLM Global  
Network’s site BlackLivesMatter.com lists 17 local chapters 
but claims dozens more. It is a member of Movement for 
Black Lives.

The BLM Global Network calls for defunding the police, an 
idea so radical that the race-baiting Al Sharpton, who came 
to prominence slandering policemen over a racial hoax, has 
disavowed it. The Network also brags it “disrupt[s] the  
Western-prescribed nuclear family structure requirement.”

The Movement for Black Lives is arguably more radical. 
It declares that “prisons, police and all other institutions 
that inflict violence on Black people must be abolished and 
replaced by institutions that value and affirm the flourishing 
of Black lives.” It adds that “Black people will never achieve 
liberation under the current global racialized capitalist 
system.” Using a term pioneered by the dictators Stalin and 
Mao, it has a “five-year plan” under which “We will establish 
self-determined Black communities where Black people are 
in governing power in at least 5–10 localities over the next 
five years.”

The Movement also wants taxes and welfare programs to 
achieve “a radical and sustainable redistribution of wealth,” 
the nationalization of natural resources, regulations to create 
a parallel black-controlled economy (black-owned banks, 
credit unions, etc.), the abolition of private education, 
and, until recently, divestment from Israel. On its website 
it explicitly links the BLM protests in Ferguson back to 
radical 1960s protests. Its 118-page Reparations Now Toolkit 
cites such 1960s groups as the Black Panthers, the Student 
Nonviolent Coordinating Committee, the Republic of New 
Afrika, and more. The same Toolkit declares, “we whole-
heartedly endorse and support” N’COBRA (the National 

Coalition of Blacks for Reparations in America), which last 
year gave its Reparations Lifetime Achievement Award to the 
anti-Semitic demagogue Louis Farrakhan.

Lesser groups are also involved in the movement. For 
instance, Black Lives Matter at School annually sponsors a 
weeklong protest and “educational” event held since 2017 in 
cities like New York, Los Angeles, and Chicago. Textbooks 
and guides describe the country (“the American empire”) and 
its schools as systematically racist, and the National Educa-
tion Association teachers’ union supplies major support. Its 
website has the same Communist Manifesto–echoing poem 
from Assata Shakur that opens Patrisse Cullors’s memoir.

Funding is not likely a worry for these organizations. This 
year has seen an explosion of support from Fortune 500 
corporations and philanthropies like George Soros’s Open 
Society Foundations, which recently pledged $220 million. 
Already the major BLM groups have been receiving millions 
from the Ford Foundation, the W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 
the Mellon Foundation, the NoVo Foundation (created by 
Peter Buffett, son of billionaire Warren Buffett), and other 
megadonors. Total “commitments from foundations to com-
bat systemic racism have topped $1 billion” just since May.

The Leaders’ Intellectual History
Now let us see what is in the minds of the BLM leaders who 
will spend these millions.

Opal Tometi. Of the three black radical women said to have 
founded the movement, Opal Tometi is the least well known 
and least currently active. In June 2017, Tometi explained, 
“I have not been involved in the day-to-day organizational 
and fiscal management of [BLM] since December 2015.”

She was raised in Phoenix, the daughter of Nigerian immi-
grants, and attended the University of Arizona, where she 
earned her bachelor’s in history (focusing on black history) 
and her master’s in communication and advocacy. Before 
BLM, she was executive director at the Black Alliance for 
Just Immigration for eight years.

Currently living in “the Republic of Brooklyn,” her  
BlackLivesMatter.com biography says, “She is a student of 
liberation theology and her practice is in the tradition of Ella 
Baker, informed by Stuart Hall, bell hooks and Black Fem-
inist thinkers.” As “a transnational feminist, Opal supports 
and helps shape the strategic work of Pan African Network 
in Defense of Migrant Rights, and the Black Immigration 
Network (BIN) international and national formations 
respectively, dedicated to people of African descent.”
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Patrisse Cullors. Patrisse Cullors, by contrast, has deeper 
ties to this country. She was born in Van Nuys, California, 
and raised in the San Fernando Valley in a mostly Hispanic 
neighborhood. Her life story is told in her memoir, and it is 
not simple or without pain. Her mother became pregnant 
at 15 and was thrown out of the house by her Jehovah’s 
Witnesses family.

Her mother had more children, and their father, who 
worked at a GM plant, was able to support them until the 
plant closed. This caused parental turmoil, and when Cullors 
was six, he ceased to live with the family, though he didn’t 
“disappear entirely from our lives.” Then when she was 12, 
Cullors the middle child was told that, actually, that man 
isn’t her father. “Alton is not your father, [mother] says. He’s 
Paul’s and Monte’s and Jasmine’s. But in between Monte and 
Jasmine, we broke up and I fell in love with Gabriel and we 
had you.”

In high school, she was in a magnet program with a human-
ities curriculum “rooted in social justice”: “We study apart-
heid and communism in China. We study Emma Goldman 
and read bell hooks, Audre Lorde. . . . We are encouraged to 
challenge racism, sexism, classism and heteronormativity.” 
She began to question “the Jehovah’s Witnesses world I had 
come up in.” The final straw was watching the Witnesses 
“reinstate” her mother.

“I always knew I wasn’t heterosexual,” she writes, and she 
“came out” in high school. By senior year, she and a friend 
“are completely on our own, couch surfing” or sleeping in 

cars. After graduation, an art teacher lets the girls live with 
her and teaches them Transcendental Meditation. This 
experience spurs her ideas about “intentional families,” as 
opposed to biological ones.

She earned her bachelor’s in religion and philosophy from 
UCLA and an MFA from USC’s Roski School of Art and 
Design. She describes how she and Mark Anthony read 
together: “bell hooks continues to be a North Star but  
Cornel West’s work, as well, takes center stage.” They also 
“love” the feminist anarchist Emma Goldman. Cullors espe-
cially admired how the Russian émigré was the first Ameri-
can to defend homosexuality publicly, and quotes Goldman’s 
disdain for monogamy.

In her memoir, written with asha bandele (sic), the acknowl-
edgments praise other thought leaders, most on the radical left:

We do this work today because on another day work 
was done by Assata Shakur, Angela Davis, Miss 
Major, the Black Panther Party, the members of the 
Black Arts Movement, SNCC, the RNA [Republic 
of New Afrika, a black separatist group with ties to 
Susan Rosenberg’s May 19th Communist Organiza-
tion], Malcolm X, Martin Luther King, Ella Baker, 
and so many others.

Angela Davis is so important to Cullors that she asked Davis 
to write the memoir’s foreword, where Davis sneers at the 
fact “Assata Shakur was designated by the FBI one of the 
world’s ten most dangerous terrorists.” Davis applauds the 
way Black Lives Matter “has encouraged us to question the 
capacity of logic—Western logic—to undo the forces of 
history, especially the history of colonialism and slavery.” 
Davis, who twice ran for vice president on the Communist 
Party USA ticket during the days it was controlled by the 
Soviet Union and who has never expressed remorse for her 
card-carrying days, uses the communist term “comrades” 
to describe Cullors’s colleagues in the movement. Their 
“approaches . . . represent the best possibilities for the future 
of our planet.”

Angela Davis’s own great antecedent is Herbert Marcuse, as 
Roger Kimball explains in The Long March: How the Cultural 
Revolution of the 1960s Changed America. Kimball notes 
Marcuse was Davis’s mentor and called her the best student 
he ever taught. Kimball’s summary of the German thinker 
neatly fits Cullors, the radical performance artist, organizer, 
and “queer” activist promising followers freedom: “Marcuse 
blends Marx and Freud to produce an emancipatory vision 
based on polymorphous, narcissistic sexuality, antibourgeois 
animus, and quasi-mystical theories about art, redemption, 
and the abolition of repression.”

A major influence on Patrisse Cullors is the “social justice 
camp” she attended after high school. There she was enchanted 
by an activist group, Strategy Center, and went for a year’s 
training. “I read, I study, adding Mao, Marx and Lenin to my 
knowledge of hooks, Lorde and [Alice] Walker.”
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One more radical theorist of importance to Cullors is 
Frantz Fanon, a thinker from Martinique known for 
praising the use of violence to throw off colonial rule. A 
Pan-Africanist, he also taught that truth is whatever serves 
the revolution: “Truth is that which protects the natives and 
destroys foreigners.”

Cullors praises Fanon in an article for the Harvard Law 
Review, which raises the issue of her own privilege. Few 
non-lawyers receive space in such elite pages. Similarly, her 
memoir was published because, after she spoke on a panel 
on Martha’s Vineyard with Hollywood stars Danny Glover 
and Issa Rae, a book editor from St. Martin’s asked her to 
write it. Cullors has also received numerous honors, includ-
ing a Fulbright Scholarship, Glamour magazine Woman of 
the Year, an honorary doctorate from Clarkson University, 
and been named one of the World’s Greatest Leaders  
by Fortune.

A final major influence on Cullors is the “social justice 
camp” she attended after high school. There she was 
enchanted by an activist group, Strategy Center, and went 
for a year’s training. “I read, I study, adding Mao, Marx 
and Lenin to my knowledge of hooks, Lorde and [Alice] 
Walker.” Most importantly, the Center’s founder, Eric 
Mann, “[took] me under his wing.”

Mann was no mere organizer. Half a century ago, he served 
on what was essentially the central committee of the violent 
Weather Underground, alongside such infamous terrorists as 
Bill Ayers and Bernadine Dohrn. During those years he was 
arrested for many violent offenses, and though he was often 
released by authorities he did spend 18 months in prison. 
His punishment stemmed from a 1969 shooting at a police 
building, for which he was charged on four counts, includ-
ing conspiracy to commit murder and assault with intent to 
commit murder. Afterward he became a journalist, penning 
a Boston Globe column with radical historian Howard Zinn.

Mike Gonzalez of the Heritage Foundation reports that 
Mann remains a radical who calls America “the most 
dictatorial country in the world” and describes his work as 
training “young people who want to be revolutionaries.” 

He lauds universities’ role in radicalizing students. “The 
university,” he explains “is the place where Mao Zedong was 
radicalized, where Lenin and Fidel were radicalized, where 
Che was radicalized.”

Alicia Garza. Alicia Garza, the third of BLM’s founders, may 
be the starkest in her radicalism. When Verso (Latin for Left) 
Books decided to publish a third edition of Revolution in the 
Air: Sixties Radicals Turn to Lenin, Mao, and Che, they asked 
Garza to write the foreword. She brings to the new edi-
tion not only BLM chic but also years of engagement with 
its content. She read the book “as a young organizer” but 
couldn’t properly grasp it: “I hadn’t yet studied much of the 
origins of the Marxist-Leninist tradition that I was loosely 
trained in.”

SFWeekly reports that Garza grew up in San Rafael, California, 
and attended “an almost all black and brown elementary 
school.” Then her parents moved to “Tiburon, a tiny and 

Frantz Fanon, known for praising the 
use of violence to throw off colonial rule, 
taught that truth is whatever serves  
the revolution.
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Alicia Garza, the third of BLM’s founders, may be the  
starkest in her radicalism. Her summer with SOUL  
(School of Unity and Liberation) in Oakland taught her 
community organizing but also, she added, “analysis around 
capitalism and imperialism and white supremacy and 
patriarchy and heteronormativity.” 
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step in its transformation from 
a hashtag to an organization by 
mobilizing 600 black activists 
from around the country to 
embark on ‘freedom rides’ to 
Ferguson for a weekend of pro-
tests,” SFWeekly observes.

But even this heightened activ-
ism and reach did not satisfy 
Garza. She told the reporter she 
wants to ensure “Black Lives 
Matter doesn’t get co-opted 
by the Democratic Party or 
by black activists who want 
to reform policing but balk at 
more radical action.”

BLM’s Place in the  
Left’s History
Although BLM leaders occa-
sionally give brief nods to  
Martin Luther King Jr., they 
put far greater emphasis on  
radical black leaders of the 
1960s and 1970s, especially 
the violent Black Panthers. 
Cullors’s memoir, for example, 

lauds the Panthers four times, describing them as “another 
group of young Black activists,” like BLM, “who had come 
together around police violence.”

It’s debatable how radical King’s own critique of America 
was, compared to that of the Panthers and other extremists. 
It is not debatable that he rejected the violence of radicals 
like the Panthers and Stokely Carmichael. Carmichael and 
Charles V. Hamilton coined the term “institutional racism” 
in Black Power: The Roots of Liberation (1967), which is the 
origin of today’s more popular equivalent, “systemic racism.”

Besides the question of violence, the other great source of the 
dichotomy between King and the radicals was separatism, or 
“ethno-statism” as we would say now. Carmichael was such a 
separatist that he broke with the Panthers because they refused 
to exclude white people from their group. This prophet of 
“systemic racism” then moved to Africa and changed his name 
to Kwame Ture to honor two African tyrants, Ghana’s Kwame 
Nkrumah, a megalomaniac who hoped to create a Union of 
African Socialist Republics, and Ahmed Touré, who killed tens 
of thousands of his fellow Guineans.

tony Marin County town” whose 
median household income more 
than doubled the state’s average. 
It is also “one of the whitest 
places in the Bay Area.” She 
became an activist in middle 
school, fighting abstinence-only 
education. She tells the reporter 
her parents are “solid liberals” 
who aren’t especially political, 
yet her mother inspired this first 
activist venture.

Like Cullors, Garza identifies 
as queer and was deeply shaped 
by a far-left “training program 
for social justice organizers” she 
attended after college:

When I trained in 
sociology, we would read 
Marx, and we would 
read de Tocqueville, and 
we would read all these 
economic theorists, but 
in a void,” she says. “It 
never got mentioned in 
those classes that social 
movements all over the 
world have used Marx 
and Lenin as a foun-
dation to interrupt these systems that are really 
negatively impacting the majority of people.”

Her summer with SOUL (School of Unity and Liberation) 
in Oakland taught her community organizing but also, she 
added, “analysis around capitalism and imperialism and 
white supremacy and patriarchy and heteronormativity.” She 
also had organizing jobs at places like the UC Student Asso-
ciation and POWER (People Organized to Win Employ-
ment Rights). A top POWER campaign fought against 
development in Bayview, a predominantly black community, 
with help from local clergy, the Sierra Club, and especially 
the Nation of Islam, which sent members to stand on every 
floor of City Hall.

After POWER, Garza was hired in 2014 by the National 
Domestic Workers Alliance, a left-leaning union front group 
underwritten by political powerhouses like the SEIU  
(Service Employees International Union) and billion-
aire-sized philanthropies like the Ford, MacArthur, and Open 
Society Foundations. The Alliance sent her to Ferguson after 
the Michael Brown shooting, which led BLM to “the next 
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Stokely Carmichael and Charles V. Hamilton coined 
the term “ institutional racism” in Black Power: The 
Roots of Liberation (1967), which is the origin of 
today’s more popular equivalent, “systemic racism.” 
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David Horowitz, then a fellow radical working with Pan-
thers like Huey Newton, reports the contempt radicals felt 
for King and his philosophy of nonviolence and Christian 
love. Horowitz’s attachment to radicalism began to fade 
after the Panthers killed a female accountant friend he had 
encouraged to work for them. His essay “Black Murder, 
Inc.” catalogs many other crimes, including embezzlement 
and drug dealing that often ended in violence, arson, beat-
ings, and extortion. They tended to recruit members from 
street gangs, including Elaine Brown, whose own memoir 
recorded a Panther leader telling her, “Other than making 
love to a Sister, downing a pig [i.e., a cop] is the greatest 
feeling in the world.”

Horowitz wonders how the Black Panthers, including 
Brown, could justify their actions as responses to anti-black 
racism by the police, even as the police didn’t enforce the 
law against them in so many cases, including the murder of 
his white accountant friend. He finds the answer in Brown’s 
memoir. She explains how she accepted Huey Newton’s 
bloody brutality to his colleagues: “Faith is all there was. If I 
did not believe in the ultimate rightness of our goals and our 
party, then what we did, what Huey was doing, what he was, 
what I was, was horrible.”

Horrible as the Panthers were, worse was possible. Some 
Panther members, concerned Newton wasn’t violent enough, 
split off and formed the loosely organized Black Liberation 
Army. They included Assata Shakur, who along with Angela 
Davis tops the pantheon honored by BLM leaders. Susan 
Rosenberg also moved in these still-more-radical circles, as 
did Eric Mann’s Weather Underground, which had split 
from the less violent Students for a Democratic Society.

Many of us today think that these groups from the 1960s 
and 1970s were mainly fired by opposition to the Vietnam 
War and President Nixon. We forget that race and hatred of 
police formed powerful parts of their creeds. Then, as now 
with BLM’s leadership, the agenda is driven by many issues, 
all involving revulsion against current conditions, a revul-
sion that can become overpowering.

For example, we forget that obsession with race drove groups 
like Charles Manson’s commune “The Family,” whose 
members were recruited in San Francisco’s Haight-Ashbury 
during the “Summer of Love.” Manson taught them that 
race war was imminent, with outraged blacks soon to massa-
cre whites. He hoped to spark the war with violence like his 
gang’s notorious murder of pregnant actress Sharon Tate in 
Beverly Hills.

Admittedly, Manson was far from sane and in recent decades 
has appeared fond of the Nazi version of totalitarian social-

ism, but another notorious killer from this era was less obvi-
ously insane and far, far more lauded by the radicals of that 
day, including Angela Davis: the Rev. Jim Jones, the founder 
of the Peoples Temple who presided over one of the largest 
mass suicides in modern history.

When college age, Jones attended Stalin-era Communist 
Party meetings. He had the savvy insight that straightfor-
ward preaching of communism draws few to it, but Chris-
tian tropes could draw far more. By the time the Peoples 
Temple had moved from Indiana to San Francisco and 
become better known, Jones was much blunter about his 
preference for Marx and Mao over Christianity, though 
in addition to being the reincarnation of Lenin, Father 
Devine, and Gandhi, Jones said he was also the reincarna-
tion of Jesus.

Jones only fled to Guyana in his last year, fearing the law. 
In his San Francisco days he recruited followers with help 
from Black Panthers and other left-wing groups, and he was 
lauded by both the Left and the Democratic Party, including 
Gov. Jerry Brown and a rising state legislator, Willie Brown, 
who would go on to become mayor as well as speaker of the 
California Assembly (and mentor/lover of Kamala Harris). 
“San Francisco should have ten more Jim Joneses,” Brown 
declared, and he savored how Jones turned out hundreds of 
volunteers to campaign through poor black neighborhoods 
to help elect Democrats. Later, Brown would help Jones visit 
communist Cuba, writing Castro that Jones was a “close 
personal friend and a highly trusted brother in the struggle 
for liberation.”

 C
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Susan Rosenberg supported feminism, antiwar groups, the 
violent Weather Underground, the Black Liberation Army, 
and so on. Her own adventures stalled when she was arrested 
in 1984 with hundreds of pounds of stolen explosives and an 
extensive arsenal of weapons.
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On that trip, Jones visited one of his heroes, Huey Newton, 
then hiding out in Cuba from murder and assault charges. 
In his invaluable study of Jones, Cult City, Daniel J. Flynn 
explains how Jones and Newton discussed the latter’s book 
Revolutionary Suicide on the trip. While Newton’s work had 
“a different vision” from Jones’s eventual Kool-Aid massa-
cre, the Panther’s book preached a left-wing fanaticism that 
was a step on the way to the horror in Jonestown, which 
occurred a year later: “Chairman Mao says that death comes 
to all of us,” but while “to die for the reactionary is lighter 
than a feather,” to “die for the revolution is heavier than 
Mount Tai.”

As reporters and lawmen began uncovering Jones’s various 
abuses and crimes, he urged his mostly black followers 
ever more strenuously to resist his enemies. Newton and 
Angela Davis stuck by this avowed anti-Christian Marxist, 
going so far as to let Jones call them from Guyana so they 
could exhort his communards over the loudspeakers that 
harangued the captives for hours a day. As Flynn writes, 
Angela Davis “fed Jonestown paranoia by telling residents of 
‘a very profound conspiracy’ against Peoples Temple.”

Again, few now have an accurate understanding of Jim 
Jones’s project. We assume he was some religious crank; his 
Wikipedia tagline is “American preacher.” Yet for decades 
he declared his contempt for Christianity and his devotion 
to Marx, communist dictators like Stalin and Castro, and a 
radical political agenda. For example, he extolled Cuba in 
general, only complaining that it should be more zealous in 
its support of abortion and homosexuality. (Jones himself 
sexually abused both men and women, including at least one 
teenage boy.)

Jones especially traded on the politics of poverty and race. 
As he wrote to a San Francisco Chronicle reporter in his 
final year, “the society we are building in Guyana has given 
people who were considered the refuse of urban America a 
new sense of pride, self-worth, and dignity.” Actually, Jones 
exploited his mostly black, working-class followers not only 
sexually but financially. The Peoples Temple largely lived off 
the Social Security checks of elderly black women members, 
and low-income workers were expected to “contribute” up 
to 40 percent of their salaries. Jones passed some of these 
expropriated funds to his political allies like Angela Davis.

Meanwhile, notes Jones’ definitive biographer, mostly white 
church leaders routinely went to restaurants and movies, 

while “the rank and file—mostly poor and black—did with-
out.” In a final hypocrisy, white men were much more likely 
to escape death in the mass suicide than less favored demo-
graphics: White men were only 10 percent of Jonestown’s 
population but 19 percent of the survivors, while blacks of 
both sexes made up about 70 percent of both population 
and deaths. Black women likewise were about half the popu-
lation and the deaths.

In short, Jim Jones and Peoples Temple reveal how radical 
politics can exploit people’s suffering, even to the point of 
death. Jones’s confederate Mike Prokes wrote a reporter near 
the end, “we’ve found something to die for and it’s called . . . 
social justice.” Two left-leaning professors explain how social 
justice ended up requiring death:

Temple members were encouraged, if not required, 
to participate in traditions of social and political 
activism beneficial to their own group and to the 
broader concerns of the progressive left in and 
around the San Francisco Bay area in the 1960s 
and 1970s. Such political participation . . . contrib-
uted to a powerful sense of collective destiny. This 
destiny called for making the ultimate self-sacrifice: 
dying together to protest the conditions of an  
inhumane world.

In his last recorded words, Jones echoed his friend Huey 
Newton, “We didn’t commit suicide, we committed an act 
of revolutionary suicide protesting the conditions of an 
inhumane world.” One fears that kind of angst is not too 
far from Patrisse Cullors’s despair at her father’s funeral. She 
blames his death, not on drugs, but on this white suprem-
acist country: “If my father could not be possible in this 
America, then how is it that such a thing as America can 
ever be possible?”

But this bloody path is only one avenue down which radical-
ism travels. Call it the path of purity, for radicalism has his-
torically thrashed back and forth between two poles: power 
and purity. On the one hand, the Left lusts desperately for 
power, which often requires winning elections, but on the 
other, the Left and its numerous factions distrust each other 
and condemn those who fail purity tests.

Recall how BLM disrupted Bernie Sanders on the campaign 
trail in 2016. Alicia Garza put him to a test and found him 
wanting. She complained he is only a “social democrat,” 

In short, Jim Jones and Peoples Temple reveal how 
radical politics can exploit people’s suffering,  

even to the point of death.



25CAPITAL RESEARCH CENTER

slightly left of the Democratic Party, who offers “not social-
ism” but only “democratic capitalism.” She wanted “more 
voices saying, ‘This is not actually socialism, and socialism 
is actually possible in our lifetime.’” So on some days, it 
appears that even if every law Bernie Sanders desires were 
enacted, it wouldn’t satisfy Garza or Angela Davis, or the 
utopian cravings of many left-wing eruptions through  
American history like the People’s Climate March, Occupy 
Wall Street, the World Trade Organization protests in Seattle, 
the Black Panthers, the Vietnam War protests, and more.

But on other days, radicals like Garza aim for the opposite, 
practical pole of gaining power. In her foreword to the book 
on 1960s radicals turning to communism, she condemns 
unrealistic leftists who act as if “people don’t use elections 
as a vehicle” for “taking power.” The book’s author, Max 
Elbaum, rhapsodizes over Jesse Jackson’s 1984 presidential 
campaign. Elbaum, a veteran of the “New Communist 
Movement,” explains how radicals should appreciate that 
political campaign: “The Jackson/Rainbow effort was not 
the ‘1917 to come’ that revolutionaries of the early 1970s 
expected. But it was definitely a large-scale flow of popular 
resistance.” He wishes it had combined multiple left-wing 
factions across races and issues, and also organized better. 
Note that BLM’s vanguard is now beginning to execute just 
such a strategy.

Anne Sorock of the Frontier Center spoke to dozens of BLM 
enthusiasts at all levels in 2016 and found them jubilant so 
many left-wing strands were coalescing and enjoying more 
success in affecting the culture than any time since the 
1960s. And that was well before the outpouring of founda-
tion and corporate millions into their coffers, the protests 
and riots of 2020, and the sycophancy of so many Fortune 
500 corporations. But though a 1960s-level success would 
have significant consequences for America, the movement is 
still doomed to fizzle out as utopian demands meet reality.

Some activists will “sell out.” Recall how many “tuned 
in, turned on, dropped out” hippies ended up enjoying a 
cozy corporate life. One black revolutionary who publicly 
threatened professor Walter Berns as he led faculty opposi-
tion to the radical take-over of Cornell in 1969 later became 
CEO of the financial giant TIAA-CREF and signed Berns’s 
pension checks.

Other activists will cling tightly to purity and discover to 
their despair what Elbaum concedes: America is a “deeply 
conservative country,” which explains why his beloved 

New Communist Movement is “a once-dynamic but now 
all-but-disappeared political current.” In the New York Times, 
two Hispanic activists dolefully report that when they asked 
voters if they condemned “illegal immigration from places 
overrun with drugs and criminal gangs” and supported “fully 
funding the police, so our communities are not threatened 
by people who refuse to follow our laws,” three-fifths of 
blacks and whites agreed, while an even higher proportion of 
Hispanics agreed. This means Marxist-Leninist revolution in 
the name of people of color faces mountainous odds.

Unfortunately, radical true believers rarely care that they 
cannot persuade most of those in whose name they claim to 
speak. But the greater misfortune is that we will always have 
with us the radicals’ roiling hatred of the world as it is. One 
could cite Saul Alinsky for this truth: in Rules for Radicals 
he praises “the very first radical . . . who rebelled against the 
establishment and did it so effectively that he at least won 
his own kingdom—Lucifer.”

Or one could cite Solzhenitsyn, who observed that the 
socialist dream is millennia old. His friend Igor Shafarevich 
published a valuable study of radical utopianism over the 
last 2,000 years, in which he observes that this permanent 
temptation of the soul is entwined with an obsession with 
death. Sartre, for example, quotes with approval his fellow 
radical Paul Nizan, who returned from the Soviet Union 
declaring, “A revolution that does not make us obsessed with 
death is no revolution.” Shafarevich concludes that “Under-
standing socialism as one of the manifestations of the allure 
of death explains its hostility toward individuality, its desire 
to destroy those forces which support and strengthen human 
personality: religion, culture, family, individual property.” 
And the same hostility explains the radical “tendency to 
reduce man to the level of a cog in the state mechanism, as 
well as with the attempt to prove that man exists only as a 
manifestation of nonindividual features, such as production 
or class interest”—or race or gender expression, we must 
now add. 

Radicalism today may be doomed, but it can still be deadly. 
Garza certainly takes the life-and-death stakes seriously. 
SFWeekly reports she has six lines from June Jordan’s “Poem 
about My Rights” tattooed on her chest. They end, “my 
resistance . . . may very well cost you your life.”

Read previous articles from the Special Reports series 
online at CapitalResearch.org/category/special-report/.
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COLORADO’S BIG BLUE POLITICAL MACHINE
By Ken Braun

ORGANIZATION TRENDS

Summary: In the summer of 2004 four 
left-leaning Colorado multimillionaires 
hatched a plot to do the Democrats’ job for 
them. By the November 2006 election the 
so-called Gang of Four and the “Round-
table” allies they brought into their orbit 
had flipped the trifecta to the Democrats 
and constructed a political infrastructure 
that has so far prevented Republicans from 
recovering. This Colorado machine was not 
in any fashion a direct descendant of the 
corrupt old political machines: It was not 
funded or influenced by gangsters or created 
to financially benefit its multimillionaire 
creators. In place of the drive for graft, the 
Colorado cabal pursued leftist ideological 
and policy goals instead.

Before he became the Democratic presi-
dential nominee in 1932, New York Gov. 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt had to defeat 
Democratic rival Al Smith, a former 
New York governor and member of the 
notorious Tammany Hall political machine. In a hotel suite 
at the Democratic National Convention, New York City 
crime boss Charlie “Lucky” Luciano, a provider of financial 
grease for Tammany, was working to engineer Smith’s nom-
ination. In another hotel suite, another Tammany delega-
tion, led by yet another New York City underworld leader 
(Luciano ally Frank Costello) was working for the nomina-
tion of Roosevelt.

Traditional political machines such as Tammany were built 
to seize their corrupt slices of power before candidates were 
even selected, let alone elected. Real political competition 
from ambitious politicians was bad for business.

For example, Tammany’s side bet on FDR failed. As president 
the revered Democrat quickly snapped the party’s 100-plus-
year-old connection to Tammany and set in motion the 
machine’s demise. He even nominally assisted an anti- 
Tammany Republican’s election as New York City mayor.

Political machines worked because they 
often exercised monopoly control over 
the machinery of government—includ-
ing the politicians—and divvied up the 
spoils of that power to their members: 
contractors, government employees, con-
nected businesses, organized crime, and 
so forth. Where ambitious politicians can 
fight among themselves to seize majority 
power, a political machine has either lost 
control or does not exist.

Heading into election night 2004, 
Colorado was a decisively Republican 
state, with a Republican governor and 
GOP majorities in both chambers of the 
legislature. Republican politicians were 
in control of a “trifecta” monopoly over 
the three policymaking centers of state 
government. The Republican monopoly 
had existed for four of the prior six years.

What happened next is chronicled in The 
Blueprint: How Democrats Won Colorado 
and Why Republicans Everywhere Should 

Care, a 2010 book written by Rob Witwer, a former Repub-
lican lawmaker from Colorado, and Adam Schrager, a local 
political reporter. Ten years later, the lessons from their book 
continue to be relevant well beyond Colorado.

In the summer of 2004 four left-leaning Colorado multimil-
lionaires hatched a plot to do the Democrats’ job for them. 
By the November 2006 election the so-called Gang of Four 
and the “Roundtable” allies they brought into their orbit 
had flipped the trifecta to the Democrats and constructed a 
political infrastructure that has so far prevented Republicans 
from recovering.

Ken Braun is CRC’s senior investigative researcher and 
authors profiles for InfluenceWatch.org and the Capital 
Research magazine.
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Before he became the Democratic 
presidential nominee in 1932, New 
York Gov. Franklin Delano Roosevelt 
had to defeat Democratic rival Al 
Smith, a former New York governor 
and member of the notorious 
Tammany Hall political machine. 
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When that infrastructure became fully operational in 2006, 
according to The Blueprint, it turned individual candidates 
into “simply bit players in their own campaigns” with little 
control over messages or strategies. Referencing both the 
victorious Democrat and her vanquished GOP rival in one 
hotly contested Colorado Senate race, the authors write the 
candidates “could have taken six-month vacations” and few 
voters would have noticed.

The politicians had ceased to matter. The Gang of Four had 
built a modern political machine.

The Rise of the Machine
Mark Twain is credited (though perhaps not accurately) with 
saying, “History doesn’t repeat itself but it often rhymes.” 
The Colorado machine was not in any fashion a direct 
descendant of the corrupt old political machines: It was not 
funded or influenced by gangsters, and it was not created 
from a desire to financially benefit its multimillionaire 
creators. In place of the drive for graft, the Colorado cabal 
pursued leftist ideological and policy goals instead.

But while it was built to accomplish very different objec-
tives, the Colorado machine’s biggest gears closely resembled 
the moving parts that kept old Tammany and its historical 
cousins in business.

It rhymed.

On election night 2004, slightly more than 1.1 million  
Colorado voters (almost 52 percent of them) gave the  

state’s nine electoral votes toward the  
reelection tally of President George W. 
Bush. On paper this day should not have 
marked the decisive beginning of 16 years 
(and counting) of sustained heartburn for 
Colorado Republicans.

The last Democratic majority to rule the 
Colorado House of Representatives had 
packed its bags 28 years earlier, back when 
President Jimmy Carter moved into the 
White House. With a 37-28 GOP majority 
going into the 2004 campaign, those not in 
the know could be forgiven for thinking the 
Republicans would cruise into 2005 still in 
control of the Colorado House.

But a slim and seemingly improbable 33-32 
Democratic majority emerged. The narrow 
win betrayed what was to become a lasting 
reversal of fortune. For the next 16 years, 
through 2020, House Democrats would 

lose their majority for only two of them.

Similarly, in the Colorado Senate, Democrats had con-
trolled the show for only two of the prior 52 years—dating 
all the way back to the Kennedy administration. But that 
rare Democratic majority had been recent, following the 
2000 election. Even though Colorado staggers the election 
of its state senators so not all seats were in play in 2004, the 
Republicans held just an 18-17 majority.

That too was flipped to an 18-17 Democratic majority. 
As with the House, it presaged a radically altered future. 
Through 2020, Senate Republicans would claw back major-
ity status for just four of 16 years.

Then came the gubernatorial election of 2006. Incumbent 
Republican Gov. Bill Owens could not run for reelection 
due to term limits. Owens had been reelected in 2002 with 
a commanding mandate of nearly 63 percent. Another total 
reversal of fortune ensued: Democrat Bill Ritter won with 
57 percent.

The new Democratic governor swept into power with a 
39-26 Democratic House majority and a 20-15 Democratic 
Senate majority.

So, Democrats began January 2007 with a monopoly on 
policymaking power they had not enjoyed since the Cuban 
Missile Crisis—and a total reversal of their status from just 
four years earlier.

But they weren’t running the machine that put them there.

In a hotel suite at the Democratic National Convention, New York City crime 
boss Charlie “Lucky” Luciano, a provider of financial grease for Tammany, was 
working to engineer Smith’s nomination. 
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endowed his foundation with $200 million in 1994 ($351 
million in 2020 dollars). Gill sold his share of the Quark 
in 1999 for what a Rolling Stone profile estimated was $500 
million ($781 million in 2020 dollars).

Patricia “Pat” Stryker. Similar to Gill’s low profile, The 
Blueprint described Patricia “Pat” Stryker as someone who 
“could slip unobserved into a PTA meeting or join a group 
of soccer moms and never seem out of place.” That would 
be remarkable for a woman Forbes estimated to have a net 
worth of $2.7 billion (as of October 2020).

In 2001 she created and funded the Bohemian Founda-
tion, a nonprofit donation vehicle. Foundation Search, a 
record-keeping service reporting on the nonprofit sector, 
shows several million dollars in donations from Bohemian 
to left-leaning advocacy organizations such as the Bell Policy 
Center, Brennan Center, and Citizens for Responsibility and 
Ethics in Washington (CREW).

She of one of three heirs to the Stryker medical equipment 
fortune. Her brother Jon Stryker, with a Forbes-estimated 
net worth of $4 billion in October 2020, is also a prodigious 
donor to left-leaning political efforts and LGBT civil rights 
causes. Billionaire sister Ronda Stryker rounds out what is 
collectively one of the wealthiest families in America.

Rutt Bridges. The third member of the Gang of Four was 
Rutt Bridges, a petroleum geologist. He did not have 
Stryker-sized money, but still said he had acquired “more 
money than I could spend in my life.” In 1999 he used some 
of it to fund the Bighorn Center for Public Policy, a  
Colorado think tank with the purported mission of allow-

ing the “political middle a credible and 
legitimate voice in the state’s increasingly 
polarized landscape.” Perhaps more reveal-
ing were his federal political donations for 
the contemporaneous 2000 election cycle, 
which show a rigidly polarized $17,000 
given exclusively to Democratic candidates 
and political committees.

Jared Polis. The highest-profile Gang of 
Four member was and remains Jared Polis. 
A serial entrepreneur in the early era of 
dot-com internet commerce, he was worth 
an estimated $174 million by the end of 
the 20th century ($263 million in 2020 
dollars). He retired from business and 
loudly turned to politics. In 2000 he put 
$1 million into his campaign to win a seat 
on the Colorado Board of Education—an 
unpaid, part-time post. The GOP oppo-
nent raised a mere $10,000 and later joked 

The Gang of Four
In 1958, as he was contemplating his run for the White 
House in 1960, then-Sen. John F. Kennedy began a speech 
with a self-deprecating joke about his father, one of the 
richest men in America. Pretending to quote a telegram just 
arrived from his “generous daddy,” the future president read: 
“Dear Jack – Don’t buy a single vote more than necessary – I’ll 
be damned if I am going to pay for a landslide.”

Tim Gill. Extraordinarily wealthy Americans seeking to reshape 
the political landscape generally keep a lower profile. That 
was certainly true of Tim Gill, one of the Gang of Four’s 
two richest members. He is the founder of Quark, a desktop 
publishing software firm far more famous than he is.

In December 2019 a Denver magazine ran a profile titled 
“Who is Tim Gill?” The author marveled at Gill’s sustained 
anonymity, despite his wealth and role in altering the state’s 
politics. Gill offered up a guess that just 1 percent of the 
state’s population knew who he was.

Likely fewer knew Gill in 1992, 
let alone that he was gay. That year 
more than 53 percent of Coloradans 
approved Amendment 2, a proposal to 
exclude homosexuals from the state’s 
anti-discrimination laws. Remember-
ing the vote eight years later, he told 
The Chronicle of Philanthropy, “Noth-
ing can compare to the psychological 
trauma of realizing that more than half 
the people in your state believe that 
you don’t deserve equal rights.”

Amendment 2 was invalidated by the 
U.S. Supreme Court in 1996, but not 
before its passage motivated Gill to 
create the Gill Foundation to advance 
LGBT civil liberties issues. The authors 
of The Blueprint wrote that Gill 

“Nothing can compare to the 
psychological trauma of realizing  
that more than half the people in your 
state believe that you don’t deserve  
equal rights.”
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The highest-profile Gang of Four 
member was and remains Jared 
Polis who retired from business and 
loudly turned to politics. 
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he would have happily dropped out 
if Polis had just agreed to split the 
difference and give him $500,000.

Indicative of Colorado’s red-state tilt 
two decades ago, Polis’s herculean 
100-1 financial advantage produced 
a paltry winning margin of just 90 
votes out of 1.6 million cast. A polit-
ical career born on the lucky side of 
an electoral rounding error has not 
faltered since. In 2008 Polis won the 
first of five terms representing Colo-
rado in the U.S. House. In 2018 he 
was elected governor of Colorado by 
a nearly 10 percentage point margin.

According to Time magazine, this made him the first openly 
gay man to become a state governor. His estimated net worth 
as of 2017 was $306 million ($325 million in 2020 dollars).

He will continue to get noticed for some time to come: He 
celebrated his 45th birthday in May 2020.

Political Speech Restrictions
This alliance of multimillionaires coalesced shortly after 
Colorado voters approved Amendment 27 in 2002.

Of the many factors necessary for the creation of the  
Colorado machine, the impact of this referendum is hardest 
to exaggerate. Promoted by the left-leaning advocacy group 
Common Cause, the amendment to the Colorado state con-
stitution capped the amount that a single individual could 
contribute each election cycle at $200 for state legislative 
candidates, $500 for gubernatorial candidates, and $2,500 
for state political parties.

In The Blueprint, Alan Philp, former executive director of 
the Colorado Republican Party, states that prior to 2002 the 
“key group of Republican donors” was a vast collection of 
“medium-sized” contributors who could give in the “$1,000 
to $25,000 range.”

This widely dispersed base of support placed financial power 
with whichever politicians could most effectively raise and 
thereafter control political money. Before 2002 the politi-
cians—not their donors—had the most prominent influence 
over which candidates and races received support and how 
campaigns were run.

Politicians, like politicians everywhere, played the political 
game to advance their own careers. Whatever criticisms 

might be made of this arrangement, 
it was not a political machine.

It was also not going to last.

According to The Blueprint, Amend-
ment 27 sharply shifted this power 
to individuals and institutions with 
far larger stashes of money. After it 
passed, according to Philp, “the only 
people who could make a big differ-
ence were super-rich donors—those 
who can give $100,000 or more to 
outside groups—and labor unions, 
who got special loopholes under the 
new rules.”

It was a wide-open invitation for the Gang of Four and their 
Roundtable. “Common Cause knew exactly what they were 
doing,” said Philp, in The Blueprint. He argued that restrict-
ing the direct flow of money to politicians from those many 
medium-sized donors was a deliberate attempt to financially 
kneecap Republicans and give a “systematic advantage  
to Democrats.”

Amendment 27 did not merely make the creation of a polit-
ical machine more likely. It might have made it so inevitable 
that one was created, in part, by accident. The Blueprint 
reveals the Roundtable members who built the Colorado 
machine did not fully understand at the outset what they 
were starting:

“We really didn’t truly know how big this would 
become,” said Polis. “Clearly, when we started, we 
had no idea. I didn’t know this would have great 
historical significance, nor did anybody there, that 
we would transform Colorado. ‘Let’s get together 
and maybe we can flip the State Senate,’ that’s what 
we were thinking.”

The Culture Wars
As noted, on election night 2004 they flipped the Colorado 
Senate and the House on their way to a whole lot more.

Before it happened, in March 2004, the GOP-controlled 
Colorado House began committee hearings on a bill that 
would prohibit sex-ed classes in public schools from pro-
viding information on non-heterosexual behavior. Tim Gill 
was seated in the hearing room as the bill was debated, and 
The Blueprint portrays this legislation as the deciding factor 
leading to Gill’s place in the Gang.

Amendment 27 sharply shifted 
this power to individuals and 
institutions with far larger 
stashes of money. After it 
passed, according to Philp, 
“the only people who could 
make a big difference were 
super-rich donors.
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LGBT rights was a hot-button issue in 
2004 when voters in 13 states approved 
proposals to ban same-sex marriages. 
Colorado’s prohibition would be approved 
in 2006. These prohibitions, enacted in 
30 states from 1998 through 2012, were 
ephemeral victories that were all overturned 
by the U.S. Supreme Court in 2015.

Unquestionably, Colorado’s blue political 
machine was created and sustained in 
large measure because of its participants’ 
ideological hunger to reverse free-market 
economic and labor policies and then sus-
tain those victories by slamming the door 
on every potential GOP comeback.

However, the right-leaning social agenda 
of Colorado Republicans in the early 
2000s was a major—arguably even 
essential—motivational fuel that started 
the machine up. Advancing LGBT issues 
was a primary policy concern for Gill, 
but fellow Gang of Four member Polis 
was also gay. And Pat Stryker’s billionaire 
brother, like Gill, was a big benefactor of 
LGBT-rights causes.

When Gill left the room after watching the debate on the 
sex-ed bill, he had mentally placed political targets on the 
careers of many Republican lawmakers. According to The 
Blueprint, he ran into Democratic State Rep. Alice Madden 
and told her his new motto: “Somebody’s gotta go.”

Madden became the House Majority Leader when Colo-
rado Democrats took control after the 2004 election. She 
was an original member of the Roundtable of left-leaning 
power brokers who built the machine with the Gang of 
Four’s money. Looking back at that accomplishment for The 
Blueprint, she references a note from her files in which she 
had jotted down the following: “In 2004, the Republican 
majority leader . . . said the biggest threat to Colorado was 
gay marriage.”

In a March 2005 news conference that same Republi-
can introduced a proposal to ban same-sex marriages and 
asserted the prohibition would create stronger marriages 
and alleviate pressure on prison and school finance budgets. 
Less helpful for his cause was another Republican lawmaker 
at the event who was quoted in the Rocky Mountain News 
talking up the supposed case of a nine-year-old Indian girl 
wedding a stray dog. This was presented as evidence that 
allowing same-sex unions in Colorado would unleash a 
Pandora’s box.

As it turned out, the Republicans 
opened that box . . . and Tim Gill  
was inside.

A very smart man with a net worth in 
the mid-nine-figures had been turned 
into a formidable GOP foe. As recently 
as 2003, according to The Blueprint, a 
far less politically agitated Gill had given 
$10,000 to the Republican Governors 
Association.

The Roundtable
Left-leaning lobbyist and political 
consultant Ted Trimpa was credited in 
The Blueprint with showing Gill why he 
needed to put his money behind ousting 
Republicans. Similarly, Albert Yates, the 
then-recently retired president of Colo-
rado State University, was the catalyst for 
Pat Stryker’s participation in the Gang of 
Four. (Stryker’s Bohemian Foundation is 
also a big donor to the school.)

Trimpa and Yates would both go on to roles assisting 
national left-leaning political organizations that were seeking 
to replicate the Colorado success. As of 2016, Trimpa was 
on the board of American Bridge 21st Century Foundation, 
a lefty political organization founded by Clinton family 
attack dog David Brock. Yates is a board member of Catal-
ist, a data firm that assists left-of-center political and policy 
organizations.

These two political consiglieres and the Gang of Four multi-
millionaires initially began plotting among themselves. They 
added Lynne Mason, the political director of the Colorado 
Education Association, one of the state’s largest left-leaning 
public employee unions. Mason roped in representatives 
from the state’s other left-of-center political powers, includ-
ing the Colorado Trial Lawyers Association, the Colorado 
affiliate of the National Abortion Rights Action League,  
the Colorado AFL-CIO, and the Colorado Conservation 
Voters. State Rep. Alice Madden, the Democratic leader  
in the Colorado House, joined the group. So did her  
Democratic counterpart in the Colorado Senate, State  
Sen. Joan Fitz-Gerald.

The gathering later identified as the “Roundtable” began to 
meet weekly at the headquarters of the Colorado Education 
Association. Ted Trimpa led the discussions and represented 
Gill. If the embryonic machine could be said to have its first 
political boss, it was arguably Trimpa.
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As of 2016, Ted Trimpa was on 
the board of American Bridge 21st 
Century Foundation, a lefty political 
organization founded by Clinton 
family attack dog David Brock. 
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But as with the traditional political machines, 
Trimpa’s leadership role reflected only his talent for 
keeping the entire group on task toward a shared 
agenda. It did not indicate any preference for his 
priorities or those of Gill. According to The Blue-
print, the meetings never made time for discussing 
such things:

Discussion of issues that might divide the 
group were strictly verboten. “All the  
participants checked their political agendas 
at the door,” said Polis later. “There was 
never any policy discussed. There were never 
any issues discussed. There was simply a 
group of people who believed that all of 
our issues, and regardless of what they were, 
what our differences were, would be better 
represented in a Democratic majority.”

The group also swiftly concluded they were build-
ing a replacement for Colorado’s Democratic 
Party—and they were eager to do so. The Blueprint 
noted the recent enactment of Amendment 27 had 
“all but killed political parties.” It quoted Jared 
Polis saying it “took parties out of the mix as a 
money entity” and “guaranteed that the party itself,  
Republican or Democrat, could not possibly be the main 
entity that . . . ran campaigns.”

Counterintuitively, the Democratic Party and its politicians 
had not been built with a singular focus on the only thing 
that mattered to the Roundtable: taking power. Echoing a 
concern The Blueprint stated was widely held by the group, 
Jared Polis said political leaders controlling the big money 
in both parties had led to a profligate policy of rewarding 
loyalty, spending inefficiently, and having “a tendency to put 
valuable resources into races they’re probably not going to 
win because they want to win friends.”

In place of loyalty-fueled rival fiefdoms, the Roundtable 
designed a unified political machine singularly engineered to 
seize power. Political races were selected and funded solely 
because of their likelihood of beating as many Republicans 
as possible. Nobody was in this to make friends.

Each of the left-leaning labor unions and interest groups 
in the coalition brought political infrastructure and money 
to the Roundtable and directed those assets to the House 
and Senate races the group agreed were critical to win-
ning majorities. As an example, The Blueprint reports the 
AFL-CIO collected $400,000 in $50 donations from its 
members, and then it fired those bundles of money at 
Roundtable-targeted races.

But the commitment from the Gang of Four was a 
gamechanger that helped keep all others onside. The Blueprint 
pegged total spending from the Roundtable on 2004 races 
at $3.6 million, with roughly $2.5 million coming from the 
Gang. Stryker gave at least $845,000, Gill almost $775,000, 
and Polis and Bridges each forked over more than $400,000.

Money, and the normal political campaign irritation of 
diverting valuable time and energy to raising it, had ceased 
to exist for the machine. According to one senior staffer, 
“fundraising basically consisted of occasional reminders  
to donors to let them know we needed payment on  
their pledges.”

The Blueprint reports the resources and focus assembled by 
the Roundtable was unprecedented, largely hidden before 
deployment, and unmatched by any other political entity in 
the state that year: “Republican candidates had no idea what 
was coming their way.”

The Machine Attacks
The mailing lists and membership of the interest groups 
within the Roundtable formed part of the ground game. 
The AFL-CIO alone claimed to have provided 2,700 people 
from almost 200 union locals who knocked on 75,000 doors 
and made 200,000 phone calls to just the targeted legislative 
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(Tim Gill with Sally Jewell, Secretary of Interior; Scott Miller; and 
unnamed) Extraordinarily wealthy Americans seeking to reshape the 
political landscape generally keep a lower profile. That was certainly true 
of Tim Gill, one of the Gang of Four’s two richest members. 
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districts. (For comparison, Colorado voters across the entire 
state cast just over 2.1 million total votes for U.S. president 
that year.)

The funding from the Gang of Four and others supple-
mented the ground attack and provided paid media and 
direct mail bombardments. This 
led to the creation of several 
independent political committees 
to take in the Roundtable money 
and spend it on the targeted 
races—effectively the replace-
ment for the old Democratic 
political infrastructure.

On the ground, one of these committees—the Coalition for 
a Better Colorado—took out advertisements in newspapers 
and developed a 750-strong army of door-to-door canvassers 
who were paid more than $10 per hour, worked as many 
hours as they desired, and were fed a meal after their shift 
ended. The canvassers carried digital devices to record their 
interactions—a relatively new campaign technology for 
2004 that was rarely used in state legislative races—and the 
information was transferred to the coalition’s master data-
base after each shift.

The canvassing was making critical personal contacts, a 
major advantage for candidates in down-ballot campaigns 
in which name ID is lower. But it was also building individ-
ual voter profiles to allow sophisticated follow-up contacts 
micro-targeted to the concerns of each voter. Coalition for 
a Better Colorado plowed $220,000 into this ground game 
from early September 2004 to early October, according to 
The Blueprint. Then, for the last four days before the election 
day, they ramped it up and poured in another $174,000.

Then there were the nasty air attacks: direct mail and broad-
cast media.

The Roundtable’s political committees spent $500,000 to 
win just one race for the Colorado Senate, bombarding 
the district with a mailbox and media assault that former 
Republican Gov. Bill Owens described as “financial atomic 
bombs.” The Republican candidate began in the summer 
of 2004 with a 53-36 percent polling lead—generally the 
sort of support to scare away serious challenges. But by late 
October the “bombs” had blasted him into a 53-38 deficit.

Alice Madden, the Democratic House leader, referred to one 
moderate-voting Republican state representative as “the nic-
est guy.” But based on a vote against a domestic violence bill, 
her Roundtable allies went after the “nicest guy” with direct 
mail portraying a woman with a blackened eye on the cover. 
“I mean,” said Madden, “that was pretty intense, obviously.”

Another moderate Republican state representative was hit 
with eight negative direct mail pieces over just 21 days in 
October. One compared her to a pig, with her photo and 
alleged bad votes on the inside, concealed behind a cover 
bearing the message: “No matter how you dress it up, it still 
stinks.” Out of 27,000 votes cast, she lost by 48.

Voters in six of the House 
districts won by the Roundtable 
were also carried by President 
Bush. Winning just one of them 
would have saved the GOP 
House majority.

Solidifying Power
As noted earlier, the completion of the machine’s electoral 
power grab occurred two years later at the November 2006 
election when Democrats expanded their majorities in the 
legislature and captured the governor’s office.

Unlike two years earlier, the Roundtable could not easily 
sneak up on the Republicans. Learning from their earlier 
election beating, The Blueprint reported well-heeled Repub-
lican donors attempted to replicate the Roundtable’s work 
with independent political committees of their own. This 
“Trailhead Group” raised and spent $5.3 million in 2006.

But by this point Colorado’s blue machine was mature. It 
had dozens of nominally independent political commit-
tees, left-wing media centers, opposition research entities, 
and ideological non-profits working to support its hold on 
power. To make funding decisions for it all, Al Yates had 
helped the Gang of Four morph into the Colorado Democ-
racy Alliance (CoDA), a funding committee that operated 
like a political venture capital firm. With that in place, Yates 
roped in even more wealthy left-leaning individual donors 
and new organizational members such as Colorado’s branch 
of the SEIU.

It was, according to The Blueprint, the “Roundtable on 
steroids.” But though its components were centrally funded, 
they were—at least as a legal matter—independently 
governed. Even as media was becoming aware of what had 
occurred with the Gang of Four in 2004, the fractured 
structure of CoDA’s parts made it hard for outside observers 
to figure out what was happening in 2006. The Blueprint 
authors wrote that reporters “never fully figured out CoDA 
until nearly two years after the 2006 election cycle.”

The media later learned the 2006 budget to fund all the 
CoDA tentacles was set at nearly $11.3 million. Just one 
CoDA tentacle was given an initial budget of nearly  

The Blueprint noted the recent 
enactment of Amendment 27 had 
“all but killed political parties.”
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$2 million and the singular goal of attacking the GOP 
gubernatorial candidate.

And CoDA was ready to prove it was a true political 
machine by doing what machine’s must do best—slam the 
door closed on any potential rivals.

Unlike CoDA’s vast and difficult-to-understand network, 
Trailhead’s work was done by a single committee. CoDA 
flipped this into a vulnerability with nuisance lawsuits tying 
Trailhead in legal knots that slowed its campaigning and led 
to depositions of unhappy donors. The Blueprint reported 
“the pace of lawsuits was dizzying enough to make Trailhead 
a major story of the election cycle.”

But the Colorado Democracy Alliance had been built for 
more than just the 2006 success. Al Yates had led the group 
to create what The Blueprint referred to as a “permanent, 
far-reaching, progressive infrastructure that would exist year 

round, not just during election cycles,” and “change  
Colorado’s political landscape completely, and permanently.”

The decade since The Blueprint was published in 2010 shows 
the durability of the model.

Jared Polis is now the third consecutive Democratic gover-
nor—arguably the political boss of the machine he helped 
build—with Democratic majorities ruling the entire legis-
lature. That monopoly on policymaking power hasn’t been 
unusual: It has existed for eight of the past 14 years. During 
the same era Republicans did not enjoy even a single day 
when they controlled more than half of the legislature.

Setbacks have occurred: Democrats have temporarily lost 
one or the other chamber of the legislature, but never both 
at the same time.

Like Tammany Hall before it, this political machine has no 
loyalty to any politicians, only to its membership. And it has 
demonstrated a perfect record of either holding all power 
and delivering the benefits to that membership or—failing 
that—preventing the rise of any rivals.

It is tempting to assume this dominance occurred because 
Colorado voters simply drifted left over those years, but 
more than a few big hints point the other way. In the 
November 2014 election Republican Cory Gardner defeated 
incumbent Democratic U.S. Sen. Mark Udall. In 2014, 
incumbent Democratic Gov. John Hickenlooper eked out 
just a 3.3 percentage point reelection win, with less than 
50 percent of the total vote tally for governor. Similarly, 
Hillary Clinton won the state over President Donald Trump 
in November 2016, but with only 48 percent of Colorado 
voters supporting her.

Colorado is still a purple political state, not yet a blue state. 
But it has certainly become a machine state. 

Read previous articles from the Organization  
Trends series online at CapitalResearch.org/category/
organization-trends/.

Albert Yates had led the group to create what The Blueprint 
referred to as a “permanent, far-reaching, progressive 
infrastructure that would exist year round, not just during 
election cycles,” and “change Colorado’s political landscape 
completely, and permanently.” 
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Funding “Civic Engagement”
The Funders Committee was formed in 1983 and boasts an 
impressive membership. The ranks of its 90-odd members 
include nearly every “dark money” funder on the Left as well 
as some of its biggest labor groups: Arabella Advisors, the 
Ford Foundation, the Rockefeller Brothers Fund, George 
Soros’s Open Society Foundations, eBay co-founder Pierre 
Omidyar’s Democracy Fund, the National Education Asso-
ciation, and the AFL-CIO. The Democracy Alliance, which 
performs a similar role to the Funders Committee as coor-
dinator for other grantmakers, is also a member. Another 
member, Bauman Family Foundation, is headed by Patricia 
Bauman, a Democratic mega-donor who sat on the boards 
of Catalist (the Democratic Party’s data mine of choice), 
Democracy Alliance, and NEO Philanthropy itself.

THE FUNDERS COMMITTEE FOR CIVIC PARTICIPATION
By Hayden Ludwig

ORGANIZATION TRENDS

Summary: The Funders Commit-
tee for Civic Participation is a front 
for NEO Philanthropy, a 501(c)
(3) pass-through funder and leading 
“dark money” group. It operates as an 
affinity group for major donors and 
foundations to synchronize the flow of 
money to leftist political nonprofits. It 
successfully used its Integrated Voter 
Engagement model to turn Colorado, 
a battleground state, into a reliably 
Democratic state. During the 2020 
election, it expanded its operations to 
several other swing states.

No single organization better illus-
trates the elite Left’s coordination 
ahead of the 2020 Census and 2021 
redistricting effort than the Funders 
Committee for Civic Participation, 
an affinity group for major donors 
and foundations to synchronize the 
flow of money to leftist political nonprofits.

The Funders Committee isn’t itself a genuine nonprofit, but 
a front for NEO Philanthropy, a 501(c)(3) pass-through 
funder and leading “dark money” group that incubates new 
activist groups. As such, the Funders Committee doesn’t file 
Form 990 reports with the IRS. This project-sponsor rela-
tionship highlights the Funders Committee’s value to the 
Left—not as a grantmaker, but as a convener for donors to 
ensure their spending has the maximum impact on elections.

Hayden Ludwig is a research analyst at CRC.
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The Funders Committee’s goal is increasing “civic engagement” by generating high voter 
turnout among traditionally Democratic-leaning constituencies. 

The Funders Committee isn’t itself a 
genuine nonprofit, but a front for NEO 
Philanthropy, a leading “dark money” 
group that incubates new activist groups.
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As such, the Funders Committee is connected to nearly 
every prominent funder in left-wing politics. To give a sense 
of the amount of money involved, in 2016 alone their total 
combined expenditures exceeded $6 billion, according to 
their filings with the IRS.

The Funders Committee is headed by Eric Marshall, the 
former head of election activism for State Voices—a key 
voter-mobilization nonprofit—and manager of legal mobi-
lization for the left-wing Lawyers Committee for Civil 
Rights Under Law. He’s also a board member for the Ballot 
Initiative Strategy Center, which tries to leverage the ballot 
initiative process in states to increase voter turnout.

The Funders Committee’s goal is increasing “civic engage-
ment” by generating high voter turnout among traditionally 
Democratic-leaning constituencies. At the heart of this 
scheme is the group’s Integrated Voter Engagement model, 
a kind of flowchart for mobilizing voters “to win effective 
public policies.” The model is composed of seven stages:

1. Organize and mobilize communities
2. Register voters
3. Develop strong leaders
4. Hold elected officials accountable
5. Engage and educate the electorate
6. Get out the vote
7. Achieve policy impact

In 2017, the group updated its Integrated Voter Engage-
ment “wheel” to include more spokes:

1. Defend and expand voting rights
2. Engage and educate the electorate
3. Register voters
4. Get out the vote
5. Protect the vote
6. Organize and mobilize communities
7. Develop strong leaders
8. Achieve policy impact
9. Persuade the public

 10.  Hold electeds [lawmakers] accountable

This sounds more like politics than philanthropy, but for 
these groups it’s par for the course. Few would consider 
“achieving policy impact” a proper goal of a tax-exempt 
charity, yet under IRS rules a 501(c)(3) nonprofit may 
engage in activities such as voter registration or registration 
for the 2020 Census so long as it doesn’t cross into partisan 

politics—such as by registering only people who say they 
plan to vote for Republicans or encouraging voters to  
support Democrats.

The Funders Committee has called its model one of “the 
most effective ways to increase voter turnout,” and little 
wonder. In 2005, the Funders Committee targeted the 
Colorado Progressive Coalition for funding and organizing 
efforts using the Integrated Voter Engagement model. The 
result was thousands of new voters who helped the coalition 
suspend the Colorado Taxpayers Bill of Rights in a referen-
dum, opening the floodgates to greater state spending. The 
next year the Colorado Progressive Coalition followed up 
with a successful ballot initiative campaign to raise the  
Colorado minimum wage. In 2008, the coalition struck 
again, using the Funders Committee model to defeat a ballot 
initiative barring race- and sex-based affirmative action.

No model can guarantee a political outcome, and the  
Integrated Voter Engagement model by itself isn’t enough to 

Credit: FCCP
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convert Republican-held states into Democratic strongholds. 
But by targeting Colorado with a closely coordinated and 
well-funded campaign, the Left turned a battleground state 
into a reliably Democratic state—thanks to the systematic 
efforts of the Democracy Alliance and Funders Committee.

And they are applying the Integrated Voter Engagement 
model to other battleground states and longstanding 
Democratic Party targets: Florida, Nevada, North Carolina, 
Michigan, Ohio, Oregon, and Texas, to name a few. A 2012 
Funders Committee report claimed that allied groups using 
the model registered “roughly 4.5 million people . . . over 
the last three election cycles.” As the group puts it:

Strategies that integrate year-round nonpartisan 
voter engagement with community-organizing activ-
ities build a strong base of support that strengthens 
an organization’s ability to hold decision-makers 
accountable, impact public policy and build long-
term power for the communities they serve.

Four Pillars for Permanent Control
Put into practice, this comes down to manipulating four 
avenues toward building virtually permanent left-wing 
majorities in Congress and state legislatures:

• The 2020 Census,
• 2021 redistricting,
• Voter registration and 

litigation, and
• Campaign finance reform.

Taken together, the Left hopes 
to create an insurmountable 
advantage for Democrats in 
elections for at least the next 
decade and the 2030 Census. 
Funders Committee is actively 
working along two of  
these avenues.

Funders Census Initiative 
2020. The Funders Census 
Initiative (FCI) is the working 
group focused on shaping the 
2020 Census to fit the Left’s 
agenda, primarily by moving 
money from Funders Com-
mittee members to groups 
conducting GOTC (get-out-
the-count) work to increase 

the count of Democratic-leaning constituencies across the 
country. As the Funders Committee puts it, “It is vital that 
grant makers get involved. The Census Bureau can’t do it 
alone.”

This effort began as early as 2013. In 2016, FCI released its 
2020 Action Plan with three key goals: improving response 
rates, establishing state-based census projects to “mobilize 
constituencies,” and expanding the committee’s “universe 
of funders.” To that end, FCI counts a number of special 
interest groups in its ranks, including Van Jones’ Color of 
Change, the American-Arab Anti-Discrimination Com-
mittee, and National Congress of American Indians. Each 
of these groups has conducted message testing on minority 
groups to determine census response rates.

Color of Change, for example, ran messages targeting black 
communities with the message, “President Trump has 
actively worked to put down the Black vote and reduce out-
reach to Black communities for healthcare enrollment, and 
he will do the same when it comes to Black people taking 
part in the Census.”

Interestingly, the Bauman Family Foundation appears to 
play a lead role in FCI’s activities, including the Funders 
Committee’s efforts to counteract the Trump administra-
tion’s proposed citizenship question in 2020. In March 
2018, Secretary of Commerce Wilbur Ross announced that 

Credit: FCCP. License: https://bit.ly/35Braq7.
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the U.S. Census Bureau would ask respondents if they were 
U.S. citizens in the 2020 census, immediately sparking furor 
from the Left. The Center for American Progress accused the 
Trump administration of attempting to “rig the census for 
partisan political benefit,” claiming the question would scare 
recipients into not responding.

In response to Wilbur’s announcement, the Funders Com-
mittee launched an “emergency briefing” led by the Bauman 
Family Foundation and three interest groups: Leadership 
Conference on Civil and Human Rights, 
National Association of Latino Elected 
and Appointed Officials (NALEO), and 
Asian Americans Advancing Justice. In 
August, over 300 grantmakers, including 
numerous Funders Committee mem-
bers, signed a letter to the Commerce 
Department urging it to withdraw the 
citizenship question. (Bauman executive 
director Garry Bass was listed as the let-
ter’s contact.) While the Funders Com-
mittee itself was not a signatory—NEO 
Philanthropy was—the group published 
letter templates for other groups to sign 
and send to the Commerce Department. 
After months of deliberation in the courts, the Trump 
administration decided not to include a citizenship question 
in the 2020 Census.

Little wonder, then, that its efforts have received hearty 
praise from leading Democrats. In 2015, then-Rep. Keith 
Ellison (D-MI) delivered the keynote address at the group’s 
convening in St. Paul, Minnesota, held in preparation for 
the 2020 Census. Then-Sen. Al Franken (D-MN) told view-
ers how important the census is in “determining how many 

seats in Congress are allocated” in a video made specifically 
for the event:

I know you’re working hard to make sure that the 
upcoming 2020 census goes smoothly, and gives a 
clear, accurate snapshot of our country. I commend 
your foresight—the census is very important and 
it’s critical for us to get ready now, even though the 
census is still a few years away.

Money in Politics. Money in Poli-
tics is a Funders Committee working 
group based around a decade-old goal: 
overturning the U.S. Supreme Court 
ruling in Citizens United v. FEC (2010), 
which found that government efforts to 
restrict outside spending (independent 
expenditures) unconstitutionally vio-
lates Americans’ First Amendment free 
speech rights. According to the Money 
in Politics working group, the Supreme 
Court’s decision “dismantled longstand-
ing protections against undue influence 
in politics” and exacerbated the “increas-
ing impact of big, secret money in 

politics”—ironic, given the billions of dollars that Funders 
Committee members have poured into politics.

Most of the working group’s actual operations are done in 
secret, but it does make known its goals of funding state 
ballot initiatives (presumably to roll back donor privacy 
laws) and “jurisprudence strategies to engaging conservatives 
and the New American Majority,” likely meaning lawsuits to 
overturn voting integrity laws.

The Center for American 
Progress accused the 
Trump administration 
of attempting to “rig 
the census for partisan 
political benefit.”

Credit: FCCP
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In 2016, Money in Politics released a slideshow presenta-
tion laying out its short- and long-term strategies as part 
of its FightBigMoney campaign. Those goals are coupled 
with talking points for members to use when selling their 
policies to the public, such as the Orwellian idea that 
limiting the amount of money Americans can donate to 
campaigns and PACs means that “everyone participates.” 
The rest of the strategy hinges on getting ideological 
judges appointed to federal courts:

• “Provide future [Supreme Court] justices who are 
open to new frameworks”;

• “Strategic litigation that employs these new theories 
and helps transform the law”; and

• “Raise the profile of money in politics as one of the 
key issues nominees to the Supreme Court and lower 
courts may be called upon to address.”

The slideshow also listed the campaign’s sponsors, each of 
which is a leading litigator-activist group:

• Brennan Center for Justice,
• Common Cause,
• Democracy 21,
• Democracy Matters,
• Demos,
• Every Voice,

• Free Speech for People,
• Issue One,
• People for the American Way,
• Public Citizen,
• Represent.Us, and
• U.S. Public Interest Research Group (US-PIRG).

Conclusion
What the Funders Committee for Civic Participation  
represents is the professionalization of nonprofit politics. 
Few Americans realize that it’s this multi-billion-dollar 
nonprofit sphere—not the political parties—that increas-
ingly influences the outcomes of elections and the future 
of public policy. But hardened leftists do, which is why 
they’ve taken advantage of nonprofits’ potent tax exemption 
and weaponized IRS rules concerning charities to build a 
vast political network surrounding the Democratic Party 
composed of legions of activists, lawyers, strategists, and 
mega-donors all sharing one goal: the fundamental transfor-
mation of America. 

Read previous articles from the Organization Trends series 
online at CapitalResearch.org/category/organization-trends/.
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