The Ford Foundation’s I nternational Agenda

Supports Palestinian, Feminist and Population Control Groups

Summary: Overseas NGOs look to the
United States for help in building their
war-torn and poverty-stricken societies.
The Ford Foundation has made its repu-
tation for generous and innovative non-
governmental international giving. So
where's the money going?

Each year, the Ford Foundation re-

ceivesabout 40,000 grant applicationsfrom
whichit selectsabout 2500 grantees. Ford
has always prided itself on being one of
the most international-minded of founda-
tions. A report published by the Founda-
tion Center this past October, using 2001
grants for analysis, says that the Ford
Foundationgivesmoreinternationally than
any other American foundation. Accord-
ing to the center, Ford's $616.4 million in
international grants in 2001 was only
matched by the Gates Foundation, which
gave$528.1 million. Only one other Ameri-
can foundation, the David and Lucile
Packard Foundation, gave over $100 mil-
lion to overseas organizations in 2001.

It’ sprobablethat acomparableanaly-
sisof 2002figureswill findthe GatesFoun-
dation in first place and Ford a distant
second. The Ford Foundation’'s endow-
ment wasdramatically affected by the2001
recession, which caused Ford’s endow-
ment to shrink by over a billion dollars.
Ford only lists $211.5 million in interna-
tional grants made in 2002. In 2002, the
Ford Foundation reported total assets of
$9,300,140,000 and total giving of
$509,700,353. It’'s likely that Ford’s over-
seasgrantswill haveincreasedin 2003, but

by Martin Morse Wooster

The Ford Foundation often gives money to radical groups that use
U.N. conferences and other forums to denounce the U.S.

thosecumulativefiguresarenotyet avail -
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Despitethedramatic drop, Ford’sin-
ternational programs are larger than the CONTENTS
total grantmaking of most foundations.
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International Fellowships Fund:
Training a New Generation of
Bureaucrats

Much of the Ford Foundation’ sinter-
national giving consists of fellowships.
Ford has had a long tradition of giving
fellowshipsfor study in America. Themost
illustriousalumnus of thesefellowshipsis
United Nations Secretary General Kofi
Annan, who won a Ford Foundation fel-
lowship in 1959 to travel from Ghana to
study at M acal ester College, aMinnesota
liberal artsschool sointernational-minded
that it once flew the United Nations flag.

Annan, reminiscing in a 2003 New
Yorker profile, recalled that the Ford funds
allowed him to travel America, where he
occasionally experienced discrimination.
(After Annan graduated from M acal ester
in 1961, he won a Carnegie Corporation
fellowship, which enabled him to study
economicsin Switzerland and launch his
career as an international bureaucrat.)

In 2000, the Ford Foundation dramati-
cally increased its international fellow-
shipsprogramwith a10-year, $280 million
grant to create the International Fellow-
shipsFund, anorganizationthat’ sadmin-
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istered by the Institute for International
Education. In 2003, thisfund awarded 460
fellowships from a field of nearly 20,000
applicants. Ultimately the fund expects to
award 3,000 fellowships during its ten-
year life.

The Chronicle of Higher Education
reports that Ford is deliberately trying to
reach out to “marginalized” Third World
students. For instance, the residents of
China sfivelargest cities are barred from
applying. Flyersfor theprograminMexico
say the program is for “indigenous
groups.” Ford recruitersin Brazil deliber-
ately stepped up their activities in areas
with large concentrations of blacks.

It’sof coursetoo early to tell whether
anyone of this decade’ s Ford Foundation
International Fellows will be the Kofi
Annan of his generation, but despite the
emphasis on “marginalized” recruits, it's
clear that Ford expects to be in the busi-
nessof pickingwinners. International Fel-
lowships Program chairman Donald
McHenry, U.S. ambassador to the United
Nationsduring the Carter Administration,
was quoted in a Ford Foundation press
rel ease as saying that the program demon-
strates “that leadership qualities can be
identified and cultivated.”

No one can know how the Ford Foun-
dation International Fellowswill doinlife,
but theeffect of Ford’ sother international
funding is apparent. Much of what Ford
does overseas is give money to groups
that champion ever-expanding government
and attack capitalism and American for-
eign policy. Not all of Ford’ sinternational
funding goes to the left. In this century,
Fordfundshavegonetothreecenter-right
organizations:

- TheCenter for Strategicand Inter-
national Studies received one grant for
$100,000 in 2000 and two grants totaling
$200,000 in 2001 for research into demo-
craticpolitical reformin Africaandin China.

The Lexington Institute received
one grant for $150,000 in 2000 and one
grant for $175,000in 2002 for researchinto
promoting market-oriented reforms in
Cuba

The Richard Nixon Library and
Birthplace Foundationreceived grantsfor
$235,000 in 2000, $175,000 in 2002, and
$200,000 in 2004 for programs dealing with
nuclear non-proliferation.

By contrast, six large conservative
think tanks—the American Enterprise In-
stitute, Cato Institute, Heritage Founda-
tion, Hoover Institution, Hudson Insti-
tute, and Manhattan Institute—received
no Ford funds in 2000--2004.

It'simpossibleto cover in one article
everything Ford does overseas. But here
are two examples of Ford’s international
activities that are emblematic of the
foundation’s outlook. Ford's massive
amount of support for the 2001 United
Nations World Conference Against Rac-
ism led to revelations that Ford funding
hasgoneto Pal estinian terrorist organiza-
tions. Those disclosures now complicate
Ford grantmaking to American universi-
ties. Second, Ford grants under program
categoriesbenignly entitled“ Asset Build-
ing and Community Development” and
“Knowledge, Creativity and Freedom” have
gonetosupport controversial feministand
population control nonprofits.

TheWorld Conference Against
Racism

In April, the provosts of nine univer-
sities, including Harvard, Yale, Princeton
and MIT, complained about a new Ford
Foundation regulation requiring them to
certify that they will not use Ford grantsto
promoteviolence, terrorism, bigotry or the
destruction of any nation-state. The pro-
vosts complained that they could not be
expected to monitor how their grants are
used and that signing such agreements
could violate the principle of academic
freedom.

Critics such as the Anti-Defamation
League’s Abraham Foxman are appalled
that anyonewould claim support for terror-
ismisaprotected university freedom. But
theFord requirement wasonly decided | ast
November after Congress expressed out-
rage that Ford grants could be going to
terror groups. How could this have oc-
curred?
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SELECT GRANTSMADE BY FORD FOUNDATION FOR
WORLD CONFERENCE AGAINST RACISM, 2000-2002

BRAZIL

Agende: Actions for Gender, Citizenship, and Development
Center for Coordination of Marginalized Populations

Center for Studies on Relations and Inequality in the Workplace
Center for Workersin Amazonia

Center of Religious Statistics and Social Investigation

ISRAEL
Itijah—Union of Arab Community Based Associations

NIGERIA
Development Information Network

SOUTH AFRICA
South African Human Rights Commission

SWITZERLAND
Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights

UNITED KINGDOM
Amnesty International

UNITED STATES

American Friends Service Committee

Amnesty International of the USA

Center for Economic and Social Rights

Earth Times Foundation

Human Rights Documentation Center

Institute of International Education

International Human Rights Law Group
International League for Human Rights

Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under Law
Puerto Rican Legal Defense and Education Fund
Women'’s Institute for L eadership Development for Human Rights

$200,000
$140,000
$100,000
$100,000
$355,000

$200,000

$100,000

$500,000

$350,000

$52,175

$100,000
$150,000
$125,000
$125,000
$100,000

$1,528,000
$1,340,000

$175.000
$100,000
$200,000
$655,000

In 2000-2002 much of the Ford be regarded as parts of one conference.

Foundation’s international funding went

tosupportthe“World Conference Against
Racism, Racial Discrimination, Xenopho-
bia, and Related Intolerance,” which took
place in Durban, South Africain Septem-
ber 2001. The conference combined an
official international conference with a
parallel conference, which occurred simul-
taneously, of representatives from non-
governmental organizations (NGOs). For
all practical purposes, themeetingsshould
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The Ford Foundation tirelessly pro-
moted theWorld Conference Against Rac-
ism. Anarticleby Bharati Sadasivaminthe
Spring 2001 Ford Foundation Reportde-
scribed some of the elaborate prepara-
tions. In one regional conference in
Santiago, Chile, delegates debated
whether “indigenous people” or “indig-
enouspeoples” wasthepolitically correct
term. (A “people,” the conference con-

cluded, could be treated as a captive na-
tion, which could secede, while*“ peoples”
wereethnicgroupswithout anational iden-
tity.) Atanother regional meetingin Dakar,
Senegal participants discussed whether
or not they could seek reparationsfromthe
West for theslavetrade. Indiansdiscussed
whether or not to givemorerightsto Dalits,
the caste commonly known as “ untouch-
ables.”

U.N. Human Rights Commissioner
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Mary Robinson, secretary-general of the
conference, told the Ford Foundation
Report that theWorld Conference A gainst
Racism “isavictims’' conference. It hasto
speak for and listen to the voices of those
who are marginalized, excluded, discrimi-
nated against and put down because of
their color or their background.”

In a pre-conference statement,
Bradford K. Smith, Ford’ s vice-president
for Peace and Social Justice, said the con-
ference goals of preventing racism and
racial discriminationwereidealsthat “ have
been at the core of the Ford Foundation’s
missionsinceitsconception.” Hepredicted
the conference would significantly rede-
fine “the relationship between govern-
ments and citizens' groups on seemingly
intractable issues of human rights and
social justice.” Smith claimed Ford would
spend $10 million on the World Confer-
ence Against Racism. However, Ford's
database of grants showsthat it spent at
least $15 million—and that only counts
grantsofficially identified asconnected to
the conference in some way.

Theactual totalamount of Ford spend-
ing on the conference is likely to be far
higher. For example, the National Con-
gress of American Indians has received
$366,400 from Ford since 2000, none of it
specifically for theWorld Conference. But
aNovember 2000 statement from the orga-
nization still posted on its website
(ncai.org) says “ assistance was provided
to NCAI and NARF (the Native American
Rights Fund) by the Ford Foundation” to
participate in the conference. The state-
ment alsoinvited delegatestothegroup’ s
annual convention to spend theafternoon
of November 14, 2000 at “an international
breakout session wheretribal leaderswill
be asked what are Indian Country’s most
importantissuesinregardstoracism. This
is a significant opportunity for Indian
Country tovoicetheir concernsregarding
racism in both the federal and state crimi-
nal justice system, in obtaining adequate
housing, employment and health care, and
in obtaining equal education. Moreover, it
will providetribal leadersthe opportunity
to discuss thefailure of the United States
to recognize the right of self-determina-
tion and the racist legal doctrines this
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country reliesonto deny tribesthisright.”

Even groups not known to receive
Ford funding noticed the extensive Ford
presencein Durban. The Northwest L abor
& Employment Law Office(LELO) isnotin
the Ford grants database. Y et its del egate
to the conference, Garry Owens, noted in
his conference report (posted at lelo.org)
that at hishotel, “most of the hotel guests
connected to the UN Conferencewere US
citizensinvolvedintheenvironmental rac-
ism struggle. The Ford Foundation had
subsidizedtheirwork andthey wereonsite
also.”

Ford funding was present in every
aspect of the conference:

- Twograntstotaling $1 million went
to two South African nonprofits to orga-
nizethenon-governmental part of theWorld
Conference Against Racism.

- Thelnstituteof International Edu-
cation (which administers Ford’s interna-
tional fellowships) received $1.5millionto
pay for travel expenses for the non-gov-
ernmental delegates.

- The Earth Times Foundation re-
ceived $125,000to print adaily conference
newspaper and update the conference’s
web site.

Firelight M ediareceived $450,000
to create adocumentary about the confer-
ence.

The Office of the United Nations
Commissioner for Human Rightsreceived
$500,000to promotethe conference’ sfind-
ings.

What did the Ford Foundation get for
itsmoney?Unfortunately, the World Con-
ference Against Racism swiftly degener-
ated into a conference of anti-American
and anti-Semitic hostility. Delegatesalter-
nated between hating Americaand hating
Israel. The U.S. deliberately sent a low-
level delegation to the governmental side
of the conference (Secretary of State Colin
Powell refused to attend). American and
Israeli delegates walked out of the confer-
ence early, protesting a clause in a draft

that recognized with “deep concern the
increase of racist practices of Zionism”
and claimed that Zionism “was based on
racial superiority.” Delegates from Euro-
pean governmentsnearly walked over out
over aclausethat called the slave trade a
“crimeagainst humanity” —alegal defini-
tion that could leave governments and
corporations open to massive lawsuits
from groups demanding reparations. Ulti-
mately the conference expressed “con-
cernabout therightsof Pal estiniansunder
foreign occupation” without mentioning
I srael by name, and it denouncedtheslave
tradeinaway that did not hold Europeans
legally liable for reparations.

The NGO part of the World Confer-
enceAgainst Racismtook afar harder line.
R.W. Johnson, reporting for the Sunday
Times of London, noted “this was a con-
ferencerich in posturing and rhetoric but
woefully shortonrealism.” TheNGO con-
ference del egates, Johnson reported, pro-
ducedadeclarationthat wasstrongly anti-
American and took the hardest of hard
lineson every issue. |srael wasrepeatedly
branded as an apartheid state guilty of
ethnic cleansing and genocide, and both
Israeli and Jewish delegates were sub-
jectedtoracial abuseand physical harass-
ment.”

IntheU.S., therewas bipartisan con-
demnation of the conference. George Will
wroteacolumndenouncingitas“aUnited
Nationsorgy of hatedirected at | srael and
theUnited States.” Inaletter to theWash-
ington PostRep. Tom Lantos(D--Califor-
nia), a U.S. government delegate to the
conference, said “Will’ s characterization
wasright ontarget.” Lantos charged that
theparallel NGO conference”wasstacked
with anti-American, anti-Israeli and anti-
Semitic activists. The official NGO docu-
ment they produced debases such critical
humanrightsconcernsas*genocide,’ * eth-
nic cleansing,” and ‘crimes against hu-
manity’ by usingthemtodescribelsrael’s
policies in the occupied territories. The
same activists who polluted the NGO fo-
rum organized daily anti-Semitic rallies
around the conference, attracting thou-
sands of demonstrators.”
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The Palestinian Connection
Ordinarily, the World Conference
Against Racism’s official findingswould
be placed on the same dusty shelf where
most United Nations reports go. But in-
vestigative journalist Edwin Black has
showed that Palestinian groups under-
took much of the anti-Israeli agitation at
Durban, and these groups were heavily
subsidized by the Ford Foundation.
Black’ sreporting, whichwaspresentedin
a four-part series for the Jewish Tele-
graphic Agency, subsequently appeared
last October in many newspapers, includ-
ing the New York Sun and Forward.

Black’ sinvestigationfocused ontwo
Palestinian nonprofits: the Palestinian
Committee for the Protection of Human
Rights and the Environment (commonly
knownasLAW), andthePal estinianNGO
Network (PNGO), acoalition of 90 Pales-
tinian nonprofits. According to Black,
LAW received grantsof $1.1 millionfrom
Ford since 1997 and “took |eadership po-
sitions on the Durban conference steer-
ing committees, conducted workshops
and even sponsored a pre-conference
mission to the West Bank and Gaza Strip
for South African delegates, to convince
them that Israel was an apartheid state.”

As for PNGO, Black found that it
received $1.7 million from Ford from 1999
to 2002 and $350,000 in 2003. In addition,
the Washington-based Advocacy | nsti-
tute received $180,000 in 2000 to bring
PNGO membersto Washington. Accord-
ing to the Advocacy Institute web site,
this money was used “to strengthen
PNGO’s advocacy capacity” through
“message development, coalition build-
ing, media” and “access and persuasion
of decision makers.”

Renad Qubaj, PNGO’ sprogram coor-
dinator, told Black that “In Durban, for
sure we published posters saying, ‘End
the occupation,’ things like that, and we
published a study, had a press confer-
ence, organized our partners and protest
marches.”

“Of course our bhiggest donations

come from Ford,” added PNGO steering
committeemember AllamJarrar. “Wehave
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been in partnership with Ford for a long
time—areal partnership, areal understand-
ing of our needs.”

All in all, Black calculated that $35
million in Ford funds went to “Arab and
pro-Palestinian groups” in 2000-2001.
Black noted that several million dollars
also went to American and Israeli groups
promoting peace. Ford also has a five-
year, $20 million grant to the New Israel
Fund, an Israeli charity that acts asasub-
contractor disbursing Ford grantsto other
Israeli nonprofits.

Since 2002 the U.S. Agency for Inter-
national Development has required that
any American charity that disbursesfunds
in Palestine must require its grantees to
submit a*“ Certification Regarding Terror-
ist Financing,” which states that none of
thegrant money will beused to“ advocate
or support terrorist activities.” Unfortu-
nately, Ford sealsall recordsof thegrants
it makes until ten years after the grant
ends. That means any evidence that Ford
fundsarebeingusedfor terrorislockedin
Ford’sfile cabinets.

Several recipients of Ford money, in-
cluding the Palestinian NGO Network and
the Al-Mezan Center for Human Rights,
have loudly protested the U.S.
government’s anti-terror requirement.
PNGO said the Agency for International
Development was imposing “unaccept-
able conditions” on charitable grants.
“Who defines what is terror?” Renad
Qubgj said. “All funds received by the
NGOs should be unconditioned—no po-
litical conditions.” Allam Jarrar added that
“Ford does not make us sign this agree-
ment” about terrorism.

Black also reported that LAW was
under investigationfor corruption. Latein
2002, agroup of LAW’ sdonors, including
Ford, theDutch charity Cortaid, the Swed-
ish branch of Save the Children, and the
governments of Canadaand L uxembourg,
were concerned that LAW was squander-
ingtheir contributions. AccordingtoBlack,
these organizations spent $100,000
(%$80,000from Ford) to hire Ernst and Y oung
to audit LAW’s books. The accounting
firmfoundthat nearly 40 percent of the $9.6
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million they gave LAW over a five-year
periodwas* either ineligible, unsupported,
misappropriated, or never spent on pro-
grams.”

Ernst & Y oung further found that $2.3
million of the money was “retained” by
LAW, which Black reports turned “LAW
into a sort of bank under the nominal con-
trol of its then-executive director, Khader
Shkirat.” (Shkirat personally received
$60,000 from Ford to study English at Bos-
ton University and human rights at
Harvard.) The accountants found $75,000
in charitable funds was used by LAW for
first-class or business-class international
airline tickets, $100,000 went for “lavish
hospitality,” and $490,000 was loaned to
LAW board members. An Ernst & Y oung
official described Ford’ sfunding arrange-
mentsas“goulash,” Black wrote. “Every-
thing goes into the pot, everything goes
out of the pot. No one knowswhat iswhat
—not Ford, not any of them.”

Congress Pressures Ford to
Change Policies

Black’s investigation prompted an
outcry in Congress. Inthe House, twenty-
one members, led by Rep. Jerrold Nadler
(D—New Y ork), calledfor aninvestigation
of possible Ford grantstoterrorist groups.
Sen. Charles Grassley (R—Iowa) threat-
ened an investigation by the Senate Fi-
nance Committee. Hesaid“ questionsraised
about the Ford Foundation and terrorist
front organizations obviously must be an-
swered.”

Ford madeitsresponsein aNovember
17, 2003 letter from Ford president Susan
BerresfordtoRep. Nadler. Berresford stated
that “the Foundation has not and would
never knowingly support racial, religious,
ethnic, or other formsof bigotry. Nor have
we or would we knowingly fund any group
that advocates violence or denies the le-
gitimacy of Israel’ sexistence.” But shedid
not deny any of Black’s findings.

Berresford also promoted arevisionist
view of FordfundingfortheWorld Confer-
ence Against Racism. “We now recognize
that we did not have a compl ete picture of
the activities, organizations, and people
involved” in the Durban conference,
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Berresford wrote. “We deeply regret that
Foundation grantees may havetaken part
in unacceptable behavior at Durban.”

Berresford also announced several
changes Ford would make in its interna-
tional grantmaking. Henceforth, thefoun-
dation would include in its grant agree-
ment letter two clauses which grantees
wouldhavetosign, stating that thegrantee
“will not promote violence or terrorism,”
andthat the Ford-funded nonprofit would
not practice bigotry or call “for the de-
struction of any state.” Moreover,
Berresford said that every two weeksFord
would check the list of terrorist groups
published by the Treasury Department’s
Officeof Foreign AssetsControl. Sheprom-
isedthat thefoundationwoul d defund any
organization placed on the list. Ford also
hired KPMG to produce a “risk matrix” of
its grantees to determine which had the
potential to becometerrorist organizations.
The policy changes instituted by
Berresford appear to have pleased Con-
gress, becausetherehave been nofurther
investigations.

But LAW continues to face interna-
tional scrutiny. Ford defunded LAW and
blocked payment of the last two years of
its five-year, $750,000 grant. Ford, how-
ever, did not defund the Palestinian NGO
Network or any other Palestinian grantee.
Last December the governments of Nor-
way, Switzerland, Ireland, Denmark, and
the European Union filed a formal com-
plaint withthe Pal estinian Authority charg-
ing that LAW and Khader Shkirat had
stolen more than $2 million of their contri-
butions. In January, the Palestinian Au-
thority froze the assets of several bank
accounts where the money was allegedly
placed, interrogated 26 people associated
withthefraud, and arrested K hader Shkirat.
TheJerusalem Postreported that no date
for Shkirat’ strial has been set.

Ford Support for Feminist and
Population Control Groups

M ost Americansknow the Ford Foun-
dation no longer has a connection to the
Ford Motor Company or thefamily of Henry
Ford. They know it’s a major grantmaker
and have heard that it is“liberal.” But do
they have any idea what liberal philan-
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thropy funds these days?

Many Ford Foundation grants go to
organizationsdevotedto support for femi-
nist organizing and for feminist activities
variously called “gender equity,” “repro-
ductive rights” or “reproductive health.”
Ford-funded groups like Catholics for a
FreeChoice, thelnternational Planned Par-
enthood Federation and the International
Women’s Health Coalition were co-spon-
sorsof “March for Women’sLives” which
attracted thousandsof protesterstoWash-
ington, DConApril 25. Thesegroupshave
an international agenda. They use grants
to lobby the United Nations and other
international agencies for government
mandates promoting abortion, population
control and feminist approachesto public
policy. Space does not permit a complete
examination of these groups, but here’sa
look at what Ford supports through its
programscalled“ Asset Buildingand Com-
munity Development” and “Knowledge,
Creativity and Freedom.”

Catholics for a Free Choice
(cath4choice.org)

Ford funding:
2000—$334,000

2002--$1,200,000;

Writing in Insight in 2002, Joel
Mowbray reported that the Ford Founda-
tion had been this organization’s largest
donor since 1997. The Washington, DC-
based group continues to lobby for the
Bush Administrationtorestore$34million
in funding to the United Nations Popula-
tion Fund. The Administrationhasblocked
funding the Population Fund because of
its history of subsidizing abortions.

Catholicsfor aFree Choice (2002 rev-
enue— $3.6 million) continuesto engage
in an international tug-of-war with the
V atican. Asarecognizedinternational NGO
the group enjoys “special consultative
status” with the UN Economic and Social
Council.1n2002, thegroup demanded that
because of the U.S. priest sex abusescan-
dals, the United Nations should launch an
investigation of the Church asaviolator of
the Convention of the Rights of the Child.
(The Vatican is a Permanent Observer to
the UN). There has been no such investi-
gation.

In November, the group’s European
branch asked the European Union to re-
peal an exemption that permitted Catholic
hospitals and schoolsto accept EU funds
(which it has said amounts to 99 million
euros from 1997 to 2002) without being
required to practice EU non-discrimina-
tion employment mandates. The group
says Catholic institutions accepting EU
funds should be forced to hire gay, les-
bian, bisexual, transgendered, and di-
vorced people, as well as anyone who
opposes Church teachings on abortion
and other issues.

Catholics for the Right to Decide
(cath4choice.org)

Ford funding: 2004--$120,000;
2003—$420,000; 2002—$100,000; 2000—
$480,000;

Thispro-abortionlobbyinggroupsays
itispart of an“international network” with
Catholics for a Free Choice and has
branchesin Mexico, Uruguay, Brazil, Ar-
gentina, and Chile. A statement posted on
the group’s website says that it “works
democratically and jointly for awoman’s
right to control her own body and for the
full enjoyment of their sexuality without
discrimination based on class, race,
ethnicity, creed, age or sexual preference.”
In October, the group’s Chilean branch
marked a Latin America population con-
ference with billboards urging condom
use.

International Planned Parenthood
Federation (ippf.org)

Ford grants: 2004--$100,000;2003—
$200,000; 2001—$150,000; 2000—$300,000

In 2001, the Bush Administration re-
stored a policy, first implemented by the
Reagan Administration but reversed by
the Clinton Administration, that prohibits
U.S. government funds from going to in-
ternational organizations that fund abor-
tions. This decision cut $20 million from
the budget of the International Planned
Parenthood Federation, which the Lon-
don-based organization hasspent the past
three years unsuccessfully trying to re-
store. IPPF director-general Steven
Sinding has claimed the budget cut was
part of a Bush Administration “war on
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women” andthat President Bush“issingle-
handedly attempting to cut back
commitments...and to ignore agreed-upon
human rightsand fundamental freedoms.”
I PPF also charged that itsloss of US gov-
ernment funding was part of a “stealth
campaign” by the Bush Administration,
whichwas“systematically working to un-
dermine reproductive health around the
world.”

Thelnternational Planned Parenthood
Federation continues to advocate in-
creasesincondomuseworldwide. InMarch,
IPPF, working with Marie Stopes Interna-
tional, a British-based abortion advocacy
group, announced the release of new
condomsdesignedtoappeal to Australian
teenagers. Thecondomshbear the col orsof
theAustralianaboriginal flag (red, yellow,
and black) and comein strawberry, vanilla,
and chocolate flavors.

Ford also gave | PPF’ s American coun-
terpart, the Planned Parenthood Federa-
tion of America, a$1 million grant in 2001
and a $550,000 grant in 2003.

Center for Gender in Organizations,
Simmons College (simmons.edu/scm/cgo)
Ford grants: 2001--$875,000

Ford fundsthe Center’ swork with the
Collaborative of International Feminist
Organizations to promote international
feminist organizing. For instance, it sup-
portsresearch by Center senior fellow Carol
Cohn on what’s called *“gender
mainstreaming in international security
institutions.” In English, this means com-
ing up with ways that the United Nations
can support Resolution 1325, a non-bind-
ing resolution, passed by the U.N. Secu-
rity Council in 2000, which callsonthe UN
“to adopt a gender perspective” in all its
peacekeeping missions. It urgeswomen to
be consulted and women’s needs ad-
dressed in any UN mission that involves
the use of force. Resolution 1325, Cohn
writes, “isanimportant part of thestruggle
to end wars and build sustai nable peace.”

GiventheUN’sglacial speed,itwill be
yearsbeforeit’ s clear whether the resol u-
tion changes how the UN deploystroops.
But feministsare using Resolution 1325 to
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advancetheir agendain other areas. Both
theUnited Nations Devel opment Fund for
Women (UNIFEM) and the United Na-
tionsbranch of theWomen’ sInternational
League for Peace and Freedom have cre-
ated websites to promote the resolution
and have organized workshops where ac-
tivists discuss how to make Resolution
1325 part of their country’s policies.

Population Communicationslnterna-
tional (population.org)

Ford funding: 2003--$125,000;
2002—$505,000; 2000—$550,000;

Population Communications Interna-
tional (PCI), headquartered in New Y ork
City (2002 revenue— $4.7 million), triesto
place popul ation-limitation messagesinto
popular culture around the world. It has
held eight “ Soap Summits,” wherewriters,
producers, and actors associated with
“General Hospital,” “ AstheWorld Turns,”
and dozens of other soap operas discuss
waystointroduce population-control mes-
sages.

For example, in India, PCI was a part-
nerincreatingtheradiosoapopera“Taru,”
whichaddressed“ early marriage, son pref-
erence, birth spacing, and other critical
health and social issues.” The heroine of
“Taru” worksfor a“reproductive health”
clinic, and numerous commercials in the
series urge women to use “reproductive
health” clinics regularly.

At the most recent Soap Summit, held
in Nairobi this past June, participants en-
dorsed a 21-point agenda, including call-
ing upon broadcastersto promote*issue-
based entertainment” on their networks
andrequestingthat donors“work asequal
partners in generating an agenda for is-
sue-based entertainment programs.”

International Women's Health Coa-
lition (iwhc.org)
Ford funding: 2002--$1,250,000

Aswith the IPPF, the IWHC has de-
nounced Bush Administration cuts to
groupsthat fund abortions. A 2002 article
by IWHC vice-president Ellen Sweet in
Ms. Magazine declared that President
Bush’ s cost-cutting measures “ pander to
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aminority intheU.S. who cry abortion but
actually seek toeliminateall contraception
except abstinenceandtherhythmmethod.”

TheNew Y ork City-based IWHC (2002
revenues—$8.6 million) isakey player in
another coalition, the International Sexual
and Reproductive Rights Coalition of nine-
teen non-government organizations de-
votedto preserving unrestricted abortions.
Inan April 2002 addressto the U.N. Com-
mission on Population and Development,
IWHC president Francoise Girard asked
UN delegatesto “ reaffirm thecommitments
regarding adolescent sexual and repro-
ductive health and rights that they have
already made,” including an assurance to
“haveaccesstohighquality, user-friendly,
confidential sexual and reproductive
health services, without discrimination.”

An IWHC report published last year,
“Bush’s Other War,” attacks the Bush
Administration on awiderange of issues.
The coalition calls on the Administration
to restore budget cuts to the United Na-
tions Population Fund and the World
Heath Organization’s Human Reproduc-
tion Program, convincethe Senateto pass
the Convention to Eliminate All Forms of
Discrimination Against Women (whichwas
blocked by the Senate Foreign Relations
Committeein 2002 and has not been recon-
sidered), and restore $21.5 million in cuts
tointernational family planning programs.
IWHC alsoseeksfundingincreasesinU.S.
domestic programs such as Title X family
planning programs, and it has called on
Congress to reject twelve of President
Bush’s judicial nominees (including
Charles Pickering, Priscilla Owen, and
Carolyn Kuhl), and nine other nomina-
tions.

The IWHC board is chaired by jour-
nalist Kati Marton, author of Hidden
Power: Presidential Marriages That
Shaped Our Recent History. Marton is
wife of former U.N. Ambassador Richard
Holbrooke and former wife of ABC news
anchor Peter Jennings.

Martin Wooster is a Visiting Fellow
at Capital Research Center
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In May, the Federal Election Commission (FEC)decided not to issue new rules to limit the activi-
ties of independent “527” political organizations. The “527” debate has led to some unusual
political coalitions. The proposed rules the FEC is considering would impose strict limits on the
ability of “527” groups, named after the section of the tax code governing their activities, to raise
unlimited amounts of “soft money” from unions, corporations and wealthy individuals. More than 600
ideological and advocacy groups, spanning the political spectrum, have joined to oppose the pro-
posed restrictions. These groups include the Sierra Club, the National Right to Life Committee and
Focus on the Family. However, Republican Party leaders have joined campaign finance watchdogs
such as Democracy 21 and the Center for Responsive Politics to lobby in favor of the rule change.
Although philosophically opposed to campaign spending limitations, Republican Party officials,
looking to maintain the Bush-Cheney fundraising advantage, want to rein in the “527” committees
since the large majority are Democratic-leaning. The Bush campaign began March with $110 million
in the bank compared with just under $3 million in Democratic candidate John Kerry’s account. But
liberal groups, such as MoveOn.org, are helping to level the fundraising playing field by spending
millions of dollars for radio and TV advertising to counter the Bush campaign’s spending.

The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) has joined with the Sierra Club and the
League of Conservation Voters (LCV)in an effort to defeat President Bush in the key battle-
ground state of New Mexico. LCV is recruiting volunteers to go door-to-door in Albuquerque and
Santa Fe, the Sierra Club has added two full-time campaign staffers, and NRDC has run at least two
radio spots and is planning newspaper ads. Speculating on where NRDC gets its money, Tom
Randall of the Winningreen energy and environmental consulting firm points out that NRDC gets
significant money from Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) grants. Randall estimates that
during the first three years of the Bush Administration, NRDC received $2.6 million from the EPA.

In May, the Philadelphia-based Pew Charitable Trusts announced that it is consolidating seven
projects into a new nonprofit subsidiary called the Pew Research Center (PRC). PRC will house all
of the major information projects supported by the Trusts. These include: the Pew Research Center
for the People and the Press; the Pew Research Center for Excellence in Journalism; Stateline.org,
which provides research on state governments; the Pew Internet and American Life Project; the Pew
Forum on Religion and Public Life; the Pew Hispanic Center; and the Pew Global Attitudes Project.
The creation of the PRC, due to be operational on July 1, follows Pew Trusts’ decision to change its
legal status from a private foundation to a public charity which will enable the group to more directly
lobby on issues of concern.

In April, the Bush Administration scrapped plans to sponsor a major global health and reproduc-
tive rights conference because the event would feature several pro-abortion organizations and other
liberal advocacy groups. Conservative congressmen were angered to learn that the Department of
Health and Human Services (HHS) would allegedly fund the “Youth and Health” conference sched-
uled for June in Washington, DC. Organized by the Global Health Council, participating groups
include Planned Parenthood and the anti-Bush MoveOn.org. Agency spokesman Bill Pierce
said, “After careful review, we determined that we were not going to fund this conference due to
concerns we had about federal funds being used for lobby purposes.”
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